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ABSTRACT

The notion of curriculum as contested was centr#his thesis. In particular, the
focus was on how children (aged from 8 months yedrs) experienced and
influenced the scope of curriculum and participatethe process in defining

what constituted null curriculum in one New Zeala@hddcare centre. Qualitative
methods were used to investigate this processtiigeurriculum boundaries.
Participant observations over five months yieldethidled observations, and these
were supplemented by conversations with childreitkvbccurred in the context
of a range of research strategies; children’s getsges have been foregrounded
throughout. Data generation and analysis was guigigatinciples of the generic
inductive qualitative model.

Critical pedagogy and the sociology of childhoogetitner provided the theoretical
and methodological framework for the study, anthtetgies of dislocation’ were
devised to assist in seeing unfamiliar aspectsfamaliar context.

The central source of curriculum boundaries wasdiow be the assumed
demarcation between adults and children; not omlythds wider social norm
influence the teachers, but it was also found terabedded within the physical
structure and organisation of the centre. It isiadgthis generational division
conflicted with teachers’ commitment to implemegtsociocultural practices.

The core of curriculum for children was found torblationships with others.
However, many relationships were characterised dhglactic tension between a
desire to establish relationships and be accepiibdhvwhe community, and a
desire to exercise control/power. It is argued thase two concerns were
significant aspects of curriculum for children. @nén’s focus on gender and
their individual interests also influenced the seop curriculum, although
children’s ability to introduce interests depend@dn how conducive the
physical and social environment was to their exgposs

Teachers’ and children’s interpretation of whatstanted null curriculum varied.
Some aspects, and particularly the body, appearbkd hull curriculum for all.
Children used strategies of resistance to introceee elements into the
curriculum.



Findings from the thesis are aligned with thosetbgr recent qualitative studies
in similar New Zealand settings and implicationstfee early childhood
profession are discussed, particularly in relatmacrutinising the image of the
child that is implied in practices, and challengasgumptions about the roles of
adults and children, as a first step towards dighmgnexpectations that currently

limit the potential scope of curriculum.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

All my life | have fought against formula. Once y@ve set down a
formula, you are imprisoned by the witch doctoragin circle (Pratt,
1948/1990, cited in Goffin & Wilson, 2001, p.227)

1.1 Introduction

My elderly dictionary, published in the 1960s, de8 curriculum as “a regular course
of study” suggesting it is an unproblematic conc8pholarly writing (e.g., Pinar,
Reynolds, Slattery & Taubman, 1995) indicates neareful interrogation is required
and shows a much wider range of meanings has Itteehed to the word since that
dictionary entry was publishe@here has been since then a period of ‘curricular
reconceptualisation’ (Pinar et al., 1995) duringohdeas from critical (e.g., Giroux,
2001; McLaren, 1998), feminist and postmodern (&agher, 1991) discourses have
been drawn on to challenge established concemfongriculum. Challenge has
come both from recognition of curriculum’s roleconveying and reinforcing the
hegemonic patterns of society (e.g., Apple, 200iguR, 1997; McLaren, 1998) and
as part of the wider critique of positivism withegection of the notion of curriculum
as a defined body of knowledge. Aligned with thigriculum is increasingly
understood as the lived reality, reflected in dpsons such as “actual lived
situations” (Pinar et al., 1995, p. 424) and “idsut life itself” (Hill, 2005, p. 26).
Reviewing the concept of curriculum from the folstade of the 21st century, it
seems much of the certainty implied in that dicigrdefinition is under threat. This
thesis is written within the context of these ermeyginderstandings.

In particular, the thesis draws on the notion aficulum as contested, as “the site
on which the generations struggle to define thewesehnd the world” (Pinar et

al., 1995, p.848), as the place where “dominantsamdrdinate voices define and
constrain each other, in battle and exchange siporese to the socio-cultural
conditions “carried” in the institutional, textuand lived practices” (Giroux,

1997, p.133). It will explore the enactment of cutum in a single site—an early
childhood education centre in New Zealand—and amegthe images of
cohesive community, it will be shown there weraradats of ‘struggle’ in the
children’s responses to limits that teachers, donsty or unconsciously,

imposed on curriculum.



An image of two concentric circles superimposedavider landscape (see
Figure 1) represents my conception of curriculurthimithe centre. The inner
circle represents the direct or overt curriculuine, &cknowledged and intended
teaching and learning that occur, familiar tergitty me as a teacher educator and
a past teacher of young children. The area enclosgueen the boundaries of the
inner and the outer circles represents the unienahplanned and often
unacknowledged aspects of curriculum, the indioecovert curriculum. The
outermost border represents the line of demarcagtween what is deemed
relevant/irrelevant, appropriate/inappropriate aaaonstitutes the boundaries of
curriculum in the setting. The null curriculum (Ees, 1985), the content or
aspects that are, consciously or unconsciouslyud&d, is the area beyond the
circles. As this thesis will show, some points gléimat outer boundary are
debated, but others are accepted unquestioningly.

Null curriculum .

$1S defined as inapproprig s, ang
2

6“ectl covert currig,, Iy
0 jintended and unplay,,
W caching and ]Camjng

Direct/overt
curriculum -
intended
teaching and
learning

Figure 1: The three dimensions of enacted currioulu

This thesis journey began with the broad intentibaxploring the full scope and
boundaries of the second circle in the early clut@hcentre setting. Or, in other
words, the initial focus was on exploring the cavenriculum, all that was
unintended/unplanned and identifying the boundahaswere placed on
curriculum. Later, and in keeping with principlafsthe generic inductive
gualitative model (Hood, 2007), the thesis topicoaed to an exploration of the
outer border, the boundary between what was indiigdeluded with a particular
focus on how children experienced, enacted andenfied that boundary. ‘The



centre’ is the pseudonym for the early childhoodoation centre where | spent
five months observing children’s and teachers’dit@gether, and talking with
children. Because a commitment was made to foregrchildren’s perspectives
throughout the thesis, teachers were not intendewbat term, children’s
perspectives, has been used here to cover two eierfiellowing Strandell,

1997, cited in Brostrom, 2006). The first is ‘chiéd’s knowledge’ (Mayall, 2000)
which involves listening to, and hearing, what dreh say. The second involves
‘taking the perspective of children’ through a prss of observing and interacting
with them, and on that basis imagining and idemtdywith how they think and
feel. (The methodology is described in detail ma@ter 4.)

In this chapter the thesis topic is introduced, dedroute to its selection
described. After acknowledging personal factorscihinfluenced the choice,
there is a review of the strands of thinking arskeech within the discipline of
early childhood education, both nationally andrinéionally, that were
influential in developing the topic. The researohs research questions and the
centre that participated in the research are inted and the chapter concludes
with an overview of the thesis.

1.2 The thesis topic

The thesis topic is grounded in the definition ofrculum used in the New
Zealand curriculum guidelines for early childhode, whariki: Early childhood
curriculum. He whriki matauranga né ngz mokopuna o Aotearoa: Early
childhood curriculumMinistry of Education, 1996). This document first
appeared in draft form in 1993 (Ministry of Educati 1993b), and since 1996
has been the guiding curriculum document for allyezhildhood education
contexts in New Zealand. Here “curriculum” is defihas:

the sum total of the experiences, activities, arahts, whether direct or

indirect, which occur within an environment designe foster children's
learning and development. (Ministry of Educatio®9a, p.10)

There was a reference in the draffefwhiriki (Ministry of Education, 1993b) to
the ‘hidden curriculum’, explained as “the ofterplanned experiences that arise
from where and how both adults and children spbed time, the kinds of
interaction between them, assessment procedur@shaimphysical characteristics
of the environment” (p.13). While this was removeain the final version as part
of the Ministry of Education’s revision processg tturrent definition is



nevertheless striking for its acknowledgment thatdcope of what children learn
extends beyond the scope of what teachers intetetd, particularly when
compared with the curriculum document for New Zedlachools, thélew
Zealand Curriculum FrameworiMinistry of Education, 1993a) that appeared as
part of the same educational reform process. A Kealand scholar and early
childhood education professional, Haggerty (19983}, recognised that the
breadth of th&'e whairiki definition and its emphasis on the reality of what
children learn, aligned it with the reconceptuahistvs of curriculum referred to
in the opening paragraphs. In identifying this, biexdy was making an early
contribution to what was to develop into an ongaingversation between New
Zealand researchers, a conversation which contitouesovide insight into the
ways in which the new curriculum has been implement

Te whariki was also striking for its lack of definition abaubat constitutes the
contents of that “sum total”. It offered a frameWwaf principles, aims (later re-
named strands) and goals which each setting cauddve’ to suit their unique
context. In contrast, the new school curriculumspribed learning principles,
aims and objectives (Mutch, 2003). However, theatirecope of the definition in
Te whariki was not unique within early childhood educatiorternationally there
were similar examples. For example, in the Unitéaghom Curtis (1998) offered
the following definition:

Curriculum is everything that affects the childle learning environment,

overt and covert. It covers not only the activitiesth indoors and

outdoors, offered to young children, but the adiigtsi of the staff not only

towards the children but to each other, to parantsanyone else who
visits. (p.21)

While such understandings of curriculum in earljdtiood education are not
universal (MacNaughton, 2003b), the definitions\abieflect a growing
acceptance of the notion that curriculum for yoahtdren is an all-
encompassing concept including intended and urdei@aspects. There is,
however, a danger in using such binaries as intéodatended and overt/covert,
just as there is in using that ordered opening ax@gircles to depict the
divisions between overt, covert and null. Suckegatisations provide useful
tools of analysis, but can mask the complexityhef multi-faceted, multi-layered
and multi-tensioned reality of the shared liveshef children and teachers. While
this thesis makes use of such categories as tbelgare used with the intent of

revealing rather than masking such complexity.



Within New Zealand research direct aspects of culuim, the teaching/learning
activities that teachers consciously engage in ehildren (the familiar territory
of the inner circle), have frequently been the ®¢ig., Jordan, 2003; Meade,
2005, 2006, 2007; Smith, Duncan & Marshall, 208&cently, however, indirect
aspects of curriculum have increasingly drawn neseattention, reflecting the
broader notion of curriculum ifhe whariki. For example, Carr (1997a) showed
the impact that children's self-selected identisiesh as ‘being a technologist’,
‘being nearly five’, ‘being a friend’ can have dretr approach to experiences in
the centre. Duncan’s (2004) description of the iohjpé wider discourses on
children’s approach to learning and Ritchie’s (20@i$cussion of the impact of
political ideology on practices within early chilobd education are further
examples. But references to the concepts of tidelem curriculum’ (Hill, 2001,
2005; Nuttall, 2002; Podmore, Sauvao & Mapa, 2@0®) ‘null curriculum’
(Hedges & Cullen, 2005) are rare. Little reseanchaademic writing has
considered the borders of curriculum or the teryiteeyond, the null curriculum.
Among the few examples are Duncan (1998, 1999)Taitd2001) who discussed
the effect of highly publicised sexual abuse caseteachers’ attitudes and
relationships with children; and Surtees (2003) \whscribed how exclusion of
sexuality and the positioning of heterosexualitypasnality leads to the
exclusion of other sexual orientations. Others loagassing on what is
excluded; Hedges and Cullen (2005) suggest sukjestledge may be null
curriculum, and Sanson (2006, 2007), writing alotarice, describes the body as
increasingly marginalised.

Another recent and growing trend within New Zealaady childhood research is
the inclusion of children as participants. Smittsvaa early proponent,
interviewing children in childcare in the 1980s (8n& Swain, 1988) and others
(e.g., Smith et al., 2005; Te One, 2007) have exymsrted with a wider range of
approaches since.

It is timely to introduce into this discussion tfeeent surge of New Zealand
masters and doctoral theses that have used givalitaethods and focused, in a
range of ways, on aspects of curriculum impleméontah early childhood
settings. Collectively, these form the conversateferred to earlier. Some of
these studies reflect the two trends referred twab-the focus on indirect

aspects of curriculum, and the inclusion of childes participants. For example,



children’s perspectives have been to the foreerstiidies by Greenfield (2007),
Brennan (2005), Alcock (2005) and Te One (in prapan), and were also
included by Brennan (1999) and Hedges (2002b, 20Dvawing the line

between those theses that focus on indirect and#ect aspects of curriculum is
not always easy, given most have been broad-ramgiatitative studies, but
indirect aspects of curriculum were to the for&mennan’s (1999) study of the
influence of television on children’s learning, amet more recent work (2005) on
children’s enculturation into a centre, in Dall{999) study of very young
children’s transition into a centre, and in Alcaek2005) investigation of
children’s humour. Among those studies where maextiaspects of curriculum
have been to the fore are Wright's (2003) desaniptif curriculum in a home-
based setting, Hedges’ (2002b) study of the pléseilgect content knowledge,
and her more recent (2007) exploration of the pigsrbetween teachers’ and
children’s funds of knowledge. Some have exploogics where teachers are the
focus: Jordan (2003) and Bernstone (2007) bothidered teachers’ use of
strategies, Nuttall (2004) explored teachers’ usi@deding of curriculum, and
Manning (2008) described how teachers’ earliererarevere reflected in their
practices. Finally, two studies (Gibbons, 2004; Madl, 2002) highlight the link
that exists between the construction of the child the management practices
and organisational culture of the centre. Dedpiediversity in topics and
approaches, there is a sense of growing inter@dgtar writers revisit and
respond to earlier work; collectively they proviaie unprecedented depth of
insight into current New Zealand practices. Theralso an increasing confidence
to critique and question established traditions, luere is growing awareness of
the role that social forces, beyond the arena by eaildhood education, may
play in defining what constitutes appropriate aulim for young children. In
acknowledgement of the value of this emerging ctille conversation, links to
this group of theses have been profiled throughemd,in the final chapter
findings from this thesis are aligned with findirfgsm others in this group.

Reviewing recent research therefore indicated gdqese this thesis might
contribute. First, there was growing interest idiiact aspects of curriculum, and
accumulating evidence about how these might baentting teaching and
learning. However, the distinction between what desmed irrelevant/relevant
and how that demarcation was arrived at had rdv@in considered. Secondly,
there was increasing interest in hearing childrémisking. It seemed therefore



that taking a focus on how children experiencediafidenced the boundaries of
curriculum might provide insight into where thosmihdaries lay, describe how
they were established and reinforced, and whatgbéidren might play in that
process. It was hoped this would contribute to ardating research knowledge
about curriculum implementation in New Zealand oesitand would also provide
further insight into children’s thoughts and fegbmabout their day-to-day
experiences of centre life.

In the next section, I trace the combination otdes, both personal and

professional, that led me to select this topic.

1.3 The personal journey to the research topic

Clarifying my position in relation to the reseaistan important element of
validity because as the sole researcher | wasraitegthe processes of data
generation and analysis (Denscombe, 2007). Edpglacknowledging those
personal factors and experiences is a first stéjpanprocess. Some relate to my
own experiences of learning and teaching, someatefihy interest in children’s
perspectives, and some are associated with théygagthe question itself.

| have a long history of interest in the broadaches of learning and teaching that
stems partly from belonging to a family of teachend self-motivated learners, and
partly from having worked in early childhood, primand tertiary education. | have
a particular commitment to the significance ofsbeial context in learning/teaching
which is rooted in my experiences in early childtheducation with my two sons.
When they were young, | gravitated to my local petre. These parent-led co-
operatives are a significant feature of the Newatehearly childhood education
scene; alongside care and education for childnety, dffer ongoing training for
parents, and require parent commitment during@essi he movement began during
the Second World War, grew quickly, and becamauececof innovation within early
childhood education, particularly through the rterxd decades (Stover, 2003). In
taking my children there, | was confident they vablé learning and felt comfortable
with the commitment to free play and the strongigBtian approach that pervaded
New Zealand early childhood education at that tvdigh a Masters degree, and four
years of primary school teaching behind me, it negeurred to me that | too might
be embarking on a learning journey. While | haverlguestioned some of what |
learnt in playcentre, much of which was embeddeddevelopmental framework



(e.g., Grey, 1974), the impact of how | acquireat tharning has stayed with me. To
find myself in the social contexts in which teagfi@arning occurs within playcentre
was a humbling awakening to the potential of lewgmn group contexts, of the
multitude of ways in which teaching/learning canwcand of how satisfying these
learning journeys can be.

My experience as a primary school teacher threavsharp relief the open-
endedness and lack of content specification inmm#hevlariki definition of
curriculum, and the consequent freedom, challengea@sponsibility that implied
for teachers. As a lecturer, | revisit that defontwith students every year and
each year | pause at the word “indirect” and reéftechow much of our teacher
education programme focuses on the “direct” expess, activities, and events
that teachers provide. | recognise how infrequentdyquestion the choices of
resources and experiences that are deemed to bepappe provision for young
children. Blocks and playdough, puzzles and drgsslathes, drawing and
collage, stories and singing on the mat, and oaitsidandpit, slide, bikes and
swings. These were the experiences that were pdva my sons, that |
remember from my own childhood, and these areythiedl experiences in
centres today. Comparing the current basic equapgnadelines for centres
(Ministry of Education, 2004a) with the basic equgnt list for playcentres 40
years earlier (Somerset, 1967) shows remarkablycfeamges. These experiences
made me curious about the origins of some of theyrguestioned conventions
of early childhood education, and heightened myran@ss of the tension
between the broadness of the definition of curtouin Te whariki and the
parameters that, in practice, seemed so often impesed.

A second personal impetus in selecting the topis that | am drawn to the
challenge of conveying how the world is for childrd his is partly a commitment
to equity, to allowing the voices of a usually sied group (Cannella, 1997) to be
heard, but the element of personal satisfactiodse®be acknowledged.
Previous use of ethnographic research methodsh&tepn, 1998) with young
children had been a rewarding experience thatedfenexpected insight into the
rich world of children’s centre lives. A furtheraentive was that | was aware of
only a handful of researchers (e.g., Corsaro, 12883; Hadley & Nenga, 2004;
Mandell, 1991; McCadden, 1998; Paley, 1986, 19905}, who had spent a
prolonged time in a research setting with youndgdcén.



Finally, | recognise being drawn to topics thatlE@rae institutional assumptions,
to topics that are on the periphery of our undeditag, unable to be settled by a
single answer, but rather need to be opened ugler ¢o provoke further
discussion and debate. Perhaps because | haegiays academic background
in sociology and English literature, and had aeseof careers before finding early
childhood education, | am drawn to topics thattasle looked at from a range of
perspectives. This personal background and thgseriexces led me to a
commitment to research that focused on childretqpermences and to an interest
in the scope and boundaries of curriculum.

These varied threads were drawn together in thingnovoked by reading the
following sentences in Carpenter (2001):
The overt or the intended curriculum is the publadivertised fare of schools.
But the learning gained in educational environmiant®t necessarily planned
for. Unplanned-for learning makes up the ‘undocuetior 'hidden'

curriculum, while some subject content that istightely excluded is called
the 'null’ curriculum. (pp.110-111)

Linking the concept of ‘hidden’ with the indireairciculum, | saw that the
concepts of hidden and null curricula were tood ttould be used in a study of
curriculum in a way which drew together my interiesthe wider reaches of
learning/teaching, my commitment to foregrounddiih’s perspectives, and my
penchant for complex topiche hidden and null curricula will be discussed in
detail in Chapter 2.

1.4 The professional and policy journey to the togi

The personal journey to the topic outlined above marored by a professional
and policy journey, which is described in this gattPart of that journey was the
process of finding the theoretical framework thattd underpin the thesis; this is
introduced below. The other dimension of the joyrseen clearly only in
hindsight, was the way in which my thinking hadtoeballenged by national and
international developments within early childhoaieation.

There are two broad approaches, both of which extesond the field of early
childhood education, that in combination informied tlevelopment of the topic,
influenced the methodological design for this theand provided a theoretical
context. The first to have an impact was criticadg@gogy. Reflecting on my role as
teacher educator had led me into this area andstwithin this discourse that the



research topic and questions were framed, andviged the theoretical framework
for the thesis. As my interest in the topic greveating and reading research in
which children’s perspectives had been includediednto a very different area of
research literature, that of sociology. | discodetet familiar current features of
early childhood research, such as the focus ondirg children as actors in their
own right and awareness of the concomitant etleimaterns, were reflections of a
wider research arena, the sociology of childhodd¢ciwvhad arisen in the late 1980s
(Prout & James, 1990). The perspectives of thekqy of childhood provided a
philosophical foundation for the study of childrand research ideas from this
arena were valuable in designing the methodolodgrkC2004). Finally, there was
a smaller contribution from a third theoretical eggeh. Elements from activity
theory have been used as sensitising concepts (B@0966); the constructs of the
physical tools and resources, the roles of childrehteachers, and the rules,
routines and rituals of the setting were used eiswWihin data gathering and
analysis. Chapter 2 presents a more detailed discusf critical pedagogy and the
sociology of childhood, outlining the reasons fwit selection, and describes the
individual contribution each made to the framing anplementation of the
research. Activity theory is introduced in ordeetglain the way in which the

three concepts borrowed from it were used withentttesis.

The second dimension to my professional journeeéaopic relates to the
professional and policy issues that have beengbaine milieu of early childhood
education in New Zealand through the last decadleo2®’ century, and the
beginning of the L The topic is located at the intersection of tmorent areas
of focus: the questioning of what constitutes auiiam for young children and
the reconsideration of how children are position&tlese are significant areas of
debate nationally and internationally, which haistutbed the equilibrium of

early childhood education.

1.4.1 Changes in early childhood education in NealZnd since 1990

This section describes how changing circumstandabawvearly childhood
education in New Zealand since 1990, largely engettby the introduction of the
new curriculumTewhariki, have brought significant changes to the definitd
what constitutes curriculum, and to conceptionteathing and learning. As a
teacher educator | experienced the hurdle of wgrthnough these changing
theoretical orientations and was aware of the ehg they presented for teachers.
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In the following discussion, and through the thettis term early childhood
education is used to denote the education andocawesion for children aged
from birth to 6 years (although most New Zealanittchn begin school when
they turn 5). The term ‘centre’ is used generictdlglescribe any setting that
provides care and education for groups of childi®ervice’ is used to refer to the
different kinds of education and care centres: &gdrtens (which provide State-
funded, sessional education and care typicallgthddren aged from 3 to 6
years), education and care centres (which arerethately owned and operated
or community-based, and which provide full-day came education for children
from O to 6 years), the parent co-operative plagresnwhich provide sessional
care for children 0-6 and training courses for ptk centres with a particular
philosophical orientation (e.g., Steiner, Montegs@&ohanga reo (Maori-language
immersion centres), and Pacific Island languagly ehildhood centres. (All
these services receive a level of government funpiBector’ is the collective
used to describe all these varied services andithdil centres, and ‘the

profession’ refers to all early childhood educatieachers and teacher educators.

The period since 1990 has been a tumultuous ornedar Zealand early
childhood teachers, with long-standing beliefs d@lmomriculum and pedagogical
practices fundamentally challenged. At the enchef1980s, the early childhood
sector was fragmented and “diversity reigned offrafits: there was diversity of
programmes, diversity of staff training and quaéfions, and diversity of history
and philosophy” (Dalli & Te One, 2002, p.178). Tilea that there could be a
sector-wide curriculum was foreign. Rather, eackiise had its own
philosophical and pedagogical approach which pexidhe programme
guidelines and so determined the curriculum. hyqeatre it centred on providing
16 basic play areas; the influence of these hadeftbover into kindergartens,
where play contexts such as the family corner heccarpentry table had become
“the 'subjects’ of preschool” (Middleton & May, 18%.261). Students in teacher
education programmes learned about ‘play cornerd’'stages of play (May,
2001) as well as covering more traditional schgpktcontent such as early
mathematics and early music. However, the wordriculum’ was rarely used
and when it began to appear at the beginning o1 8#98s it was seen as
“threatening” (Nuttall, 2003, p.8), with its oventes of the compulsory school
sector which had long operated with various natisglabuses, standards and
curriculum documents.
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But at a political level there was a commitmentiéwelop curriculum guidelines
that would apply to all early childhood educati@ntexts (Te One, 2003), and the
first moves had already been taken. At a DepartroeBtucation policy
development course in 1988, which brought togath@resentatives from various
services, a definition of curriculum had been hotieed was to provide the
genesis for th@ewhariki definition: “The curriculum is the sum total of all
children’s direct and indirect learning experiencesarly childhood settings”
(O’'Rourke, 1988, p.17). In September 1990, in raspdo a national curriculum
document for schools, the formal process of devetpthe new national
curriculum began with the request for proposale Ebntract was signed with
Helen May and Margaret Carr from Waikato Universéigd a process of
consultation and writing began that led to theaséeof the draft curriculum
guidelines in 1993, and the revised final docunei996.

When it was introduced, for many teachers the 8agrice ofTe whiriki was

only as yet another document that needed to berstodel and implemented,
although extensive government investment in suppgpgrofessional
development eased this. With hindsight its sigaifice has become much clearer.
It was the first genuinely bicultural New Zealandreculum document,
containing parallel but not identical versions iadvli and English. It consolidated
the combination of care and education in a wayweat recognised as probably
unique in the western world (Cullen, 1996). It vea® of the first two early
childhood curricula internationally to include inta and toddlers (Haggerty,
2003). The widespread and lengthy consultation tiakien in its development,
the supporting cross-service professional developnaad the introduction of a
shared common language of principles, strands aal$ @ll helped to bridge
long-standing divisions in the sector. Politicatlyas significant because, despite
being initiated in a “neo-liberal/neo-conservatiyglitical climate with
government commitment to intervention in educatibmanaged to “maintain its
liberal-progressive/socially critical discourse” (kéh, 2003, p.123). Finallyi,e
whariki was significant for the status it brought to eathyldhood education.
Within New Zealand the curriculum was recognitidrilee importance of young
children’s learning and so, by implication, it bghi recognition for their
teachers. Internationalllye whiriki was acknowledged for its “enormous impact
on curriculum development in many countries” (Fl&803b, p.243) and
increasingly cited (e.g., Drummond, 2000; MacNaagh2003b; Wood &
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Attfield, 2005). It was selected for showcasingas of five early childhood
curricula by the Organisation for Economic Cooperaand Development
(Pramling Samuelsson, Sheridan & Williams, 2006)wever, wherTe wlariki
was introduced, little of this significance wasaguoised.

The introduction offewhariki, and the associated professional development,
provided a catalyst for teachers to review andseeuwdeas about what constituted
curriculum, even within that first familiar circtef teachers’ planned teaching. For
many this did not happen quickly. There were twasoms why teachers were
slow to engage with the document’s inherent chghsnFirst, anxiety that a
curriculum would shunt the sector towards subjectifed teaching (Carr & May,
2000) was allayed by the draft guidelines, whicthpps lulled teachers into
believing the document merely captured the essehebat they were already
doing.

The second reason teachers were slow to recodnasiepth of change relates to
Te whariki's non-prescriptive approach. From the beginniegetihad been a
commitment to cater to the sector's diversity dected in the wide-ranging
consultation (Te One, 2003), in the document'sltucal and bilingual approach,
and in the open-ended structure which requiredres@nd services to ‘weave’
their own curriculum to suit their own context. Bhis open-endedness, which
was a strength and a powerful force for cohesiahansector (Cullen, 2003a,
p.163), also masked the embedded shift and massible for teachers to
engage with the curriculum by using its languaggistify their unchanged
practices.

The philosophical underpinnings of the new curacutid imply a fundamental
shift (Haggerty, 2003); they implied a move fromaatustomed Piagetian and
developmental orientation to a sociocultural apphoand to a commitment to
learning as socially constructed, and supportedeaitehded through social
interactions with peers and adults (Cullen, 198®\wever, the inclusion of
familiar developmental aspects, such as the dinssinto age groupings (Cullen,
1996; Hedges, 2003) and the metaphor of ‘acquikngwledge (Hedges, 2007),
provided a sense of familiarity that potentiallyntributed to teachers’ confusion
about the implications for their role. As earlyl®96, concern was expressed
about the intertwining of the sociocultural and elepmental perspectives and
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Cullen (1996) questioned whether teachers and ¢éeactucators had sufficient
knowledge to convey the “theoretical richnes3efWlariki” (p.118), suggesting
the new terminology might be applied to existinggdophies and practices.

In the years since its introduction, further proaoan to New Zealand teachers'
thinking, and to my own thinking about curriculuhas come from the growing
strand of commentary and critiqueTeé whariki, particularly since the turn of the
century. While Cullen (1996) and McNaughton (19§&ye early notes of caution
about the mix of theoretical perspectives, the pn@idant reaction was
enthusiastic acclaim, and other critique appeandyg slowly. An edited collection
of critical commentary on the curriculum was noblhed until 2003 (Nuttall,
2003). Cullen's early comments on the intertwiroh¢heoretical perspectives
were elaborated and extended in the following ybgirdedges (2003), Fleer
(2003b) and Hill (2005). May and Carr had themseidentified four ‘guides’ in
the planning—Eriksen, Piaget, Vygotsky, and Brui@arr & May, 1996)—but as
Cullen (2003a) noted, academic and professionatédbcused on “its

sociocultural and postmodern ethos” (p. 271).

Other aspects dfe wlhariki that drew critique were the implied role of the
teacher, and the question of children’s contentledge In 1996, Stuart
McNaughton noted that, while the new curriculummsigantly redefined what
constituted quality learning/teaching interactiathg, implications for teachers
were less clear. More recently Cullen (2003a) deedrthe document as being
“difficult to interpret as a guide to practice” @71). It has also been argued that
there is a need for increased subject knowledgtetmhers (Hedges & Cullen,
2005); Brostrom (2003) saw the absence of an “expliscussion and
formulation of aims, goals, and educational coritgmt219) as a shortcoming
and suggestetle whiriki lacked the “future-oriented content” (pp. 219-2gttis
a necessary part of the process of involving aitsz@ democracy in order to

bring about social change.

A residual caution about how effectivele whiriki is implemented in centres

continues. In 2003 Cullen wrote:

...it could still be argued that the idealsT@ Wlariki have barely touched
many of our early childhood centres, and that nEnegrammes today
look remarkably like those of the 1980s and ea®90k, when the terms
“free play” and “developmental” dominated the disize of early
childhood education. (2003a, p. 272)
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As discussed earlier, in-depth research studitisei2 ' century (Brennan, 2005;
Hedges, 2007; Jordan, 2003; Nuttall, 2004) and cemany (Hill, 2001, 2005)
confirm this anxiety and suggest that, more thde@ade after the introduction of
the final version, some teachers are still gragphiith the implications of the
sociocultural approach and the concept of curritubontained iMTe wlariki.

The sense of unease about the extent to whichdéesabhave shifted to a
sociocultural framework is a theme that will re-egeein this thesis.

Such critique off e whariki needs to be seen in context. First it needs teée s
within the context of continuing acclaim for thecdanent both nationally and
internationally. Writing in 2003, Cullen called‘ttail-blazing” and “visionary”
(20034, p. 284) and acknowledged that wide-sprdagten of sociocultural
concepts, and the thriving research culture hayadl some earlier reservations.
Internationally, the tributes (e.g., Anning & Edway 2006; Nutbrown, 2006a)
continue.

The critique is also evidence of a developing mgtwithin the sector. The new
curriculum contributed significantly to this by e as “the catalyst for an
emerging analysis of dominant beliefs and practi@@sllen, 2003a, p. 269).
Other government-initiated moves have enhancedtbisess. A government-
funded review of research into early childhood wag (Farquhar, 2003)

provided a summary of research evidence. More feigntly, a Strategic Plan
(Ministry of Education, 2002) outlining a ten-yelevelopment plan for the sector
(2002-2012) introduced the Centres of Innovatidresee through which early
childhood settings were selected on a three-yegdie and funded to enable
teachers and researchers to collaborate on prdfettsshowcase excellence and
innovation in ECE” (Ministry of Education, 2002 8p. Their reports (Meade,
2005, 2006, 2007) have contributed to an increasedeness of the complexity
and challenge of early childhood education, whiak been a key driver behind
the government policy for fully teacher-led sergic€he presentations and reports
from Centre of Innovation teams have also addedgmwing enthusiasm for
undertaking research, and an unprecedented opetonessque and debate

within the sector (e.g., Hill, 2001, 2003, 2005;gsmg-Styles, 2002; Surtees,
2003). This thesis emerged from and reflectsdhiatate.
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1.4.2 Including children's voices in assessmentewaduation

A reconsideration of the way children are positibmeas the other area of focus

that influenced the thesis topic. Reflecting intgional trends (described later in
this chapter) there has been growing recognitidghizviNew Zealand of the need
to include the children’s perspectives both in asseent (e.g., Carr, 2001) and in
research (e.g., Hedges, 2002a; Smith, Taylor &dppR000).

In 1993, a New Zealand survey found less thanthaltentres surveyed had
completed written assessments of children, andahigndful included children’s
perspectives (Wilks, 1993). Fifteen years latas, $ituation has changed
dramatically. The introduction of the credit-bassmning story assessment
framework, which focuses on children's learningpdsstions (Carr, 1998; Carr,
2001) and links them to thiee whariki framework of goals was a fundamental shift
(Carr, Hatherly, Lee & Ramsey, 2003). This new fearark promotes narrative
observations (called “learning stories”) in pla¢goantitative observation
techniques and the ‘impartial’ running record. loéiag stories provide an avenue
for presenting children as learners within a sadiocal framework, with a focus
on the child as competent and confident and dewedpe dispositions to learn.
This change in assessment approach was also asdoaith a trend for keeping
learning portfolios for each child (records, usyail photographs, words, and
artwork that record significant learning momentshieir centre lives). Increasingly
teachers are encouraged to use children's voicE®agive children an active role
in contributing to their portfolios (Hill, 2001; kaence, 2004). In 2005 the release
of Kei tua o te pae/Assessment for learning: Earlydtinod exemplar@Ministry

of Education, 2004kprovided teachers with a rich resource of exampidésarning
stories. The fourth booklet in the resource focusethe child's perspective,
arguing for it in terms of its contribution to th#icacy of learning and as
recognition of children as social actors in theunaight.

A similar change has also taken place in evaluatiatih the introduction of the
succinct “child's questions”, based again onTeeavtariki strands (Carr, May &
Podmore, 1999; Podmore & May, 2003), which guidehers to think from the
perspective of the child when evaluating their gwactices. The commitment to
foreground children’s voices through this thesmsnsffirmation of the enormous
shift teachers have made in their assessment ahdiadon processes since the
early 1990s.
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1.5 International strands of thinking and researchwithin early childhood
education

Internationally, a similar range of stimulationglazhallenges have impacted on
thinking around these two intersecting areas—ttimidg/redefining of what
constitutes curriculum for young children, and teeonceptualising of children as
social actors in their own right. The writings bbse in the reconceptualist
movement, and the philosophical and pedagogicabagp of the early childhood
education centres of Reggio Emilia, Italy (Edwa@andini & Forman, 1994)
have both had significant impact. Both reflect enoatment to sociocultural
approaches, contain elements that disturb assunspdioout children and
teaching, and challenge the status quo. A third afditerature, which
contributed to the thesis methodology, was reseatibh foregrounded
children’s perspectives.

1.5.1 Reconceptualising early childhood education

As part of the broad reconceptualisation movemedfietred to in the opening
paragraphs, through the 1990s a growing cadrerbf éaldhood scholars called
for a reconceptualisation of early childhood ediacgtchallenging others to
problematise their thinking about children and aldeaw adults have traditionally
taught them, and to bring “a crisis of thinking”gBlberg, Moss & Pence, 1999,
p.17) to the field. The underlying motivation wascteate social change in order
to improve the lives of children (Jipson, 2001)eThajority of reconceptualist
writers have been American, although Australiankiws increasingly appeared
(e.g., Campbell & Smith, 2001; Hughes & MacNaugh®001). New Zealand
work with a reconceptualist focus has been rarat,iacludes work by Ritchie
(2001, 2005), Gibbons (2007) and Farquhar (Farg&Héeer, 2007). The spread
of ideas reflects in part the volume of writing egieg under this banner.
Publishing houses Peter Lang and Routledge havednotiuced a series of
books, and a journaCpntemporary Issues in Early Childhgagas launched in
2000. While this continues to be a largely schgldiscussion, the overlap
between the themes in the reconceptualist litezadnd those arising in writing
about Reggio Emilia (discussed in the followingtgeg has assisted in spreading
the reconceptualists’ ideas.

Three themes in the reconceptualist literaturgoargcularly relevant for this
thesis. The first two, the recognition of how chéid have been positioned as
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‘other than’ adult and their voices silenced, amelunderstanding that “the
sometimes insidious culture of early childhood edion” (Jipson, 2001, p.9) can
function to silence children, have become increggirmportant during the
process of analysis and writing. The third, disous®f how research in early
childhood education might be reconceptualised, idem/challenges to consider
in planning the methodology. (For the sake of cehee, the three themes are
discussed together here.) However, what initiaswinost influential for me was
their willingness to challenge traditions and tepsbutside familiar frameworks.
Their collective example bolstered my confidencenmbarking on a topic that
might challenge assumptions of pedagogy and peactic

The rejection of child development theories (6Bipch, 1992; Cannella &

Viruru, 2004) and recognition of the blinkeringesfts of this theoretical
framework—it is “embedded in a system of reasoh shapes and fashions how
educators “see,” think, talk, and act toward teaghchildren and schooling”
(Bloch & Popkewitz, 2000, p.7)—are a central tefiétat approach is seen to
have led teachers to make decisions for childrejuestioningly, “constructing
the languages with which they should speak, thenads that they should use,
and the ways of thinking that should control thrdies” (Cannella, 1997, p.165).
Within early childhood education, the debate hasi$ed on a rejection of
developmental psychology, and subsequently of atelitred curriculum as being
“an adult-dominated arena, heavily developmentatiien with inherent biases
and modernist views” (Yelland & Kilderry, 2005, p.4

The constructions of ‘child’ and ‘childhood’ thatteembedded within early
childhood education practices have been challe(@adnella, 1997; Cannella &
Viruru, 2004; Dahlberg & Moss, 2005):

We have constructed the field of early childhoodoation based on the

notion of “child” as psychologically and physicatlistinct from other human

beings. Living within this construct, those who woeinger have been

controlled, oppressed, labeled, and limited. Thares have been silenced

under the weight of “adult” psychological, educafiand policy constructions
of and for them. (Cannella, 1997, p.162)

Lenz Taguchi (2006) has advocated adopting anc ethfesistance’ which
requires scrutinising “assumptions and taken-fantgd notions we bring with us
(often without awareness) as we engage in our @atk with children” (p.259).
Like others, Dahlberg et al. (1999) draw on theings of Malaguzzi, first
director of the Reggio Emilia centres, and sugpesalternative image of aith
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child, active, competent and eager to engage with thediv@oited in Dahlberg et
al., 1999, p.7, italics in original) offers a wayriard. While recognition of the
positioning of children as dependent and incompesea continuing theme in
reconceptualist writing, increasingly the focus blagted from children per se, to
children from diverse groups who are doubly disatl¥ged by the pervasive
discourses of early childhood education. It wasydneer, the positioning of
children as other than adult that engaged meelnsd likely that exploring what
constituted the boundaries of curriculum in a centright reveal unrecognised
ways in which children were disempowered.

Research methodologies based on developmentalgotikegs have also been
challenged by reconceptualist scholars (e.g., Bl@®82; Cannella, 1997;
Dahlberg & Moss, 2005; Soto & Swadener, 2005). Agithe criticisms leveled
are their dependence on Western ways of thinkiregr failure to accommodate
human diversity, to recognise the social and caltualues implicit in research
decisions, and “to consider whose interests areddry the knowledge they
produce” (Jipson, 2000, p.169). Such research éas tescribed as a form of
modernist colonisation that must be deconstrugiethaps rejected, and at least
reconceptualised (Viruru & Cannella, 2001). Theranstead, a commitment to
newly evolving critical orientations within resehr@and to multiple ways of
knowing (Soto & Swadener, 2002). The difficultedoth envisaging and
engaging in such research are acknowledged: “Tdnseptualization of research
is not easily discussed and certainly does natitit beliefs in models or
preplanned controlled design, because it involuspanding traditional
understandings” (Cannella & Viruru, 2004, p.147)@&nmitment to finding
methods that enable children's voices to be heaadecurring but not constant
theme within these discussions.

Reading the work of reconceptualist scholars wasatde as | framed the thesis
topic because it indicated an in-depth investigatibthe reality of children’s
experience of aspects of curriculum might add th&rrdimension to what was
largely a theoretical discussion. My commitmengtopowering children within

the research process was affirmed, but my thin&lmgut other aspects of research
design was challenged, and continues to be chalterxy these writers. In
particular | am aware of an unresolved tensiorelation to the adults in the
centre. This tension will be explored in Chapter 4.
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For teachers, the centres in Reggio Emilia, ItBlgvwards et al., 1994) have been
a more direct source of inspiration through the@s)®articularly in the
repositioning of children as strong and competedtthe implications this has for
their practices. There was considerable interegtarnited States and Sweden,
but few New Zealand teachers chose to describegbtings as ‘Reggio’ centres;
a more common response was that a pedagogy coulenansferred from one
cultural context to another and that structurdiedénces would make their
practices difficult to implement (based on Baye¥94, pp.11-12). However, the
emphasis on documentation and display of childieaisiing, and on the project
approach, “in which children and teachers toge¢ixamine topics of interest to
young children in great depth and detail” (Katz949p. 36), have been
influential. Like others, | drew inspiration frorhese Italian centres as the ideas
of the founder, Loris Malaguzzi (Edwards et al.949Malaguzzi, 1993; Rinaldi,
2006) became increasingly familiar and were incoafea into teacher education
programmes. Perhaps their greatest significanceheaslike the writings of the
reconceptualists, they offered thought-provokingliemges to accepted practices
which could be used to problematise our own settiii@e vision they offered of
an alternative model of early childhood educatitftuenced the critical approach
taken in this thesis.

1.5.2 Including children's voices in research

The concerns expressed by reconceptualist schadtars the role of children in
research is reflected in a much wider range ofmatigonal literature in which
assumptions about the power differential betweentsdnd children, the
prerogative of adults to make 'right' decisiongehalf of children, and the
superiority of adult knowledge are increasingly sfitmed. There has been a
surge of literature that advises on proceduregfduding children in research
(e.g., Clark, 2004; Christensen & James, 2000;isdutir, 2007; Lewis, Kellett,
Robinson, Fraser, & Ding, 2004; Lewis & LindsayPR). Particularly influential
for me were the Australian early childhood researshvriting about the ethical
and methodological challenges of research with gaxmldren (Danby & Farrell,
2004; Fasoli, 2003; Krieg, 2003; MacNaughton, 20@ain, 2003; Sumison,
2003). Wider reading introduced me to others wheewecluding the voices of
children and/or taking the perspective of childreom Europe (e.g., Einarsdottir,
2005, 2007; Formosinho & Araujo, 2006), from thetdd Kingdom (e.g., James,
2005), from the United States (e.g., Wiltz & Kle201), and from Asia (e.qg.,
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Hadley & Nenga, 2004). Reading their work helpkedity my thinking about my
research role with children, and offered additiddahs for methods. Finding how
rare it was for researchers to include childre géars or younger suggested this
was an area of methodology where this thesis nmgike a contribution.

This section has described the multiple ways inctvigstablished beliefs about
childhood, early childhood education, curriculund aesearch have been
challenged in the national and international acadditerature since the start of
the 1990s and the rich array of ideas and podsasilihat have been introduced.
Yet my experience as a teacher educator, botraghieg and in visiting students
on practicum, suggested that a “current domindénguage” (Dahlberg et al.,
1999, p.3) still existed within much of New Zealagatly childhood education,
that there was continuing loyalty to familiar pati® of interaction and to familiar

activities and resources (Cullen, 2003a; Hill, 2001

It is important not to underestimate the scalehafilenge confronting the
profession. While reconceptualisations of the ¢halid of the consequent role of
the adult, have become increasingly familiar inyeahildhood academic writing
(e.g., Cannella, 1997; Dahlberg et al., 1999; F2@D2; Woodrow, 1999) the task
of re-examining deeply embedded assumptions, ehtisgling long-held
attitudes, of reworking what Smith and Taylor (2D68lled the “balance between
agency and dependency” (p. 4) in interacting witthdecen, is enormous. Fleet
(2002) talks of “jarring the expected formula foorking in early childhood
settings” (p.19) as a way of making hidden assusngtvisible, and rendering the
familiar 'strange’. On a personal level | knewsheiggle of shifting theoretical
frameworks intellectually, but had not personakperienced the additional
challenge teachers face in reworking accustomdy plaactices.

1.6 The thesis aims, the research questions and tresearch setting

These then were the personal, professional andypwiilieu which informed the
shaping of this thesis. There were, as this chdgatgishown, liberating
movements within early childhood academic reseancthwriting, nationally and
internationally, that supported the proposed faus design of the study. Recent
New Zealand research had indicated the value ditgtine in-depth studies in
centre settings and had suggested many teachegsstilegrappling with the
challenges of implementinbe whiriki (e.g., Brennan, 2005; Hedges, 2007,
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Jordan, 2003; Nuttall, 2004), but no research badded on the boundaries of
curriculum. It was hoped such work would contribittehe growing
understanding of the reality of curriculum implertagion in New Zealand
centres. Focusing on children’s perspectives akasahcluding younger children
was hoped to build on and extend the methodoloépeaddations laid by others
(e.g., Carr, 1997a, 1997b; Hedges, 2002b; Greenf2€04). It was also hoped
that it would offer further insight into childrenéxperiences of centre life. More
broadly, it also seemed important to undertakearebethat would contribute to
the questioning of the everyday and the ordinathiwiearly childhood
education, in order to generate discussion aboutibmight be transformed. It
was hoped this thesis might be part of a moventattassisted teachers and
teacher educators to re-examine assumptions, agm/tsion new ways of
educating young children in the2dentury.

1.6.1 The aims for the thesis

The thoughts outlined above translated into afistims for the thesis.

The aims for the thesis
The first relate to the single research setting:

* Provide insight into where the boundaries of cultim lie

» Describe the process of demarcation, and show Inddren
experience and influence this process

* Within the context of the above, offer insight iftow
indirect/unintended aspects of curriculum are elepeed, influenced
and enacted by children

* Provide insight into children’s thoughts and fegsirmbout their day-to-
day experiences of centre life.

Broader purposes were to:

» Contribute to accumulating research knowledgeuoficulum
implementation in New Zealand centres in the e2tfycentury

* Build on and extend the foundations laid by othersxploring
strategies for including young children as acpeeticipants in
research

» Be a strategy of dislocation for others in assgsthrem to re-examine

assumptions about early childhood education.
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1.6.2 The research question

The thesis began with a broad overarching reseprestion:
What are the scope and boundaries of the currictthemhyoung children
experience and enact within the early childhoodoadion setting?

The question was later narrowed and rephrased as:
What are the boundaries of the curriculum in theyeehildhood setting, and
how do young children experience, influence andehase boundaries?

The original research focus had been guided byidialpg layers of questions,
directing attention to the indirect aspects of imutum. When the scope of the
overarching question was narrowed, these weresstemded and became:

How do the “indirect”, less noticed or unacknowledbaspects of
teaching and learning that are occurring influertbe boundaries of

curriculum that children experience?

The following two questions contributed to answerinis question:

How do the hidden aspects of the curriculum, whighimplicit in the ways
the setting is organised, the kinds of resourcewipled, and the behaviours of
the adults, affect the boundaries of the curricubtmat children experience?

How does the informal and less noticed or unackedged learning and
teaching that occurs among children affect the loauies of the curriculum

that they experience?

The final subsidiary question remained unaltered:

What potential aspects of learning and teachirgy, the null curriculum,
are being excluded from the curriculum that youhtdren experience

and enact?

A variety of approaches were used to generate @atar. the first days
photographs were taken to provide a detailed regbtide environment as a route
to identifying aspects of the indirect/hidden ccufum implicit in the design,
organisation and resourcing. As participants becaon&ortable with my
presence, | began to use fieldnotes (and somepha®egraphs and audio
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recordings) to record children’s and teachers’raxteons with a continuing focus
on identifying both the wider, and less noticedjteat of the learning/teaching
that was occurring for children, and also the pssdgy which potential aspects of
learning and teaching were excluded, i.e., thecwliculum (Eisner, 1985). This
allowed the boundaries between what was defineghpopriate/inappropriate,
relevant/irrelevant to be identified, and the iefige that children might have in
this process to be explored. Over time a seristrategies was introduced and
developed that supported children in sharing tbeispectives. During the period
of data generation, the teachers’ documentatigriasined teaching and learning
that was occurring through the period was photdugedpand partially transcribed.
This data source indicated the contents of therioimele described in the opening
paragraphs, the intended learning and teachingyasiess central to the research
question and so to the analysis. Towards the etitegberiod six focus children
were identified, and an interview was conductedwiparent of each. The
emerging codes and categories in the ongoing asaygled the evolving
directions of the research. (Chapter 4 containglaéscription of the
methodology.)

1.6.3 The research setting

‘The centre’ is the pseudonym suggested by teactehe childcare centre that
generously, and bravely | think, agreed to paréit@an this undertaking. The
centre building, single storey and purpose bulsiied in a grassed area behind a
workplace complex in a suburb of tree-lined stre®fgen five days a week, it is
licensed for 18 over-two-year-olds and 8 under-ywar-olds. Waiting lists are
long for under-two positions but older children c@metimes be placed
immediately. At the beginning of the study thergav@7 children on the roll, both
part-time and full-time, ten of whom were under tWiany families lived in the
middle class suburbs in the vicinity or to the oot the centre. Nine women
worked in the centre, seven teachers, a managea aodk. The children and the
adults will be introduced in more detail in Chapter

While it was decided to complete this researchysing single setting, in taking
this decision it was anticipated that this site ldqurovide illustrations of
assumptions and practices that are accepted in othey early childhood centre
settings (Denscombe, 2007), and particularly thibatidentify as being
‘mainstream’. The thesis is less likely to refldat programmes of centres with a
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strong philosophical orientation that distinctivelyapes their practices and
programmes within the broader frameworkTef whariki. Examples of such
centres are: rigkohanga reo which provide immersioraddi language for Mori
children; Pacific Island early childhood educateamtres which provide
immersion in the languages of the Pacific Natioespbes living in New Zealand;
and Steiner and Montessori centres which have gdploical orientations that
distinguish them from mainstream early childhoodcadion centres.

1.7 Overview of the thesis

This chapter has introduced the thesis topic asdrded the personal and
professional journeys that influenced it. In parie, it has shown how events and
thinking, nationally and internationally, have candad to shift established ways
of thinking about curriculum, about children, armbat the practices of early
childhood education. The ways in which the gathgetimeads of these paradigm
shifts contributed to the formation of this thesigic have been described. The
research questions have been defined and the walyiah they evolved
explained. The centre that participated in theaedehas been introduced.

Critical pedagogy and the sociology of childhooe iatroduced in Chapter 2,
their contribution to the thesis is described, exldvant literature is reviewed.
Within the discussion of the impact of critical pgogy, use of the concepts of
the hidden and the null curriculum in relation &lg childhood education is
considered, and the definitions adopted for thieded concepts in this thesis are
given. The discussion of sociology of childhoodimies a review of how others
have included the perspectives of young childrahiwiresearch. Finally, activity
theory is introduced, with a particular focus oa toncepts which have been used
as sensitising concepts in this thesis—the physesaurces and environment, the
roles, and the routines, rituals and rules. The oblthe ‘strategies of dislocation’
which were devised for this thesis is introduced.

In Chapter 3 the literature and research relevatwo aspects of this thesis are
reviewed. The first is a review of literature reigtto the boundaries of
curriculum, and here the focus is particularly dmvmight constitute null
curriculum. The second area of literature referngaiong children’s peer groups
and peer culture, and here the focus is partigu@iways in which children may

influence the scope of curriculum.
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Chapter 4 opens with a discussion of the genedaative qualitative model
(Hood, 2007) and the decision to use that approaghiding aspects of the
inquiry, data generation and analysis. The follaysections describe four
sequential processes. The first covers the refiafrtge topic into a set of targeted
guestions, and the design of the methodology. €bers section focuses on the
practical and ethical procedures involved in idgimg a setting, negotiating
access to the centre and gaining ethical conseetiafrom participants, and the
day-to-day reality of living those ethical commitm& The third section describes
the gathering of data, and the development andewefent of the research
strategies used with children. The final secti@mtuasses the process of data
analysis, both during and after the period of dgthering.

The next four chapters contain the findings, th&t three being structured around
a concept drawn from activity theory. Chapter 5rpeith a description of the
current scope of curriculum in the centre, and tinéneduces the findings in
relation to the environment and the physical resesirThe first emergent theme
is introduced here; this is that an assumed dertiandaetween adults and
children was found to underpin many facets of eelifie, and that this was a
central source of curriculum boundaries.

In Chapter 6 analysis of the data from the perspecf teachers’ and children’s
roles is presented. Teachers’ roles, from the getsge of children, are described,
and then children’s roles as friends, as boys/gurisl as peer learners/teachers.
The second emergent theme of the thesis is intemtlbere: it was found that
many interactions and relationships within the eentere characterised by a
dialectic quality with expressions of companionsaig community in tension
with expressions of control/power. It is argued ttedationships were at the heart
of curriculum for children, and that both thesengats were central curriculum
concerns for them.

In Chapter 7 the rules, routines and rituals ofai@munity are used as the lens
through which to examine the data. Here therefagas on children’s and
teachers’ use of rules, on three of the centranmesit and on the ritual of
celebrating a fifth birthday. Collectively theseoshhow the norms or ‘rules’
impacted on children’s experience and reinforcedabundaries of curriculum.
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Although the two key themes of the thesis werewvtiranto relief through this
analysis, there were also elements that offereasifler potential future change.

In Chapter 8, the null curriculum is introduced réléhe potential aspects of
curriculum that arose or might have arisen but Wigither teachers or children
chose not to include are described. A significardihg was that children and
teachers had differing interpretations of what ¢itunted null curriculum, which
provided reinforcement for the embedded demarctaiween them.

The final chapter recapitulates the key findinggl eeviews the list of aims set
for this thesis (in section 1.6.1) in order to @ssés success. The research
strategies developed for talking with children sr@ewed. Findings from the
thesis are aligned with findings from other reddatv Zealand qualitative studies
in similar settings as one way of addressing corxabout the reliability of such
small-scale research projects (Cullen, 2003b). \Wi¢hdrawing together of the
final arguments, implications for the professiaor, hoth practice and research,
are outlined.

This chapter has introduced the thesis topic, hagaradigm shifts within early
childhood education nationally and internationatisit have helped to shape it.
The next chapter will explore two wider theoretiframes which overlap and
which stretch beyond the area of early childhoagcatdon, both of which have in
different ways significantly influenced and infordhaspects of this research.
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CHAPTER 2
THE THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Schools should never impose absolute certaintieguaents. They should
stimulate the certainty of never being too certéifreire, in Freire &
Macedo, 1987, p.57)

What were the theoretical and philosophical apgreachat were used as the
context for this thesis? The answer to that gaestvhich is the substance of this
chapter, will reveal some of the ways in which aidgeto “stimulate the certainty
of never being too certain” (Freire, 1987, p.573 mdluenced all stages of the
design and process.

Critical pedagogy was central in the original imygetor the thesis. It was within
this discipline that the concepts of the hidden amiticurriculum had been most
extensively used, and this was the context withiictvthe research topic and
guestions were framed. And critical pedagogy reexhicrucial throughout in
providing a framework in which to consider the sswf power that were found
to be a recurring feature of the data at both therotlevel of the institution and
at the micro-level of interpersonal relationshi@itical pedagogy is introduced
in the first section of the chapter.

Approaches underpinned by the sociology of childhcame later with the
decision to foreground the perspectives of childhemially such understandings
were valuable in practical terms in the desigrhefrinethodology and as a source
of research strategies to use in working with ebihd but it became increasingly
significant theoretically as generational issuegmgad as a dominant aspect of
the findings. The sociology of childhood, and tbkerit played within this thesis,
is described in the second section of this chapféhile at times weaving these
dual frameworks together was challenging, they dempnted each other, and
although it would have been possible to seleceeidis the single framework,
siting the thesis at a point of intersection betw® two seemed a stronger if
less straightforward option.

| briefly considered including activity theory ashard dimension to the
theoretical framework, but eventually decided te tiss the source of three
sensitising concepts (Bowen, 2006). The third saadf this chapter includes a
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definition of sensitising concepts, and descrilbesthree constructs that were
used in this way. The unit of analysis for thesthes introduced here.

Finally, the concept of strategies of dislocatisexplained, and the three
strategies that were used in this thesis are destriThe first, the concepts of the
hidden and null curriculum, came from critical pgdgy. The second was the
foregrounding of children’s perspectives. The usgseasitising concepts drawn
from activity theory was the third of these stragsg

While not considering myself an expert in sociogrdt theory, this approach had
guided my professional thinking for the past 15rgeand | had always assumed
this would provide the theoretical context for thesis. However, | was also
aware that adopting this as the theoretical frafmeference was akin to putting a
fish into water; the familiarity might hamper myildly to see what was “hidden

in plain sight” (Margolis, Soldatenko, Acker & Ga001, p.2). Having
previously experienced the paradigm shift from Bieg to Vygotskian thinking |
was aware how such frameworks can become filtatsstiucture thinking.
Choosing a less familiar framework fitted with iheention of the thesis.

2.1 Introduction to critical pedagogy

As outlined above, this section serves severalgaag It introduces critical
pedagogy as providing the theoretical contextherthesis in which the research
guestions were framed. Because issues of powerfoene to be central in the
data, this section includes an outline of how thiestruct of power has been
addressed within this literature. It also descritbesevolution of the concepts of
hidden and null curricula, and explains the defnis that were developed here.

2.1.1 Critical pedagogy

Critical pedagogy arose from within the broadeldfigf critical theory, which in
turn had its origins in the theoretical traditideveloped by a group of scholars
(Horkheimer, Adorno and Marcuse) known as the RahiSchool who were
connected to the University of Frankfurt beforeddf&Vvar Il (Kincheloe, 2004).
Critical theory is not easily defined given the mamd evolving versions;
moreover, providing a specific definition is comyréo the central thrust of
avoiding defining blueprints (Kincheloe & McLare205). While the term is
used to cover a range of groups, Kincheloe and Ml 2005) offer a definition
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of a criticalist as one who uses their “work asiaf of social or cultural
criticism” (p.304); who accepts that “all thoughtfundamentally mediated by
power relations” (p.304); “that facts can neveidmated from the domain of
values or removed from some form of ideologicatriion” (p.304); “that
language is central to the formation of subjeqgtivip.304); and that in any
society some groups are privileged over others.

Paulo Freire, in his educational work with Brazilipeasants, is acknowledged
with providing the genesis for critical pedagogyr(&éheloe, 2004). Freire
recognised the inherently political nature of ediwra and his focus on liberation
positioned learning as “inseparable from individeadpowerment and social
change” (Kincheloe, 2004, p.71). But Freire alsmgrised that the pedagogy
“must be forgedvith, notfor, the oppressed” (Freire, orig 1972/1990, p.25icsal
in original) and cautioned “it is necessary to tinghe oppressed and in their
ability to reason. Whoever lacks this trust will ta bring about (or will
abandon) dialogue, reflection and communicatiod,\aitl fall into using slogans,
communiques, monologues and instructions” (Frdie&2/1990, p.41). Freire
rejected any attempt to reduce his methods to af &#tategies, insisting that
practices needed to be adapted for each indivichratext (Keesing-Styles, 2003).

However, it was with Giroux’s writings in the ladtcades of the J0century that
what is now known as critical pedagogy emerged feaitical theory, with a
focus on the relationship between power and knogdednd a goal of disclosing
and challenging the role that education plays tiad@nd political life. Like
critical theory, critical pedagogy is considered#a broad and evolving
framework which encompasses a myriad of approagfiasheloe, 2004).
However, a number of themes are consistently itledti

» Every aspect of education is recognised as beihticatly contested.

* Knowledge is seen as never neutral, but rathersasial construction
(McLaren, 2007) and the critique of positivismées as central (Kincheloe,
2004).

* The concept of hegemony, developed by the Italkiditiqal activist Gramsci
(Apple, 2004; Kincheloe, 2004; McLaren, 2007),asttal. Hegemony is “a
struggle in which the powerful win the consenthafde who are oppressed, with
the oppressed unknowingly participating in theinayppression” (McLaren,
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2007, p. 203). Dominance is gained and maintaimetthrough physical force or
coercion, but rather through consensual sociatipescand the oppressed come
to accept their social status as “natural, necgssainevitable” (Kincheloe &
McLaren, 2005, p.304). Counter hegemony is thetaste to, and struggle
against, such hegemonic controls.

» Critical pedagogy is dedicated to transformatiorsdcial and educational
justice and equality (Kincheloe, 2004; Giroux, 2D@Education is seen to
have potential both as a force for domination amdrecipation (Giroux, 1997;
McLaren, 2007). For critical pedagogues it is ndfisient to reflect critically
on the world, one must also be willing to act tamte it.

Critical pedagogy has not been without its critiCatical pedagogues have been
criticised for using apparently ‘universal’ cateigsrand explanations (Gore,
1993), for failing to address, or include the veiemd concerns of women and
other groups (Burbules & Berk, 1999; Darder, Badioo, & Torres, 2003; Gore,
1993), for writing theoretically and inaccessibBafder et al., 2003), for being
“highly abstract and utopian” (Ellsworth, 1989,297), for concentrating on
macro-levels of power while ignoring the micro peowelations within the act of
instruction (Gore, 1993), and for failing to addr@sactical issues (Gore, 1993).
More fundamentally, those working in this field leadveen charged with
perpetuating the relations of domination they helvalenged through their
inadequate reflection on the implicit power dynasriitherent in the concept of
empowerment (Ellsworth, 1989; Gore, 1992), and fétling to recognise the
regime of truth within which critical pedagogy optas (Gore, 1992). Because the
findings in this thesis concern children, addresth Imacro and micro power
dynamics within the centre community, and withia #pparently empowering
relationships between teachers and children, sdrtieese charges raised
concerns that were pertinent to how critical pedggeas used in the thesis.

This section has provided an introduction to caitipedagogy; for more detailed
introductions see Kincheloe (2004) or Darder e(2003).) However, before
introducing the hidden curriculum and the null exulum, the next section
describes how the construct of power has been sskehlevithin the literature of
critical pedagogy.
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2.1.2 Power

Issues of power are central within critical pedagdgequently described within a
framework of domination and oppression, and oftep@traying a process of
hegemony (Kincheloe, 2004; McLaren, 2007). Foiiaaitpedagogues all
educational institutions are seen as “sites cdntiralolved in the production and
formation of subjectivity, agency, systems of valegimes of truth”, and as such
are “deeply invested spaces for hegemonic and ecwegemonic contestation”
(Janmohamed, 1994, p.247). These dimensions ofrpaweseen often to be as
invisible to the dominant group as they are todsihigordinate, concealed behind
apparently benign educational discourses. A pedagag be “totalitarian and
oppressive” even when it operates “in the nameeaia@tracy and justice”
(Kincheloe, 2004, p.2). Such discourses can becamaltural encasement of
meanings, a prison-house of language and idedssttieeely” entered into by
both dominators and dominated” (McLaren, 2007, )20

However, critical pedagogues have also been adtc{Gore, 1992) for
dichotomising empowerment and oppression, andchfar tise of the “dualisms of
power/powerlessness, and dominant/subordinate”’gA®92, p.61). In making
this criticism Gore (1992) draws on the ideas effinench philosopher, Foucault,
and since her criticism his ideas have increasibgbn incorporated by those
working within the field (e.g., Giroux, 1997; Mcler, 2007).

The writings of McLaren (2007) offer an examplehofv Foucauldian concepts
are incorporated within critical pedagogy in orttestrengthen and complicate
the theoretical understanding of power, and itati@hship to knowledge, and
provide a portal for those ideas within this theBlsLaren incorporates four
concepts from Foucault’s writings into his discossof power—the notions of
power, discourse, regimes of truth, and truth. Baitts work is introduced with
the comment that it is crucial to “understanding slocially constructed nature of
truth and its inscription in knowledge/power redas” (McLaren, 2007, p.209).
McLaren describes Foucault’'s conception of powerasing “from everywhere,
from above and from below” and being “inextricabhplicated in the micro-
relations of domination and resistance” (p.209).il&vhot explicit, the underlying
Foucauldian concept of power is not as somethirsggssed, but rather as
something which is exercised, and interwoven istationships (Barker, 1991;
Gore, 1992). The second concept introduced is dhiemthat “power relations
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are inscribed in what Foucault refers talacourseor a family of concepts”
(McLaren, 2007, p.209, italics in original). McLardefines discursive practices
as ‘the rules by which discourses are formed, rules gloaern what can be said
and what must remain unsaid, and who can speakawitiority and who must
lister’ (p.209, italics in original) and clarifies thatis not simply the language,
but also the practices, the patterns of behavimatrdare regulateddcLaren’s
synopsis glosses over Foucault’s recognition ofibtential dangers inherent in
all discourses, including those which aim to liherdMcLaren introduces the
third Foucauldian notion, ‘regimes of truth’, dabang them as the discourses
produced by the dominant culture: “In a classroettirsg, dominant educational
discourses determine what books we may use, wasgrdom approaches we
should employ... and what values and beliefs we shwahsmit to our students”
(pp.209-210). The final concept from Foucault whidbLaren draws on is his
understanding of truth, which builds on an eadiscussion of knowledge as
“socially constructed, culturally mediated, anddigally situated” (McLaren,
2007, p.210). He quotes from Foucault:

Truth is a thing of this world: it is produced ottdy virtue of multiple

forms of constraint. And it induces regular effeatpower. Each society

has its regime of truth, its “general politics"tadfith: that is, the types of

discourse which it accepts and makes functionuss the mechanisms and

instances which enable one to distinguish truefalse statements, the

means by which each is sanctioned; the technique¢p@cedures

accorded value in the acquisition of truth; theéustaf those who are

charged with saying what counts as true. (Fouceitétl in McLaren,
2007, p.210)

McLaren draws out the implications for educatiohe&chers need to recognize
that power relations correspond to forms of school kmalgke that distort
understanding and produce what is commonly accegetiuth”” (McLaren,
2007, p.211, italics in original).

As well as providing an example of how understagsliof the construct of power
within critical pedagogy have been extended thrangbrporating concepts from
Foucault, this summary also demonstrates the ggpacknowledgement of the
“multiplicity and contradiction” (Gore, 1992, p.6aj the real world, which has
been seen as lacking in the field. Others have ragwiéar charges; in 2004
Kincheloe wrote “This theme of complexity is ceht@any critical pedagogy
that works to avoid reductionism. Critical pedagegwho take complexity
seriously challenge reductionistic, bipolar, trudiase epistemologies” (p.37)
and “critical teachers come to recognize the coriyyl®f the lived world with its
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maze of uncontrollable variables, irrationalitypAanearity, and unpredictable
interaction of wholes and parts” (p.37). Kinchekw/ords reaffirmed the
complexity of the task undertaken in this thesesysd as a warning of the perils
of simplistic conclusions and were to haunt meugfothe process of analysis, as
| sought to sift patterns from the data.

The final task to be undertaken in this sectioto imtroduce the paired constructs,
the hidden and null curricula, describe their etioluand current use, and explain
how they are defined within this thesis.

2.1.3 The hidden curriculum

While references to the hidden curriculum usuatigear in the literature of
critical pedagogy (e.g., Apple, 2004; Giroux, 20MELaren, 2007), it arose in a
different arena. Philip Jackson (1968) is acknogésbwith having developed the
concept to draw attention to those aspects of dicigpavhich were not part of the
formal subject matter, but elements of socialisatiée labeled “crowds”,
“praise”, and “power” (p. 33) as the three key etes of hidden curriculum. The
crowded conditions of classrooms meant studente fgarning to cope with
experiences of “delay, denial, interruption andiaadistraction” (Jackson, 1968,
p.17). School life meant a student had to be aomest to being evaluated, and
sensitive to the assessments others were makimgilysihe saw the power
differential between teacher and students as tlest'salient feature of the social
structure of the classroom” (p.29). Jackson undedsthat learning to adapt and
respond to these three features in ways deemed@mie was essential to a

student's satisfactory progress.

Discussion of the concept of the hidden curricuhas flowed and ebbed since
Jackson's work, and definitions have varied, réftgadivergence in the
underpinning ideological assumptions. While a fligicussion of the literature
relating to the use of the concept is beyond tlpesof this thesis, Skelton (1997)
and Margolis et al. (2001) provide useful overvie@goux (2001) describes
three broad approaches that have emerged in relatitne concept—traditional,
liberal, and radical—and he and Skelton (1997) Ipatstulate the need for a new
approach. Skelton (1997) outlines the value ofstmppodern approach,
particularly drawing on the insights of Foucaulitdax (2001) argues for an
approach which acknowledges that hidden currictdgplural and that
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contradictions open spaces for student resist&weh an approach is reflected in
the writing of resistance theorists such as Applepux, hooks and McLaren,
who all draw attention to the significance of ageand resistance (Margolis et
al., 2001). However Giroux (2001) warns that anedywill “gain some theoretical
mileage only when they move from description téiquie” (2001, p. 47) and
address the question of how the hidden curriculunctions as an agency of
social control. He considers the concept will “h&wde both redefined and
resituated as a pedagogical concern” (2001, pf6tlisito be an important
theoretical concept within critical pedagogy, ahdttemphasis needs to shift to
intervention and social action. To achieve thisshggests, requires that the

concept of the hidden curriculum:

e Occupy “a central ... place in the development oficulum theory” so that
the “notion of critique” (p.61) is embedded,

* Isused “to analyze not only the social relatiohthe classroom and school,
but also the structural “silences” and the ideatagmessages that shape the
form and content of school knowledge” (p.61),

* Is “linked to a notion of liberation, grounded hretvalues of personal dignity
and social justice” (2001, p.61).

However, not all who write about the notion of théden curriculum remain
optimistic for its future usefulness. Some suggfestide of thought may be
turning again, “idealism ... may have run its celii@nd that writers now “give
full weight to the power of institutions to managgntestation, reproduce
hierarchy, and resist change” (Margolis et al.,20017).

2.1.4 Defining the hidden curriculum

Deciding on the definition of the hidden curriculdobe used in this thesis was
not straightforward. Gair and Mullins (2001) deberthe concept as problematic,
because it suggests a conscious duplicity, whetreasy more correctly be “not
something that we must look behind or around ireotd detect; in most cases it
is plainly in sight, and functions effortlessly” && & Mullins, 2001, p.23).
“Hidden in plain sight” is the phrase Margolis &t(@001, p.2) use to capture this
apparent contradiction of undetected but obvious.

36



Most of the definitions offered in the literatuiectis on the process by which
messages are generated rather than on their affentrecipients. For example,
using the term ‘implicit’ rather than ‘hidden’, tisr (1985) describes the implicit
curriculum of a school as:

...what it teaches because of the kind of place Ansl the school is that kind

of place through the ancillary consequences obuarapproaches to teaching,

by the kind of reward system that it uses, by tigamizational structure it

employs to sustain its existence, by the phystuatacteristics of the school
plant, and by the furniture it uses and the sulings it creates. (p.97)

McLaren (1998) defines the hidden curriculum ag ‘timintended outcomes of
the schooling process” (p.186) explicitly includingt only the “rules of conduct,
classroom organization, and the informal pedagbgiceedures used by teachers
with specific groups of students” (pp.186-7) buoathe “teaching and learning
styles that are emphasized in the classroom, tlssages that get transmitted to
the student by the total physical and instructi@malironment, governance
structures, teacher expectations, and grading guses” (p.187). Both McLaren
(1998) and Eisner (1985) acknowledge positive aspeEisner suggests the
implicit curriculum can teach “a host of intelleatand social virtues” (p.95).

Other definitions of the hidden curriculum give m@rominence to students’
mediation of the messages. For example, “the hidgdemculum is what students
have an opportunity to learn through everyday geiog under the auspices of
schools, although teachers and other school pelopt®t intend those learnings”
(McCutcheon, 1997, p.188). Skelton’s (1997) defomitunderlines the complexity
of the students’ reception of embedded messagé® Hidden curriculum is that
set of implicit messages relating to knowledgeugal norms of behaviour and
attitudes that learners experience in and throulgicagional processes. These
messages may be contradictory, non-linear and patichal and each learner
mediates the message in her/his own way” (p.188).

In this thesis, an unusually broad definition & bidden curriculum is used for two
reasons. One is that | wanted a definition thatared the distinction between “direct
or indirect” in theTe whariki definition of curriculum, cited in Chapter 1. Toiher is
that | wanted to include what young children Idaom each other as part of the
hidden curriculum. Most definitions have been \ritin reference to schools, and the
impact of the peer group is not included. Howewdtile older children are likely to
have out-of-school contact with peers and less ity for interaction with them
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during school, for young children being part ofitipeer group is often synonymous
with being in the centre and the relatively ungtieed programmes encourage such
interaction. It therefore seemed likely that peeag interactions would contribute
significantly to the indirect curriculum. The defian used in this thesis draws on and
extends the detail in Eisner's and McLaren'’s, tgleasis on individual mediation of
meaning in McCutcheon’s, and makes explicit the ablchildren’s contributions.

The definition is:

The hidden curriculum is that set of implicit megsarelating to knowledge,
values, norms of behaviour and attitudes that cbiicexperience while in the
centre. These messages are located in and derectiie way the setting is
organised physically, temporally and socially, kived of resources provided,
the informal and formal practices of the adultsgdime ongoing interactions
within that community of adults and children. Battults and children
contribute to the hidden curriculum, messages neagomtradictory, and
each person mediates the message in her or hisnayn

Defining the hidden curriculum was a first stefhie process of discerning the
boundaries of curriculum, both covert and overthumi the centre, and of
identifying how children experienced, influenced @amacted those boundariés.
the final part of this section, the concept of tlodl curriculum is introduced and
defined.A review of how this construct has been used bylseh of early
childhood education is included in Chapter 3.

2.1.5 The null curriculum

Defining what constitutes the null curriculum inearly childhood education
setting seems on the surface a less ephemerdhtaskrying to disentangle the
elements of the hidden curriculum. For a startalietess literature, and more
general agreement over a definition; the null cuttm is defined as what schools
(or centres) do not teach (Carpenter, 2001; Eid®&5; McCutcheon, 1997).

However, even here all is not straightforward. $lgmificance of decisions about
what is, or is not, taught is underlined in therkiture. Such decisions reflect the
realities of power and influence within a cultuiteg voices that have legitimacy
and the voices that are silenced. As Eisner (1888s, the significance of:

... what schools do not teach may be as importantt they do teach ...
ignorance is not simply a neutral void; it has impot effects on the kinds
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of options one is able to consider, the alternatimee can examine, and the
perspectives from which one can view a situatioproblem. (p.97)

This is a reminder that curriculum is “a culturabaultimately, a political act,
whether we are conscious of it or not” (ProvenZi)2, p.15).

Nor is it only content that needs to be consideEgsher (1985) believes “the
intellectual processes that schools emphasize egléct” (p.98) are an important
aspect of the null curriculum. He suggests schiarld to emphasise “a restricted
conception of thinking” that is “rule-abiding” (8% dependent on words and
numbers, and so exclude many other modes of thoAdhtther dimension,
affect, is proposed by Flinders, Noddings and Ttwr1§1986), who suggest it
includes such elements as values, attitudes antiaamoThey believe many
topics are consigned “to the null curriculum beeaoftheir potential affective
impact” (p.36) and that it might be “the primarydamost important single
dimension of the null curriculum” (p.36). It becariear that focusing on topics
that are suppressed would tell only part of theysto

Reviewing the literature relating to the null caulum suggests other reasons
why exploring the concept is challenging. The rullriculum has been described
as “virtually infinite” (McCutcheon, 1997, p.183yhich indicates a need to
decide what might be relevant from that near-ityif possibilities. Flinders et
al. (1986) solve this problem by arguing any défm only becomes meaningful
if “some universe of content perceived as educatigsignificant” (p.37) is used
as a frame of reference, although they recognigelating a potential curriculum
universe breaches the spirit of Eisner’s origiralaept. However, their work
highlighted dilemmas for me. The curriculum docutBawliriki does not
prescribe content, and any attempt | made to lin@t'virtually infinite’ to a
potential universe of educationally significant tat would inevitably reflect my
own biases.

Flinders et al. (1986) also express reservationsitaine use of the null
curriculum in qualitative research because of thesghility that researcher
convictions colour the findings, and they consitishould not be used in
experimental research, concluding it is most usefud meta-level in that its
consideration can draw the researcher’s attentidmstor her own values and
preferences and to those of others” (p.39). Th&ywarn that it “cannot be
defined with operational precision unless we atdéngito risk triviality” (p.41).
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A further difficulty indicated by the literatures the paucity of attention the
construct has received. A search of the ProQuast&mn database in June 2008
revealed 42 references to the null curriculum iowhoent texts, but only 4 when
the qualifier ‘young children’ was added. This icated there was not a
significant body of literature on which to build.

2.1.6 Defining the null curriculum

The literature outlined above had alerted me tddifieculties of defining the null
curriculum, but had not removed the need to eshalaiworking definition that
would provide a starting place for this thesis. §ldaring definitions other than
‘what schools do not teach’ provided some guidaRcevenzo (2002) calls it “the
curriculum that does not exist” (p.21); McCutch€®f97) defines it as “what
students do not have an opportunity to learn uttfteauspices of schools”
(p-189). The following definition of the null cuctilum was selected for this
thesis:

Curriculum that arose, or potentially arose, in thetting, but that

children and/or teachers deemed to be inappropriate

This definition was broad enough to include intelllal processes (Eisner, 1985)
and affect (Flinders et al., 1986) as well as cantend it acknowledged both
children and teachers as actors. (Because famites only a minor part of this
study it was decided not to include their perspeecivithin the definition,
although a broader study would undoubtedly havevehbeir influence.) This
definition also required that the discussion renggounded in the data.
Inevitably, however, the parameters imposed by hilyt@inability to perceive
curriculum that ‘arose or potentially arose’ withit the discussion.

This concludes the section on critical pedagogy;néxt section addresses the
sociology of childhood.

2.2 The sociology of childhood

The sociology of childhood is the other approacictvinas influenced the thesis
both methodologically and philosophically. Thigtsen describes my
professional route into this field, provides anm@w of it, and considers how it

is reflected within early childhood education. V¢hihe sociology of childhood
played a significant role in the philosophical aygwh and the design of the thesis,
this is a shorter section for two reasons. Firstaise one of the two ways in
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which it was influential was in reinforcing the psitioning of children as
competent and worthy of research; these were ithadd had already met within
the writings of the early childhood reconceptualstd were described in Chapter
1. Secondly, reading within the sociology of chddld introduced me to a wider
range of potential research strategies to usedhildren. However, references to
this literature have been included as part of amnoew of research strategies
used with young children in Chapter 4. The task teanains for this section is to
describe how writing in the sociology of childhoaadderpinned the commitment
to focus on children’s perspectives in the thesis.

There were three reasons for the decision to foregt the perspectives of
children. First, it reflected the critical approaeken in the thesis, as it focused on
the least powerful participants in the centre emvinent. Second, in positioning
children at the centre of the research focusfliected a personal and professional
commitment to the reconceptualising of childreraet®rs in their own right, and
worthy of study. Thirdly, it was the second of theese strategies adopted to
dislocate familiar adult/early childhood teacheafieer educator ways of thinking
about teaching and learning, not least the assong#round the power
dimensions in the teacher-child relationship.

Following the decision to concentrate on the petsges of children my reading
extended into the literature of the sociology dfdtiood (Corsaro, 1997; James &
Prout, 1990; James, Jenks & Prout, 1998; Jenk$; F98ut, 2005; Waksler, 1991;
Wyness, 2006). This wider reading showed thatdbad on the reconceptualisation
of the child as strong and competent which waslfanwithin early childhood
writing (e.g., Anning, 2004), particularly in rétan to the Italian centres of Reggio
Emilia (e.g., Edwards et al., 1994; Rinaldi, 2086y in the reconceptualist writing
(e.g., Jipson & Johnson, 2001), was a reflectiom wider arena of discourse which
had underpinned the emergence of the sociologkilofrmod (Prout & James,
1990). Before this new paradigm emerged at theoéttte 1980s, studies which
had children and childhood as the central focustiesah rare (Corsaro, 1997).
Contributing factors that combined to support thrergence of the new field were:
growing dissatisfaction with the developmental appgh which treated childhood
as a universal biological feature of human grouqgsthe concomitant disregard for
social and cultural context, awareness of childhed changing social

construction, and a growing critique of the condtaf socialisation (Prout, 2005).
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However, there was resistance to the new conceeptiohildren from both
researchers and teachers. Familiar developmenbiaigd images of the child, and
the construct of socialisation both operated agrines of truth’ (Prout & James,
1990). These ‘regimes of truth’ underpinned the adalt-held biases that Waksler
(1991) identified as deflecting attention away frohildhood as an appropriate
focus for research—"Children are unfinished, ingess, not anywhere yet” (p.63),
and “Children are routinely wrong, in error, anchdlanderstand” (p.65). But
despite initial resistance, by the late 1990sdtinibd had been accepted as an area
of sociological research (Corsaro, 1997) and adkeltzder the study of children and
childhood was seen to be flourishing (Brostrém,&200yness, 2006).

What did reading in this arena contribute to thresi$? Firstly, it reaffirmed the
focus on children’s lives. A central philosophitahet of the sociology of
childhood is that “children's social relationshgml cultures are worthy of study
in their own right, independent of the perspectimd concerns of adults” (Prout
& James, 1990, p.8). Proponents recognise childseandependent social actors,
rather than as lesser adults, and the field oflbbibd sociology is seen to offer
“considerable promise as a framework for furthadgtof children and childhood,
including research on education and care” (Brosti2006, p.228).

Reading in the sociology of childhood reinforcedrte that the repositioning of
the child that was occurring within early childhoeducation was part of a wider
paradigm shift. Accepting children “as active ie ttonstruction and
determination of their own social lives, the livedghose around them and of the
societies in which they live” (Prout & James, 199@®) was identified as a key
feature of the newly emerging field back in 199@irg) familiar with the
language associated with the repositioning of ttikel evithin early childhood
literature enabled me to identify traces of theawipgaradigm shift around
children and childhood. For example, the word “petent” was familiar to me
from the aspiration statement for childrenTie whiriki, although there it was
used with an orientation to children becoming, eathan being:

To grow up as competent and confident learnercamimunicators,

healthy in mind, body, and spirit, secure in tlseinse of belonging and in

the knowledge that they make a valued contributiosociety. (Ministry of
Education, 1996, p.9)

“Competent” was familiar from the reconceptualisgrature (e.g., Cannella,
1997; Dahlberg et al., 1999), and from Malaguzm, first director of early
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childhood education in Reggio Emilia, whose degimipof the child as “active,
competent and eager to engage with the world” wasd earlier (Dahlberg et al.,
1999, p.7). In the sociological literature | foulmdmpetent” was again a key
word used in describing how images of children emtthood had altered
(Brostrom, 2006; Wyness, 2006). Tracing this ngbrd suggested how the
lines of discourse have spread across the boussdaraecademic disciplines, and
underlined for me that ideas met within early dhddd education were
reflections of a wider paradigm shift.

Along with validating the focus on children’s livegading in sociology also
validated the methodological approach. Ethnogrd@sybeen singled out as a
particularly appropriate methodology because ioVa$ children a more direct
voice and participation in the production of soogital data than is usually
possible through experimental or survey styleseséarch” (Prout & James, 1990,
p.8). | also found additional ideas for researcatsgies with young children, and
in particular the work of Clark (2004, 2007) whds®saic approach” was to
provide inspiration for the strategies used withdrkn in this thesis.

There were also specific ideas that were to preetuliin clarifying my thinking
in the final discussion. One was the distinctiony®bh(2002) makes between
positioning children as actors and as agents:

The former implies that children are of the sogiatld: beings rather than
becomings. The latter takes ‘action’ forward anglies that children make a
difference. Children have an influence; their vi@ans taken seriously, and
there is some recognition of this within the pciitias well as the social
sphere. (p.236)

A second was the unanticipated resonance of thengsiof the sociologist
Prout (2005) with Kincheloe’s (2004) description‘tife complexity of the lived
world” (p.37), quoted above. Describing how imagéshildren and childhood
may currently be evolving, Prout (2005) writes:

...towards the end of the twentieth century thereetigped a pervasive
sense that the social order was fragmenting umaepressure of rapid
economic, social and technological change.... llavgue that childhood is
also affected by this destabilization. In particdkee distinction between
adults and children, once firmly established asaduire of modernity,
seems to be blurring. Traditional ways of reprasgnthildhood in
discourse and in image no longer seemed adequasestmerging forms....
These new representations construct children as awive,
knowledgeable and socially participative than oldiscourses allowed.
They are more difficult to manage, less biddable lz@nce are more
troublesome and troubling (Prout, 2000a). (Prod®52 p.7)
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These changes, he suggests, require new appraaahesove beyond ideas such
as ‘children are actors in their own right’. He esdor recognition that childhood
is “heterogeneous, complex and emergent, and bedthisss so, its
understanding requires a broad set of intellecesdurces, an interdisciplinary
approach and an open-minded process of enquirgu(P2005, p.2). This
recognition of the complexity of childhood undeddthe depth of challenge for
this thesis.

This section has described how reading in the @frsaciology of childhood
contextualised and affirmed concepts that | hadimether arena, and has
indicated ways in which these contributed to tha-gdmthering and analysis
phases. The next section introduces activity theas\the source of the three
sensitising concepts.

2.3 Activity theory as the source of sensitising ocepts

Activity theory was not an element of the theomdtar philosophical framework,
but it needs to be acknowledged as the sourceedhtiee sensitising concepts.
These were the physical resources and environrientples, and the routines,
rituals and rules. In this section, following adfroutline of activity theory, the
role of sensitising concepts is described and|l§indne unit of analysis is also
introduced.

2.3.1 Introduction to activity theory

In considering possible frameworks, reference<twity theory in recent New
Zealand work (Alcock, 2005; Brennan, 2005; McDonéale, Higgins &

Podmore, 2005; Ramsey, Breen, Sturm, Lee, & CafigParoused my interest.
Reading about activity theory as a research apprsilacwed it ‘meshed’ with the
scope of data to be collected for this thesis.example, the foregrounding of the
role of artefacts in activity theory paralleled flanned, but narrower, focus on
the implicit messages conveyed by the resourceshenphysical environment.
Foregrounding the constructs of roles and rulesldvbe a way of revealing some
of the hidden dimensions implicit in the ways te#iag is organised, and the
behaviours of the adults, and could suggest hosetihvere affecting the
boundaries of the curriculum. The decision wasdfoge made to adopt the nodes
of the activity system model—artefacts (but onlg ghysical resources and
environment), roles, and rules—as sensitising qatsae the thesis.
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It might be asked why activity theory was not a@ojpas the central theoretical
framework? From the beginning it had been envisdigatdan open-ended
approach was most appropriate given the broad safoppe study, and the paucity
of previous relevant research. While the structiractivity theory was appealing,
and the option of using it was briefly considenédeemed that adopting it as the
overarching framework might impose parameters eratralysis which ran
counter to the exploratory thrust. Therefore, iswacided instead, bricoleur
fashion (Kincheloe & Berry, 2004), to adopt elensginbm it as sensitising
concepts. Using material artefacts, roles, andmesi rituals and rules—aspects
of early childhood education that had rarely theuiof research—provided the
third strategy of dislocation in the thesis.

Because activity theory was used only as the safrsensitising concepts in this
thesis, the following discussion is intended tovate a context for understanding
that use. For a fuller introduction to activity ting see Russell (2004).

Although activity theory has its origins in the Waf Vygotsky, it was largely
unknown outside the Soviet Union before the mid0s38hen it was taken up by
Scandinavian researchers, most notably Engestr®&7 (1999) who extended and
clarified Vygotsky’s classic mediational triangkngestrém’s expansion (see Figure
2) involved adding the elements of community, raled division of labour, which
were shown as nodes relating to each other aie tother parts of the activity
system. The term ‘activity system’ refers to a grofipeople who share both a
common object/objective and access to a rangdeadhats with which to act on that
object (Russell, 2004).The rules refer to the nantsregulations that guide
practices, and the division of labour describes tasks are divided between
members. The activity rather than the individadahe unit of analysis (Engestrom
1987). Activity theory has been used in studyingde range of contexts, and is
particularly valued as a framework within whichctmsider the interplay of a range
of factors. Proponents of activity theory desciilas a broad conceptual approach
(Kaptelinin & Nardi, 2000) and as “a powerful ardrifying descriptive tool rather
than a strongly predictive theory” (Nardi, 199&)p.

45



Artefacts

Subjec Objec |:> Outcom

Rules Division of labou

Community

Figure 2.The structure of a human activity sys(pased on Engestrom, 1987, p.78)

2.3.2 The elements from activity theory used asis&€ing concepts

What are ‘sensitising concepts’? Bowen (2006) mtesia useful overview of the
origin and use of sensitising concepts. The congeginated with Blumer and
they are now used most frequently either as amgrégve device or as a starting
point which reflects a researcher’s first tentatwalytic ideas. In this thesis they
have been used in a somewhat different way; heyedhe used not “simply to lay
the foundation for the analysis of research daBainen, 2006, p.3), but also to
provide thought-provoking perspectives on the data.

There are seen to be potential dangers in thefuseneitising concepts. They can
become desensitising (Patton, 2002), may direehain away from other
significant details (Bowen, 2006), and should beduss “points of departure from
which to study data” (Charmaz, 2003, p.259) butasotending points for
evading it” (p.259).

The first sensitising concept: The environment wedphysical resources

It is a central tenet of activity theory that aitincannot be understood without
understanding the role of artefacts. Human actigitynderstood to be mediated
by artefacts (Kaptelinin & Nardi, 2000); artefantflect the experience of others
who have used and perhaps modified them in the thésiexperience is
accumulated both in the structural properties efattefact and in the knowledge
of how to use it. Artefacts therefore shape howviddals interact with reality in

46



ways that can be both enabling and limiting. Timéjpence both external
behaviour and the mental functioning of individyasd these two processes are
seen to be inseparably intertwined (Engestrom 198ithin activity theory
artefacts are considered to include a wide ranggdical and psychological
constructs. However, within this thesis it wasided to focus only on the
material artefacts—the physical resources andrkiza@ment. Disquieting
references in the literature suggesting they wagesater scrutiny provided one
motivation for taking this narrow perspective. H2001) describes centres as
“cluttered with the little known resources andfadts from past learning
opportunities and other people's learning storjpsl’2). The following comment
by Cullen (2003a) shows others share this concern:

The resources and equipment in our early childro@rdres can be viewed

as cultural tools that convey messages about gtcmtpectations for

young children. The same resources that have fotheettore

curriculum” in New Zealand’s early childhood cestfer several decades

can be viewed as the often unacknowledgjstbrical dimension of

Vygotsky’s socio-cultural theory (Cole, 1995); tliwtan expression of

longstanding cultural beliefs about the natureasfyeeducation. These

curriculum resources may also represent what Jq{20°) has described

as a “congealed” view of how children learn and/p{&€ullen, 2003a,
pp.280-281, italics in original)

A second motivation was that, although resourcee harely been the focus for
research, a small-scale study by McDonald et 80%2 had shown the insights to
be gained from taking this approach. Finally, tgkiinis focus married with the
notion of the hidden curriculum, and in particukdath the implicit messages that
may be conveyed by the physical environment (&igner, 1985; Jackson, 1968).
Chapter 5 contains the analysis and discussiorreékatted from taking this
perspective.

The second sensitising concept: The division ajuab

The second construct used as a sensitising cowesphe division of labour, or the
roles that members of the community take. Withitivdg theory it is recognised
that roles can be explicit or implicit, may chamyer time, and may involve
hierarchical status relationships (Russell, 2004)hin the centre, the most obvious
division of labour, both in tasks and in statuss Wwatween adults and children, but
over time other divisions became apparent. Adoghigjas a sensitising concept
through the process of analysis was to reveal wewgd aspects of both teachers’
and children’s roles, as the discussion in Chapteitl show.
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The third sensitising concept: Rules, routines andls

The final element from activity theory adopted aseasitising concept within the
thesis was that of rules. Norms, routines, sclesjuituals, habits, values and
assumptions are all examples of rules. Here itwgasl to refer to rules, routines
and rituals. In activity theory rules define hdvings should be done, and can be
formal and explicit, or informal and tacit, and cter (Russell, 2004). As
Chapter 7 will show, focusing on centre routined atuals revealed norms and
values, both explicit and implicit, which influertcéhe boundaries of curriculum.
Identifying the rules used within the centre helpdentify points of
demarcation between what was designated appropmatéappropriate
curriculum.

2.3.3 Unit of analysis

Activity theory made one further contribution tetstudy; it was the source of the
unit of analysis. This had been a difficulty beaattee intended focus of the data
included both the community and the individual/stiity theory offered a way
out of this dilemma:

The solution offered by activity theory is that ammal meaningful

context for individual actions must be includedtie basic unit of analysis.

This unit is called an activity. Because the conteincluded in the unit of

analysis, the object of our research is alwaysntisdlg collective even if
our main interest is in individual actions. (KutB96, p.26)

Matusov (2007) warns of the danger of adoptingramanageably large unit of
analysis, and suggests Rogoff's ‘planes of andlgpigroach as enabling the
researcher to foreground one plane while keepiagédht of the unit of analysis in
the background (Matusov, 2007, p.324). In an amalsgvay, here the three
sensitising concepts provided perspectives of aiglwhile never obscuring the
overall focus on the collective process of expamiieg, negotiating and enacting
the curriculum boundaries.

2.4 The three strategies of dislocation

Having introduced the sensitising concepts, the oblthe three ‘strategies of
dislocation’, which has been referred to in passoag now be described. These
were a set of unfamiliar, and sometimes uncomftetaierspectives which |
adopted in order to jar my certainties, to disleaaty assumptions and
expectations, as | observed the daily activitiesliat was a generically very
familiar context. These strategies were:
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* Focusing on what might constitute the hidden aedthll curricula

» Foregrounding the perspectives of children, noy tayltalking with and
listening to children, but also by identifying witlhem and thinking about how
they might be experiencing the setting

» Taking a series of unfamiliar perspectives—the mmrent and the physical
resources, the roles of teachers and childrentrentbutines, rituals and
rules—in considering the research questions.

An underlying theme within this thesis, capturedha words of Freire (1987)
guoted at the start of this chapter, is to “stirteithe certainty of never being too
certain”(p.57). The discussion in this chapter has shownthat commitment to
shaking my own sense of certainty influenced tha@aehof theoretical approach,
and led to the decision to devise what | came licstrategies of dislocation.
Another way in which my certainties about earlyidihwod education might be
shaken was through reading what others have witbenit the boundaries of
curriculum, and what might constitute null currieod. The next chapter reviews
this range of literature.

49



5C



CHAPTER 3

LOOSE ENDS AND LONGER THREADS:
THE LITERATURE REVIEW

Boundaries cannot be transgressed until they ardendsible (McArdle,
2005, p.90)

This literature review puts me in mind of a pulled, the kind where you draw
lengths of wool through, knot them, and leave tlasntoose ends. Some parts of
the review are like that, loose ends that may feaghere. In other places the
lengths of wool are longer and wind on throughfthdings and discussion
chapters. As | return to this chapter in the figadision stages, the question is
whether to trim away those loose ends? It is tamyp do so in order to keep this
chapter coherent, but on balance it seems thap@mnsibility of undertaking a

first review of a topic is to leave those loosesfat others to peruse. Hence the
title of this chapter; this review contains botk tbose ends and the longer
threads.

The chapter’s structure is aligned with the thegisc—how the boundaries of
curriculum wereexperienced, influenceghdenactedoy children in the centre.
The thread ofcurriculum experienceddpens with a discussion of how a centre’s
physical environment, and the embedded messagesveys, may influence
and/or limit children’s curriculum experience. Age of critiques of early
childhood education are introduced which are todrgral to the thesis
arguments.

Children’s experience of curriculum is exploredtiigr in a review of literature
around what constitutes appropriate/inappropriateéculum. Literature searches
showed there was no body of writing on the topiavb&t constitutes null
curriculum for young children. It was therefore essary to tackle the more
challenging task of gathering together isolateahsoof discussion that broach the
topic. Consequently this section of the review dran a disparate range of
professional and research literature, and inclggesific challenges to curriculum
detail as well as more fundamental critique of @rmhilosophical tenets. Where
it is available, New Zealand literature has beghlghted as reflecting the
context in which the centre operates. Given thethed literature in this area, the
aim has been to put a first stake in the grourekpioring where curriculum
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boundaries lie, to be indicative rather than cormensive. The discussion is
structured around the three dimensions of nulliculum proposed in the
literature: content, intellectual processes (Eish®85), and affect (Flinders et al.,
1986); these form the second, third and fourthigestof this chapter. Outlined
here this division appears clearcut, but impodsigé categories on such a
diverse range of writings was not always easyldegs where a topic flowed
across the imposed boundaries, for the sake ofreonbe the material has been
gathered in one place.

The chapter’s final section looks at how childreigiminfluence and enadhe
boundaries of curriculum; here the more well-traeerliterature on children’s
peer groups and peer culture is reviewed with quéar focus on those aspects
found to be significant in this thesis.

3.1 How might the physical environment influence ta scope and
boundaries of curriculum?

Relatively little professional early childhood lisgture addresses issues of centre
architecture and interior layout (e.g., Greenm&@52 Olds, 2001) and even less
literature contains critical reflection on thesettas, yet in this thesis these were
found to have significant implications for the seay curriculum. In this section
writing which raises issues in relation to the éhaspects of centre location, the
interior layout, and the resources provided foftdrkn, is reviewed.

3.1.1 The physical and social isolation of centres

The isolation of centres from the wider commungyne aspect of design that has
been questioned: “it is so taken for granted thdtlcen are set apart and excluded
from the adult world. This setting apart occurs@nmunity level,—just look at
the walls around old day care centres—as well asla¢oretical level” (Singer,
1996, p.30). Writing of a New Zealand centre, Ban(2005) concludes that
“accepting the current cultural and structural mgement at the theoretical level
means that we lose sight of the fact that younlyldm want to be part of adults’
lives and included in their communities” (p.ii). Asth Singer and Brennan
indicate, the physical isolation of centres reBeecssumptions about the place of
children in adults’ lives, which resonates withistmgists’ recognition that
children today are typically “sited, insulated ahstanced” (James et al., 1998,
p.37) from adults’ social space. Underlying thisiiselief that children learn,
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think and feel in ways that are different to ad¢8sger, 1996). Singer, like
Cannella and Viruru (2004), links the separatioctofdren from adults’ lives to
the ‘child-centred’ approach of early childhood eation. On the one hand this
directs:

...attention to the specific requirements and neédsitdren, which is a

good thing. But, this way of thinking also legitees the exclusion of

children from the adult world: they are not allowtedbe part of it, they

must be child-like; they cannot yet think logicaltiieir judgement is ‘cute

and charming’, but cannot be taken seriously. Thjgedes their learning
and is belittling them. (Singer, 1996, p.30)

Singer (1996) sees “social emptiness” (p.31) andatany as perils of such
separation and notes it contradicts the self-pnoad sociocultural focus of early
childhood education which envisages children legyitihrough participating in

the activities of those who are more skilled. Bam(2005) suggests “the
physical structure results in a rather contrivetlaasituation that teaches children
how to survive childcare but may have little towdith other aspects of their
cultural life” (p.213).

Descriptions of other models of early childhood @ation, both internationally
and culturally, that are founded on different wisiaf adult-child relationships,
offer other possibilities. For example, the cemteReggio Emilia in Italy are
“situated in highly visible settings within thegito permit children and teachers
to contribute to the daily activity of the commumiand to allow the schools to be
appreciated as vital, dynamic aspects of city l{fédffin & Wilson, 2001, p.235);
community participation is encouraged and the bamdf the learning
environment is seen to extend well into the commyukileer, 2003a). Wright's
(2003) description of home-based environments eltenout from the home and
into the community is a similar New Zealand examdeiting philosophically
rather than architecturally, Dahlberg and Moss 8 @@scribe their vision for
early childhood as “environments where the comaggther of children and
adults, the being and thinking beside each othlarsomany possibilities—
cultural and social, but also economic, politiethical, aesthetic, physical”

(p. 28). This line of commentary, stemming from gingsical location of centre
buildings, was the starting point for a centrahtieewithin the thesis, which
would both reinforce and extend the critique oettirabove.
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3.1.2 The interior design and layout

Teachers create environments that reflect theietsehbout children and
education. Thirty years ago, in the United Kingddtimg (1978) wrote “Children
were defined as being naturally interested in thimg consequence the classroom
was set up to evoke their interest. Children wefinéd as having individual
propensities for learning: in consequence a widgeaf educational material was
provided” (p.18). More recently Skinner, Bryant,ffdman and Campbell (1998)
report North American teachers’ classroom enviromsieeflect their belief that
children are capable of self control.

However, the ways in which a centre’s interior gastan influence children’s
experience of curriculum has received limited diten For example, the open
layout in a single room, typical of purpose-budnhtres in New Zealand, is seen to
allow children’s freedom of movement (Anning, 19%nd freedom to choose
activities and resources (Walsh, 1996) thus pramgathildren’s independence
(Olds, 2001; Walsh, 1996), although it is recogmisech space needs to be
subdivided so children do not run around “aimles@lyalsh, 1996, p.18). But
others question how much freedom of movement anlduly have, suggesting the
apparent freedom open layouts convey is illusogth®r, children have to learn the
rules governing the use and possibilities of tpate (Bernstein, 1975/1997;
Cannella & Viruru, 2002). Cannella and Viruru (2D88ggest the appearance of
freedom is a strategy designed to control; Lof@d2002) links it to the hidden
power structures Foucault described. This notialiugory freedom will be

returned to in discussing children’s access toespaand resources within the centre.

The provision of private spaces for children isaapect of design that has opened
up philosophical issues around supervision andesilaxice. Children are seen to
need access to withdrawal spaces (Greenman, 2003, ZD01; Prescott, 2008).
Where children are cared for in a single large rowatrich is often the case in
New Zealand, limited withdrawal spaces mean childreist find other ways of
retreating (Test, 2006); Greenman (2007) suggésitdren do this by learning to
filter out contact. However, in some European sg#tichildren are not only able
to withdraw, but they can also be apart from adltitisre are descriptions of
Icelandic children playing alone in rooms with theor closed (Einarsdottir,
2006), of Swedish toddlers playing alone in a rdqdest, 2006), and of children
playing out-of-sight of teachers in forest areagyhtrd, 2007).
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The lack of provision for children’s withdrawallisked to assumptions about
supervision: “unfortunately in the United Statesheee almost entirely defined
supervision as surveillanceather than a combination of carefully planned
environments, and established norms and expecsdioriehavior. Privacy and
seclusion are considered not only unnecessarynappropriate” (Greenman,
2007, p.23, italics in original). Nimmo (2008) segts the discourse of risk
provides added legitimation for children’s sunemilte, making even trips difficult
because of the consuming concerns about safetgh @&uindling access to, and
participation in, real life beyond the centre hasibseen as symptomatic of the
growing boundary between the worlds of adults arltien (Singer, 1996).

Assumptions around the supervision of childrenciialenged, particularly by
reconceptualist scholars. Cannella and Viruru 42@0gue that adults’
surveillance of children is legitimised by theoragschild development and
education. The supremacy of the teacher, holdipgveerful position of
protection in a carefully planned, safe environmentonstructed on the image of
the child as innocent, an image which Woodrow arehBan (2001) suggest
underpins the traditions of early childhood pedagd&iyoss-cultural comparisons
indicate such perceptions of children are a pderdeature of Western culture;
for example, Dockett and Fleer (1999) describe ralish Aboriginal

communities allowing children far more control heir lives.

However, teachers themselves are also under oltiggrvihe New Zealand
requirement that every centre have an abuse piewgmtlicy which ensures
adults are visible to other adults whenever theyath children came in the
aftermath of a high-profile sexual abuse case (Bont999). While these
guidelines were promoted as keeping both childrehaalults ‘safe’, Duncan
(1999) links the changed attitudes and behaviolitsachers to Foucault’s notion
of surveillance, and comments that teachers umgliti“created a surveillance
regime that almost replaces the law in effectiveh§s.251).

Although only a limited pool of literature was |ded that considers how centre
architecture might influence the scope of currioulit nevertheless raises
disquieting questions. Would a review of literatatm®ut the provisioning of
centres reveal similar concerns?
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3.1.3 The provision of resources

Much professional literature on the topic of resesrfocuses on preparing
environments for children, reflecting a belief tohtldren learn by doing
(Anning, 1991). However, positioning the teachefthe magic facilitator,
preparing the right environment through which depeient will unfold”
(Woodrow & Brennan, 2001, p.30) is linked to theage of the child as embryo
adult, moving from irrationality to rationality flolwing a preordained sequence
(Woodrow & Brennan, 2001). Despite New Zealandheas professed
commitment to the sociocultural approachrefwtliriki, Hill (2003) notes there is
still a “prevalence of adult preoccupation with #revironment, the programme
and selected resources (covertly tied to Piagéti@ory) at the expense of
interaction with children” (p.25). Two aspects e$ourcing are of particular
interest. The type of resources opens up for desonghe assumptions embedded
in the statement that play is the child’s work. Tuantity of resources and the
way in which they are displayed leads into disaussif the balance between
children’s freedom of choice and teachers’ control.

The often unquestioning commitment to the traddiaesources of early
childhood education, such as blocks and playdoisgim area of discussion both
in New Zealand (Cullen, 2003a; Hill, 2001) and intgionally. Cuffaro (1995)
urges American teachers to reflect more deeplyhein thoice of resources; if

they are selected “"because they are part of thg ealdhood curriculum™ or
simply "because children enjoy the activity," thbmking remains on the surface,
on acceptance of conventions that remain unexarh{pe®B-34). Australian
scholar Fleer (2003a) sees reassessing tradijienabreas as a step towards
reconceptualising early childhood education. While beyond the scope of this
thesis to describe the origins of the traditiomalources within early childhood
education, these are well documented (Williams &nfiberg, 1992; Roopnarine
& Johnson, 2005). The current New Zealand liseebmmended equipment
(Ministry of Education, 2004a) demonstrates thetiooed commitment to such

provision.

Descriptions of resources used in other modelsady €hildhood education
highlight the assumptions about adults’ and chiitdreoles that are implicit in
definitions of appropriate/inappropriate. Childiaran English Forest School use
adult-size bow-saws and loppers, and cook ovelpan ére (Maynard, 2007).
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Israeli children play in junkyards stocked with teaf farm machinery and
building equipment (Haas, 1996). In some New Zeahlzntres children use
handsaws and battery-driven drills in construcgates and furniture (Carr,
1998). In the centres of Reggio Emilia children cae ‘adult’ resources (Fleer,
2003a; Gandini, Hill, Cadwell & Schwall, 2005).

Cannella and Viruru (2004) suggest the concepteothild as player and of play
as the child’s route to learning underpin the psmn of traditional play
resources. These concepts have long been cemteds tef early childhood
education both in New Zealand (Grey, 1974) andmatiéonally (Paley, 2004;
Wood, 2004). But these tenets have recently beeltedged. Defining play as the
normal behaviour of childhood and as necessargrmnth and development is
challenged by Cannella and Viruru (2004) usingdmisal and cultural examples.
Assuming the normality of play is seen to privildgarning by doing (Cannella,
1997; Fleer 2003a) and to imply that success dependhaving enough money to
provide play resources (Cannella, 1997). Even pipai@nt freedom of play is
seen to be false, with adults defining what cout&# ‘good’ and ‘bad’ play
(Cannella, 1997). Most significantly for this tiegshe discourse of play has also
been challenged as reinforcing “the marginalizatiod exclusion of children

from society, and thus from influence in real lif&trandell, 2000, p.147).
Positioning play as opposite to work is seen todlise play and ignore the reality
of the social and power relations within it (Ailwaa2003). Ailwood (2003)
suggests play has become so central to early duttieducation that it “governs
the behaviour of both adults and young children2@6). These challenges to the
centrality of play have been reiterated by the N®maland scholar Gibbons
(2007). Has the discourse of play become a reginaith, unrecognised but
influential, that limits the ways in which we erage early childhood education?
This thesis, grounded in the day-to-day activitiea centre, was to provide some
corroboration for these philosophical critiques.

A number of points of discussion impinge on thesgio® of how resources
influence children’s experience of curriculum, alrdw particular attention to the
(often implicit) dimensions of teacher control. Tdugantity of accessible
resources has drawn comment (Skinner et al., 1988)words such as
“enormous” (King, 1978, p.17) used to describertirge. On the one hand it is
suggested that a vast array may be overwhelminghitaren (Anning, 1991), but
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on the other environments are valued for the wedlthpportunities they offer
(Laevers, 2005). Test’s (2006) comparison of infadtller centres in the United
States and Sweden provides insight into the culdin@ensions of provisioning.

Earlier writers stressed the level of teacher abraver the provision, definition
and use of resources (Apple & King, 1977; King, 89and the need for children
to distinguish between resources for work and phpple & King, 1977; King,
1978). Apple and King (1977) suggested such legmias a first step in
assuming the role of student. More recent accaevesal a similar level of
teacher control of resources (McCadden, 1998; ®kiahal., 1998) which often
extends to a prohibition on children bringing reses from home (Corsaro,
1985, 2003).

While accessibility of equipment is typically lintkéo children’s freedom and
autonomy (Walsh, 1996), the promotion of theseitjaalis challenged by
Alloway (1997) on the grounds that they represeitucal and gendered ideas of
what it means to be emotionally mature. It is @sgued that the freedom implied
by accessible equipment is in fact illusory, thedults actually control the
choices that surround children” (Cannella & Virut997, p.121) and children are
governed through that very pretence of freedomch@a’ control of resources
offers another avenue by which they control theénitedn of acceptable play;

King (1978) cites the familiar example of a prolitm against making guns.

Considering this range of literature on the resesifgrovided for children
suggests this is an area that requires furthetisgryarticularly in relation to
covert messages that may be implied in the kingsdurces provided, and the
ways in which children may use them. The most éaching challenges
(Ailwood, 2003; Alloway, 1997; Cannella, 1997; Cafla & Viruru, 2004) have
been raised in theoretical writing. This thesid slilow that similar issues
surfaced in observing the day-to-day use of ressuirt a centre. The review of
these three areas of literature relating to thesiglaylocation of the centre, the
interior layout and the resources for children jutes the context for Chapter 5, in
which the impact of the centre’s environment oridrkn’s experience of
curriculum is described.

58



In the following three sections literature relevamthe concept of the null
curriculum is reviewed. References to null curnigcalin research literature are
rare, and while the phrase has been used occdgionBlew Zealand work
(Hedges & Cullen, 2005; Podmore, Sauvao & Mapa32ithas not been the
focus of research. This might indicate acceptarfteeostatus quo but, as the
following review will show, a number of current aseof debate impinge on the
topic. The demarcation between appropriate andonagguiate curriculum is
considered in relation to content first, and themtellectual processes (Eisner,
1985), and finally affect (Flinders et al., 1986).

3.2 What content might be marginalised or consideenull curriculum?

The question of curriculum content within earlyldhbod education has not been
a recent focus; Goffin and Wilson (2001) suggesliterations regarding what
knowledge is of most worth” (p.195) have been sndel in favour of comparing
curriculum models. However, children’s unprecedeértecess to information and
the consequent blurring of traditional distinctidoetween adult knowledge and
child knowledge (Kincheloe, 2002) may alter thigcBgnising such a change is

occurring underlines the timeliness of this thesis.

Where debates about the scope of curriculum codt@otcur, they tend to
concern single issues, points on the border betwuath is deemed
appropriate/inappropriate. Some scholars challémgexclusion of particular
content, others describe successful inclusion ofest; both approaches indicate
an area under debate. What are the points of deBaethere common themes?
These are the topics for the following sections.

3.2.1 ‘Real’ tasks as curriculum?

Children’s exclusion from work, from ‘real’ taska$ibeen challenged as being a
reflection of the work/play dichotomy which Canrmedind Viruru (2004) believe
perpetuates the separation of child and adultpasdions children as players.
Nimmo (2008) links the absence of real jobs todreih’s exclusion from the
world of adults, and to the concept of childrenre®@mplete. Descriptions of
young children engaging in work in other culturBegoff, 2003) and descriptions
of children doing real tasks in centres (Drummd#99; Nimmo, 2008) such as
shovelling snow and digging gardens (Jones, 200®)dr unsettle assumptions.
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Debates about the place of ICT (Information and @amication Technology) in
curriculum can be considered, in part, as an ekxiarnd the debate about the
place of real tasks. While most contemporary potesl literature is broadly
supportive of young children’s use of ICT (Bolst2a804; Stephen & Plowman,
2002) negative arguments have been mounted pantigwioncerning computers.
In the New Zealand context, alongside cautions athair use with young
children (Brownlee, 2000), there are descriptiohshddren using ICT
extensively and successfully (Ramsey, Sturm, Breea,& Carr, 2007). Bolstad
(2004), having reviewed both New Zealand and irsteonal literature, concludes
ICT “can be a useful tool for supporting childretéarning and development”
(p.72). Yet in many New Zealand centres (Oldrid2f#)9) teachers have access to
a computer but children do not. Are decisions aladwo uses a centre’s
computer symptomatic of deeper philosophical assiomg? Considering what
real tasks were available for children, and whdutlt equipment they could
access proved to be useful leads to follow in datgeration in the centre.

3.2.2 Are death and disaster appropriate curriculcomtent?

Some topics have conventionally been labelled irgprate for children
(Cannella, 1999). Death (King, 1978; Silin, 199%&podrow, 1999), AIDS (Silin,
1995) and major tragedies such as the Twin Towepsethber 11 event
(Connerton & Patterson, 2006) have all been idiexti&s traditionally avoided
topics, reflecting the positioning of children asocent and needing protection.
However, shielding children from such topics hasrbehallenged as denying
children the chance to explore issues that impa¢hem (New, Mardell, &
Robinson, 2005; Silin, 1995, 1997). Silin (1995)was teachers have a
pedagogical responsibility to address such topicspace children’s “questions
and concerns at the center of the curriculum” §). #he underlying concepts of
child and teacher implicit in such exclusions hbeen questioned. Silin (1995)
challenges the role of teacher-as-protector, pognout how closely aligned
innocence is to ignorance. Roberston (2006) asichers to consider whether
their image of children really sees them as “graggplvith and thinking about
difficult and uncomfortable topics” (p.44).

In North America the graphic television footagetwé Twin Towers event
catapulted many teachers into confronting issuekeath and disaster with
children, and descriptions of how they handled (Gisnnerton & Patterson, 2006;
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Gross & Clemens, 2002), and other episodes of ddkW et al., 2005),
underline how rarely such topics are part of cuttim. However, those
descriptions also suggest children’s readinesagage: “The children knew we
had tapped into something really powerful, someghirat school and adults don't
often let us tap into, a way of exploring our feansl the things we don't
understand” (Paley, 2004, pp.108-9). Teachers’darae of death is further
challenged by the fact that dying is a frequentrt@eén children’s play (Corsaro,
1985, 2003; Paley, 1984). In the New Zealand canBrennan (2005) found
children “repeatedly asked teachers about sigmfitie events such as death,
dying, iliness and tragedy” (p.185). This accumediagvidence suggested death
might be a contested curriculum topic.

3.2.3 Are the body and sexuality appropriate curitien content?

The sociologist Prout (2005) suggests the bodychase to be excluded from
social science, despite children’s intense intaretiteir own bodies. Five aspects
are seen to have particular significance for cbideheight, shape, appearance,
gender and performance (James et al., 1998, p. ABtrican scholar, hooks
(1994), argues that the accepted notion of mind¢ehidlism, and the concern of
education with the mind, has led to the erasintpefoody from educational
contexts. Has the body also been excluded fromgahiidren’s curriculum?
Sanson (2006, 2007), writing about dance in Newatehcentres, suggests the
body has been increasingly excluded, and thisshvedli confirm that view.

More writers address the allied topic of sexuahtihin early childhood (Blaise &
Andrew, 2005; Robinson, 2005). Although Tobin (ZP8onsiders the exclusion
of sexuality has emerged since the 1950s, I1sa@33)vas addressing similar
issues in the 1930s in England. Generational assomsghave been linked to the
debate: Robinson (2005) sees the silencing of s$igxaa yet another expression
of the adult-child binary. She argues it is theiséction of the discourses of
childhood and sexuality, together with the psychalal discourses of child
development, that have led to sexuality being canstd as taboo. Rejecting
definitions of sexuality as physical sexual actsbiRson calls for a broader
understanding of it as being about aspects of eagriife such as “relationships,
life choices and practices, dispositions, pleasutesires and fantasies” (p.22). A
particular aspect of the debate relates to thega@tl models of sexuality.
Defining heterosexuality as the norm and not réifbgediverse identities and
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family types is challenged (Robinson, 2005; Rya@®&eshaber, 2004; Skattebol
& Ferfolja, 2007). Robinson (2005) argues teachanshinking acceptance of
activities such as mother-and-father play is pathe normalisation of
heterosexual desire, and that the discourse adlubwld and the tenets of
developmental theory act to conceal this processv Kealand scholarly literature
on the topic of sexuality as curriculum reflectsneénts of the wider international
discussion. Surtees (2003) labels the lack of agledtgement of sexuality ife
whariki a form of censorship, and the implicit acceptaoideeterosexuality as the
norm is challenged (Gunn, 2006; Lee, 2005; Sur2@33).

There are calls for change; for allowing topicshsas the body and sexuality to
surface (Blaise & Andrew, 2005). Rinaldi (2006) mcwledges it requires
confronting “our taboos, silences, hypocrisiesrgeabout our real feelings and
emotions regarding children—our children—and owe®l (p. 93) but sees
change as necessary if teachers are to help ahiddh@ept and appreciate their
own bodies. However, it is acknowledged parents cwagider sexuality, perhaps
along with spiritual, religious and cultural valué&s be topics which lie outside
the teacher’s role (Alloway, 1997).

The conventional exclusion of these topics—deatiastier, sexuality—from the
curriculum reflects traditionally accepted boundaretween adults’ and
children’s knowledges. But there are other todiess clearly defined, which also
impact on children’s lives, and which teachers higpéecally avoided as ‘too
hard’ for children. These are topics around issfe®cial equity and justice
including gender.

3.2.4 Issues of social equity and justice as cutum?

Calls for teachers to take a proactive stance e¥itldren on issues of social
equity and social justice (MacNaughton, 2003b; RiegtJones, 2005;
Roberston, 2006; Ryan & Ochsner, 1999; Silin, 1996pdrow, 2003) indicate
this is an area of curriculum debate. “Ignoring laed stuff and only engaging in
the fluff and fun from curriculum choices is to keenderground issues of social
justice and to further silence and compound thquitg” (Robertson, 2006, p.45).
Children are seen as competent to reflect on sstles and to understand their
own role in enacting or confronting social injustidacNaughton, 2003b). Silin
(1995) argues when teachers fail to take a proastiance they are in danger of
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reinforcing the stereotypes, but acknowledges tadlenge: “the difficulty of
fostering open dialogues, acknowledging uncertaisutyg respecting multiple
perspectives cannot be minimized” (p. 128). Howgtleare are also warnings.
While Rhedding-Jones (2005) calls for teachergptegare both children and
adults to become change agents via challengingatigres and norms of
behavior” (p.144), she warns that the label of &dsity is ‘loaded’ with
complexities, innuendoes and omissions” (p.144).example, Pacini-
Ketchabaw (2007) shows how the apparently benigoodirses of
multiculturalism have been used unintentionallgigadvantage immigrant

children.

Confronting children’s gendered behaviours andkihigp draws particular
comment (Fleer, 1998; Hughes & MacNaughton, 20Gdd{e, 2003;
MacNaughton, 2000, 2001). Scholars identify hoveaisses of early childhood
can act to frame and limit teachers’ practices madogender. In particular, if
teachers’ practices are underpinned by a discaidrskildren as innocent, they
are unlikely to confront gendered issues of viokeand aggression (Grieshaber,
2001; Keddie, 2003). Strategies such as modediinigbias behaviours (Sims,
2000) or providing equal opportunities are seelpetinsufficient responses
(Browne, 2004; MacNaughton, 2001) and, unwitting®achers may even
contribute to gender stereotypes (Martin, 1998jhRateachers are encouraged
to adopt proactive strategies such as discussingegessues with children,
exposing them to different models of masculinityifeinity, and challenging

their stereotyped responses (MacNaughton, 200Gtréltan scholars (e.g., Fleer,
1998; MacNaughton, 2001; Keddie, 2003) and Amergtdolars (e.g.,
Grieshaber, 2001; Ryan & Ochsner, 1999; Silin, }92&e been to the fore in
raising these issues. There has been less foagsues of social justice by New
Zealand scholars and researchers (Ritchie, 2008)less recent focus on gender
issues (Norris, 2001), so there was little to ssgghgew teachers in the centre
might respond to issues of social justice and gesideeotyping if and when they

arose.
The discussion so far has considered potentiaicclum topics teachers may

exclude as inappropriate. But there is also litesathat describes content children
may introduce which teachers may contest.
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3.2.5 Which interests are accepted as curriculum?

King (1978) described English teachers giving etlanal status to some
children’s interests and ignoring others, such@sfar songs, comics, television
programmes, and “anything to do with fighting, deat wars, unless these were
safely set in a historical context” (p.39). Repaftseachers’ differential
responses to children’s interests, or pre-exidtimgls of knowledge, continue to
appear. Hedges (2007) suggests that New Zealacdletesa marginalising of
some interests may reflect limited teacher-famdgnenunication, plus the
dominance of some children in interactions. Nuitafi04) found the demands of
routines and maintaining children’s compliancetiedhildren’s interests being
silenced. In an Australian setting it was suggestadhers’ values influenced who
they interacted with (Fleer & Robbins, 2007); theerests of children whose
thinking was similar to theirs, who spoke Englishd who played quietly were
more likely to be privileged.

Can children’s desire to have friendships and tadoepted by peers be
considered an interest? This question foreshadogvdiscussion of children’s
enjoyment of peer interactions in section 3.5.bwelThe more specific question
to be addressed here is do teachers recogniseastigeer relationships as
curriculum? Commonsense suggests they do, indeee ia wide range of
literature on children’s social skill developmentarofessional journals.
Nevertheless, the teaching of social skills has baéentified as an excluded
curriculum area. Graue (2005) found teachers rdaelght social skills, but rather
tended to reiterate rules and repeat the manteayosr words’. She hypothesises
this may reflect a belief that social developmerd pattern of maturation but
argues that “in a powerful inversion of the normatmodel, eligibility for
participation is limited to those who alreaklgve the desired attributes” (p.48).
Graue’s comments resonate with McCadden’s (19983lasion that it is
inappropriate to leave children to cope with thallenges of learning social
interaction skills: “over time, defeats for the ldnén who had trouble fitting in or
advocating for themselves grew larger and largemging with them their own
negative intersubjective understanding” (p.89). ¢tinclusions led him to
introduce a teaching programme about friendshigsedmed likely that | would
find friendships were an interest for children, the role teachers might take in
supporting these seemed less certain.
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There is also acknowledgement in the professiadtegihture that teachers need to
make choices amongst children’s interests (Edwetrds, 1994; Fraser &
Gestwicki, 2000). For example, Jones and Nimmo4) 8&dicate much of
children’s peer culture “lies outside the limitathieachers impose for their
classrooms—spitting, swearing, fighting, and maBhebies and war toys”

(p.45).

The reference to Barbies and war toys raises ae ib&t has been called
“‘complex, contested and contradictory” (Giugni, 80p. 222), the place of
children’s popular culture in early childhood edima. Popular culture is
frequently cited as an area of children’s knowletig is excluded (Fleet, 2002;
Giugni, 2006; Jones & Nimmo, 1994; King, 1978; Ryatrieshaber, 2004) with
varying reasons offered. For example, there isregption that children playing
with the products and concepts of popular cultween®at learning, concern about
the stereotyped images portrayed (Arthur, 2001J,aout the impact of
commercialisation on children (Aird, 2004; Nimm®0B). Despite teachers’
reservations, children saturate classrooms witly@saf popular culture on their
clothing and personal possessions (Hadley & NeP@@4), and there is evidence
of children’s depth of knowledge around such coteapd products, and their
use of this knowledge in their play (Arthur, 206{gdley & Nenga, 2004), which
New Zealand scholars reiterate (Brennan, 2001, ;20@son, 2005). Children’s
use of images, characters and plots from popul&urethas also been seen as a
way in which they separate themselves from adiih®ihpson, 2003). Excluding
such play has been called an issue of social pibecause popular culture
provides children with access to a common scripttaerefore allows all to
participate on an equal footing regardless of $oe@nomic, racial or language
background (Arthur, 2001; Ashton, 2005). (The mi@opular culture in
children’s gendered discourses is referred to atige 3.5.5 below). While the
many references to children using elements of @wpullture in their play, and to
teachers’ rejection of these, suggested this natgat be a contested curriculum
topic in the centre, this was not to be the case.

There are other debated areas of curriculum cgrganh as the place of academic
subjects (Katz, 2007; Laevers, 2005) and the questi whether teachers have
adequate content knowledge (Cullen, 1999; Garbe@4; Hedges & Cullen,
2005). However, these are not areas of contentcthiaren influence; rather the
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debate tends to be one that occurs between adettgeen teachers, parents,
teacher educators, researchers and policy-maketisese are not included.

Reviewing these areas of literature was fruitfuduiggesting possible leads. While
initially the review appeared to cover a dispagatay of topics, a theme of
generational assumptions and a positioning of @nlds less competent underpinned
many of the debates. These were also to be sigmific my own analysis.

The following section considers ways in which aspe€ thinking may be

privileged/marginalised within early childhood edtion.

3.3 Which ways of thinking might be marginalised orconsidered null

curriculum?

Eisner (1985) was the first to label intellectuadgesses an aspect of null
curriculum, and he suggested schools emphasisezildlginking that was
dependent on words and numbers. In consultingtérature that addresses
young children’s intellectual processes, the paldicfocus has been on
identifying those aspects which scholars suggestheaeither marginalised or
privileged within early childhood education.

The call to reconceptualise children as thoughgédple (Cannella, 1997,
Laevers, 2005; Rinaldi, 2006) provides the starfiomt. Laevers (2005) writes
that we need to “take children seriously and seeths partners, as active co-
constructers and promoters of their own learnipg22). The impassioned tone
of writing on this topic by Laevers and others segjg positioning children as
thoughtful and competent is an ongoing debate. &s suggested in Chapter 1,
although New Zealand children have increasinglynbeeluded in assessment
and in research, there is evidence (Bernstone,;Z@bddan, 2003, 2004; Nuttall,
2004) suggesting teachers may still be grapplirty thie reconceptualisation of
children as competent and thoughtful.

3.3.1 Do cultural assumptions influence the priyitg/marginalising of ways of
thinking?

Reconceptualist scholars draw attention to wayshith cultural assumptions

within early childhood education may privilege/maajise some children. The

assumed dominance of western/individualist perspgestvithin early childhood
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education is increasingly questioned (e.g., F2@03a; Yelland & Kilderry,
2005). New Zealand scholars Ritchie (2001) and(R865) both acknowledge
the tension for teachers. Lee writes that they Kveafine line between the
expectations on them as educators: promoting iddatiaccomplishment from a
eurocentric ... success orientated perspective ormané, and demonstrating
respect for a more collectivist, group focused apph on the other” ( p.61).
Ritchie (2001) believes a shift is needed fromaditronal emphasis on “fostering
independence and autonomy” (p.139), and that teacheuld also foster
“children’s social skills and collective endeavo(p’137). Writing more recently,
in reference to both Australia and New Zealandg&laar and Fleer (2007)
indicate such fundamental changes are slow to occur

We have not as yet seriously disrupted the westevelopmental

perspectives as the main and only view of earlidbbiod education. We

have also not taken account of the linguistic aneractional patterns
which feature among many cultures outside of thsteva world. (p.42)

A number of particular culturally based practices seen to impinge on the kinds
of thinking and learning promoted. These are tinlpging of language as the
dominant means of communication (Fleer & Robbil@94£ Viruru, 2001), the
subsequent marginalising of other ways of learsimgh as observation (Fleer,
2003; Rogoff, 2003; Rosenthal, 2003) and the pgiilg of teacher questioning
(Fleer, 2003a, 2006).

Professional literature addressing multiculturalismd the more specific notion
that every child’s culture and language shoulddilected in the environment
(e.g., Gonzalez-Mena, 1997), is also relevantédkthds of thinking which may
be privileged/marginalised. There is recognitiontroulturalism can be, at worst,
superficial, uncritical and reinforce assimilatidicLaren, 1994). Similar
understandings are evident in early childhoodditere. For example, teachers’
professed commitment to acknowledging a child’s edéamguage may not
challenge assumptions around use of the dominaguége (Viruru, 2001) or
dominant ways of thinking. There are, on the otteerd, descriptions of what
cultural diversity may offer (e.g., Laevers, 20@8d a New Zealand account
records how a sense of belonging for Samoan childees nurtured through
bilingual and bicultural practices, and that thierexwledgement of different
cultural values enhanced learning for all childg@mmons, Schimanski,
McGarva, Haworth & Cullen, 2007).
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Within New Zealand, biculturalism provides a spedienension to this

discussion of privileged/marginalised ways of thigkand learning. The
commitment to biculturalism derives from the TreatyVaitangi, signed in 1840,
which established the notion of partnership betwberCrown and the

indigenous Mori. A commitment to biculturalism is integral 7@ wtlariki and
widely accepted through the sector (Ritchie, 20B®)wever, there are also
indications that the vision of the curriculum do@mhmay not be reflected in
practice. For example, Lee (2005) reports “mucteato Miori used is only in

the form of commands. This means that childremleaot that te reo &bri is a

vital and rich language, but that it is a languisg@hich you are told what to do”
(p.59). More fundamentally Ritchie (2005) challeagnon-Mori teachers to
confront the power relations that have simultanbolistorically positioned them
as curriculum experts and marginalised indigenalisi@al knowledge, and warns
of the danger of reinforcing culturally bound pasits. These concerns, combined
with the more general concerns raised in the ptesvparagraph, suggest that even
in New Zealand, where there is commitment to altical curriculum document,
observations in a centre may show that the Entdispuage, and western world,
individualistic ways of thinking are promoted.

3.3.2 Are there other ways of thinking that mightbivileged/marginalised?

Children’s thinking has attracted recent reseattdntion both internationally
(Epstein, 2003; Robson, 2006; Robson & Hargrea@35), and in New Zealand
(e.g., Bernstone, 2007; Hedges, 2007). A centnatlosion Siegler and Alibali
(2004) reach, on the basis of an extensive reviawsgarch, is that young
children “have a much richer cognitive life thansssauspected until recently”
(p.435) and that differences between adults’ anidrem’s thinking are not as
large as previously imagined. Given this findingwhcan one identify which
ways of thinking might be null curriculum? The 1&biits of mind identified by
Costa and Kallick (2000) as being significant wafghinking in intelligent
behaviour provide a touchstone for this discussifhile the authors caution that
other habits may be added, this list provides &ulifmmework against which to
consider the points made in the early childhoaatditure:

Persisting

Managing impulsivity

Listening with understanding and empathy
Thinking flexibly

Thinking about thinking (metacognition)
Striving for accuracy
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Questioning and posing problems
Applying past knowledge to new situations
Thinking and communicating with clarity and precisi
Gathering data through all senses
Creating, imagining, innovating
Responding with wonderment and awe
Taking responsible risks

Finding humour

Thinking interdependently

Remaining open to continuous learning
(Costa & Kallick, 2000, p.xiii)

Studies suggest adults tend to underestimate tige r@nd subtlety of young
children’s thinking (Siegler & Alibali, 2004), arttiat teachers are also culpable.
For example, in a small-scale English study, teesctadked about strategies for

supporting children's thinking as “teaching thimkj 'teaching thinking skills', or
even 'teaching children to think’, as if, somehth&y were not doing so already”
(Robson, 2006, p.161). There are also indicatibasteachers do not consider in
detail how they might most effectively support dnén’s thinking (Robson &
Hargreaves, 2005), and tend to conflate thinkinlsskith problem-solving
(Robson, 2006; Robson & Hargreaves, 2005). Woudditidings in this thesis

suggest the situation in New Zealand is different?

Suggestions of what may currently be overlooke@eispof young children’s
thinking indicate three areas of interest. Thd fietates to the disposition one has
as a thinker (Claxton, 1999; Robson, 2006). Therdtlo relate to potentially
marginalised ways of thinking: thinking creativé{ylaxton, 1999; Robson, 2006;
Robson & Hargreaves, 2005) and thinking criticéRpbson, 2006). Robson
(2006) indicates creative thinking combines origityand imagination, and is
characterised by openness to challenge, risk aoertainty, and enjoyment of
complexity. Critical thinking combines learning howhen and what to question,
and how and when to reason. However, creative aticht thinking are seen to
be interdependent—children use both as they play paoblem-solving requires
both (Robson, 2006).

3.3.3 Dispositions as a thinker as curriculum?

While learning dispositions are not synonymous withdisposition to be a thinker,
these provide a useful starting point. Learningahstions are the primary focus of
the learning stories which are the currently prada@ssessment approach within

New Zealand early childhood education (Carr, 20dihjstry of Education, 2004b).
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Learning dispositions have been described as teduaarning strategies plus
motivation—participation repertoires from whicheaner recognises, selects, edits,
responds to, resists, searches for and consteactsrig opportunities” (Carr, 2001,
p.21). The five dispositions identified within Nefgaland assessment processes are
taking an interest, being involved, persisting wiifficulty, expressing an idea or a
feeling, and taking responsibility or taking anatpeint of view (Carr, 2001). A
focus on dispositions in assessment of young @mldr not restricted to New
Zealand; Laevers (2005) reports a range of digpnosijtsuch as creativity, self-
organisation, self confidence and resilience, len getting more attention
internationally in early childhood curricula. Resmfulness (Claxton, 2002) and
playfulness and reciprocity (Carr & Claxton, 2064ye also been proposed.
Recently, a New Zealand study has used resilieaecgrocity and imagination as
three “domains of learning dispositions” (Duncamek & Carr, 2008).

The notion of learning dispositions has been eritjas a discourse that seeks to
govern the child, just as the discourse of chilkttgoment did, as reinforcing
traditional notions of the child as able to be ¢'day the adult, and as assuming there
is universal agreement on what is normal and dasi(@ampbell, 1999). However,
for this review what is more pertinent is how sadnamework prioritises or diverts
attention from different ways of thinking. Whilastclear that skills and knowledge
are level one outcomes within the four-level cotwaghierarchy of increasing
complexity inherent in learning dispositions (C2001), the question remains of
whether New Zealand teachers are aware of, anésxlulr their teaching, a wide
conception of thinking processes such as thoselllsy Costa and Kallick (2000).
No literature was found addressing that issue. résieof this section, drawing on a
range of literature, will go only a little way tovds answering that question.

3.3.4 Thinking creatively as curriculum?

Thinking creatively (Robson, 2006), imagination anéativity (Robson &
Hargreaves, 2005) are all identified as potentiallgriooked aspects of thinking
in early childhood education. There is a rangespiats to thinking creatively.
For example, divergent thinking (Crook, 2004)—thdity to think of new ways
to use a familiar object, to improvise—and humdwizou, 2005) are both seen
as aspects of thinking creatively. My expectati@s\that these ways of thinking
were well supported in New Zealand centres, bstttiesis is about ignoring
expectations, and so | read further.
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Both the environment and the pedagogical approeekeen as important in
supporting children’s creative thinking. Crook (2Q@otes divergent thinking is
supported by the provision of open-ended materniagrovised play materials,
and adults who encourage children playing arournt wdeas and materials and
value exploring as much as problem-solvibgevers (2005) indicates two
gualities of the environment need to be considedaek is the ‘richness’ and
potential for challenge, the second is the scopettvironment offers children for
re-presenting. A rich environment is “a context ttizallenges children and offers
a myriad of opportunities to be active, explore arehte” (p.22), and that is
sufficiently complex to allow all children the “jayf discovery” (p.22). The
atelier or workshop of Reggio Emilia is recognisesdust such a rich
environment, where children are encouraged to imwéh a wide variety of
materials, often in unexpected ways, and wheretgddbpt an attitude of
freedom towards children’s work (Schwall, 2005)eTimpact of this model on
embedded ways of thinking about early childhoodremwnents has been noted
(Fleer, 2003a).

The second aspect of the environment Laevers (2fy&mnents on is how well it
supports children’s processes of representatios tite process of representing,
Laevers suggests, that leads to the full experiehogeaning, and recognising
that “helps us to understand why the Reggio apprasaso powerful” (p.24). In
those centres art, in whatever media, is seedagaage for communication, and
a way in which children can record their resporessesin the process deepen their
thinking (Gandini, 2005). The priority given tastreflected in the provision of
the atelier, the studio, and in the presence oatbkerista, who supports children
in using the materials.

Laevers’ (2005) insightful comments into the sigrahce of the environment in
relation to children’s creative thinking suggestas to consider in observing a
centre environment; in particular his referencéh‘depth’ of the environment,
the potential for discovery, and the potentialdbildren to re-present experiences
and thinking. Would there be potential for discgviar children who had been at
the centre for a long time? Art materials wouldaailable, but would children

be encouraged to use them in such purposeful ways®uld some of these
aspects be null curriculum?
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There is a range of other literature relating s dlestion of how effectively
teachers support children’s creative thinking. &mmple, children’s dramatic
play is understood to support their imaginative erghtive thinking (e.g.,
Bodrova & Leong, 2003), and yet scholars intermetily have to argue for its
continued inclusion in early childhood educatioaléy, 2004) suggesting this
may be a curriculum area under threat. Howeves,ighnot the case in New
Zealand, where children’s dramatic play is a neaversal feature of mainstream
centre settings.

The teacher’s role in supporting children’s artwisrkanother area of tension that
impinges on children’s creativity. On the one hémete are recommendations to
allow children to explore with encouragement butintervention (e.g.,
Brownlee, 2004) and on the other, calls for teaxb@demonstrate skills to
children (e.g., Anderson, 2000). Familiarity wittetphilosophical approach of
Reggio Emilia has fuelled the debate and led Nealatel teachers to
increasingly question the accustomed practicearfdihg back from children’s
creative work (Farrant & Wright, 2007). A final aref children’s creative
thinking that has received comment is children’mbtous and playful
exchanges. Alcock (2007), studying New Zealanttodim’'s imaginative verbal
interchanges, found teachers rarely participateshah play, and so missed
opportunities to extend it.

This résumé of points scholars had raised aboldrehis creative thinking,
increased my uncertainties about its positioninthnia New Zealand early
childhood centre.

3.3.5 Thinking critically as curriculum?

Critical thinking is the other aspect of young dhen’s thinking that has been
identified as marginalised (Robson, 2006). Agaathlthe physical environment and
the pedagogical practices are seen as importanex@mple, Davis-Seaver (2000)
describes changes she made to encourage childrégical thinking; she increased
the range and accessibility of materials, addesliress that would appeal to each of
the senses, and removed labels from shelves schifdien needed to sort out
categories for themselves when tidying. Davis-Sealge changed her teaching
strategies. She elaborated her questioning wheimgebooks to encourage children
not only to predict, but also to identify grounds their prediction. She allowed
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children to settle their own grievances, rathen ingposing her decision, which
encouraged them to consider other perspectives\aldate alternative solutions.
She talked with children about their thinking, éelled up when she noticed
confusions, and externalised her own thinking ses. Her account was useful in
indicating the range of ways in which critical tiimg might be promoted.

Three areas of potential curriculum that are retéta critical thinking have
drawn particular attention. These are: childrepasicipants in democratic
decision-making, children as resolvers of persopaflict issues, and children as
philosophers and judges of moral issues. Schokars Argued for children’s
participation in decision-making as a way of untierding their democratic role
(New et al., 2005; Nimmo, 2008) and as part ofrtheltural heritage (Pramling
Samuelsson, 2000). A fundamental strand withirpthiosophy of Reggio Emilia
is encouraging children to think and act for thelvess which is a reaction to the
experience of Fascism and awareness of the daofebedience and conformity
(Rinaldi 2006). Young Danish and Swedish childremiatroduced to democratic
principles as part of their early childhood edumatiallowing children influence
is seen as a human right and a prerequisite fectfe learning, as well as
meeting the requirement that teachers establigmadracy (Emilson, 2007).
Examples include children having input into suchisiens as which topic to
study, what equipment to purchase, or on how ai@lp@ccasion might be
celebrated (Pramling Samuelsson, 2000). HoweveilsBm(2007) warns of
“sham democracy” (p.35) when children are offeraly éimited alternatives.
Calls for children’s participation in democraticct#on-making align with the
literature on children’s rights both internatioyalBrandtzaeg, 2006; Hagy, 2005)
and in New Zealand (Dalli & Te One, 2002; Te Or#)£2 2005). However,
within New Zealand, only Te One (in preparation3 keaplored how children’s
rights are enacted within centre contexts, andestiptions of New Zealand
children taking a role in centre decision-making\wacated. This thesis will
show that most centre decision-making lay outdigebtoundaries of the
children’s curriculum.

Children’s role in resolving personal conflictsatels not only to their critical
thinking but also to their ability to take otherggectives. Questioning the
efficacy of teacher-led solutions has been a themecent research and
professional literature. Reports suggest teadkarsto intervene with their own
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solutions rather than facilitating a child-focusedolution process (e.g.,
Rivalland, 2007), yet there is evidence that cleitds proficiency in resolving
disputes increases when adults stand back (Cor2208; Singer, 2003). There is
little evidence of the role that New Zealand teashake, but Bernstone’s (2007)
finding, although not referring to conflict situatis, that teachers rarely adopt the
strategy of negotiation and allow the child equalpr, suggests teachers’ use of
a facilitating role might also be rare.

Should children be introduced to philosophy? Amsuaggested potential benefits
are that it “improves their ability to think car#ifuabout what they and others claim
to be right and true” (MacNaughton & Williams, 20@4293), helps them to
acknowledge multiple perspectives, and requiresadighought. There are
guidelines offered for facilitating philosophicasdussions with young children
(MacNaughton & Williams, 2004). One particular @sjpof philosophy—engaging
children in assessments of moral rightness andgmess—is also promoted (e.g.,
Knight, 2007), and there is supportive evidencedking such an approach
(Batycky, 2008; Knight, 2007; McCadden, 1998). Kerature was located
describing New Zealand teachers including philogapimoral discussions as part
of curriculum. Would this be an aspect of the wuliriculum in this centre?

3.3.6 Children’s schematic thinking as curriculum?

Scholars in both New Zealand (Harper, 2004; Meadgukey, 2008) and the
United Kingdom (Athey, 1999; Nutbrown, 2006b) adateca focus on children’s
schematic thinking. Athey (1990) describes a schasria pattern of repeatable
behaviour into which experiences are assimilatpd34). Having identified a
child’s schematic interest, such as rotation, teexchan then engage, sustain and
extend that pattern of thinking by providing expedes and interactions (Athey,
1990; Nutbrown, 2006b). While literature arounddt@n’s schema has been
available for 20 years, in 2007 many New Zealaadhers were still unaware of
schema although others were using the conceptsivtgy (van Wijk & Wilton
Playcentre community, 2007). There has been ttitecal debate about schema,
but it seems likely that the same criticisms leae kit a dispositional framework
(in section 3.3.3 above) would also apply to scheRaviewing this area of
literature indicated it was uncertain whether afeitds schematic thinking would
be considered as part of the curriculum.
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This review of literature describing how thinkingaynbe privileged/marginalised
within early childhood education has raised morestjons than it has answered.
Returning to the touchstone of the proposed listatifits of mind (Costa &
Kallick, 2000) shows there are many aspects okthgnthat have not been
covered. “Responding with wonderment and awe” {pwall be discussed in
relation to children’s spirituality in the next sien, but what of the others? This
thesis will suggest that while children’s socianeng was strongly promoted,
aspects of children’s critical thinking receivedddocus.

3.4 What emotions might be marginalised or consided null curriculum?

There is a small and disparate range of literadddressing questions of affect
within early childhood education. While the oridipaoposal from Flinders et al.
(1986) included values and attitudes, along witlo®gons, as potential aspects of
null curriculum, here the focus is on emotionshessé other aspects are largely
covered elsewhere within this chapter. This seatipens with suggestions of how
teachers’ and children’s expression of emotions beagupported/constrained
within centre settings, and then considers thretcpéar types of emotional
experience within the early childhood curriculurrperiences of risk, and
religious and spiritual experiences.

3.4.1 Teachers’ emotional expression as curriculum?

Perhaps because it is widely accepted that teaghiékse warm and responsive,
references to the repertoire of emotions they dispte rare. In the 1970s, King
described English teachers as having “bright, sigifaces, eyes stretched open
wide” (1978, p.71); he wrote of their “professiopédasantness”, and their
“affection” and “equanimity” in talking with chileém (pp.71-2). Brennan’s
(2005) description of New Zealand teachers suggeseqjually positive but
perhaps less studied persona. She reports ther&awature of tenderness in this
centre which was the outcome of teachers sensitresponding to children”
(p-124). When children were distressed, teacheesated an affective-
intersubjectivity, mirroring then sharing the enootal state of the child” (p. 120).
However, Brennan also notes “social and culturstragnts” prevented teachers
from engaging in “emotionally charged affectivepdiss/s” (p.118). Their
“Interactions tended to be positive and they ditdlemgage in the full range of
affective displays particularly in relation to egpsing negative emotional states”
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(p. 204); when they needed to establish bound#dresoften used strategies such
as fun and humour to communicate important messaggsoften demands.

Teachers’ traditionally positive manner, that Bim(2005) and King (1978)
describe, has been critiqued. Scutt (1992) suggests/ not be “good for children to
be reared, surrounded by female 'role models' wamplify the perpetually
unselfish, determinedly cheerful, self-abnegatoami (p. 43) or for them “to grow
up in a world where ‘women's role' is seen as saagsone of subordination”
(p.43). More recently Woodrow and Fasoli (1998idg “nurturing, empathy and
an ethic of care” (p.41) as central values witlairtyechildhood, but again ask,
(referring to Scutt) whether it is beneficial fdnldren to be surrounded by such role
models. The concept of the child as active leas®gen to reinforce the positioning
of the teacher in this more passive and reactiee(Ydoodrow & Fasoli, 1998).

Teachers’ avoidance of disagreement in interpetgooéessional relationships is
a more frequently described example of their enmaiconstraint. Norberg
(2006) describes teachers’ reluctance to critipesgrs, and identifies peace,
harmony and consensus as core values. NuttaldjZ60nd New Zealand
teachers sidestepped misalignment in their pensgsabn curriculum by re-
focusing discussion on day-to-day realities, the@ding conceptual debates. The
daily requirement to work as a team meant maintgihiarmonious relationships
was seen as a priority. However, the fact thatitercin Reggio Emilia value
“doubt, uncertainty and feelings of crisis” as ‘w@gments for creating new
thinking and perspectives” (Dahlberg & Moss, 2003.8) indicates a cultural
dimension to teachers’ emotional expression. Questbout teachers’ emotions
are not often raised, but these comments colldgtsigggest expression of some
emotions by teachers might be null curriculum.

3.4.2 Children’s emotional expression as curriculum

There are also intriguing suggestions about whagas of children’s emotional
expression might be defined as inappropriate.rroee fundamental way than
teachers, children are also seen to learn to mteddrair emotional reactions in
centre settings and to act in ‘socially appropnagg's’ (Bergen, Reid & Torelli,
2001).

When children enter daycare as infants and toddiglideaky bodies and

unregulated desire, fluids pouring out of orificesufficiently closed to the
world,” they are subjected to multiple methods geed to teach them
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control, to move them from “unbridled expressiohbadily pleasure to
socially sanctioned forms of play, from excessileapure to good clean
fun” (Tobin, 1997, p.19). (Cannella & Viruru, 20Q2 206)

The same notion is reflected, in more measured syandhe goal irTe whariki
for children to “gain confidence in and controltbéir bodies” (Ministry of
Education, 1996, p.86).

A part of learning to moderate their emotions e ieed for children to learn the
particular norms of the setting (Apple & King, 19McCadden, 1998). The
importance teachers assign to harmonious groupareships, and the impact this
has on children, has received particular commemt. Gommonly made
comparison is between collectivist cultures whigid to prioritise harmonious
group relationships and cultures with an individstad focus which are more
likely to encourage the expression of feelings.(€&gnzalez-Mena, 1997) but
other research suggests maintaining harmony witl@rgroup may also be a
deep-seated value within early childhood educatimnecent Australian research
(Rivalland, 2007) teachers were found to attritatere importance to
maintenance of group cohesion than to care andaéidat (pp.33-34). ‘I
observed that this community belief led to constadirection of children and
indicated tension between the deep core beliefotrat articulated beliefs of
childcare professionals, such as freedom of chamckrespect for children's
rights” (Rivalland, 2007, p.34). Would New Zealaiedearch identify a similar
commitment to group cohesion? There was littlenthdate this beyond
Brennan’s (2005) description of teachers usinghterted rituals to develop a
strong sense of community.

One further aspect of children’s emotional expmsss the disapproval of
physicality and noisiness. ‘Quiet voices’ is a gstestly reported rule (Apple &
King, 1977; King, 1978; McCadden, 1998) and teaxlaee seen to respond more
positively to children who play quietly (Fleer & Bloins, 2007). Yet there are
arguments in favour of children’s rough physicalyplHughes (2003) cites research
linking rough-and-tumble play to frontal lobe dey@nent, and suggesting stifling

it may be related to the development of Attentiefialt Hyperactivity Disorder
(ADHD). Jarvis (2007) suggests such play has vlaaeause it “puts children into
real situations where they can practice spontanaodi®utonomous competitive
and co-operative interactions simultaneously, dgiety complex social skills that
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fundamentally underpin primate adult life” (p.18@)eacher attitudes to superhero
play are considered below in section 3.5.6.)

Teachers’ focus on group cohesion and avoidandesénsion may also
underpin their typical reaction to physical cortflwhich is to eliminate it as
quickly as possible (Danby, 1997). Gonzalez-Mer@®T) recognises “Keeping
one child from hurting another, even slightly, msiaportant value for the typical
white, European-American, early childhood prachéd (p.86). Cultural
differences in teachers’ reaction to physical dohflan affect how children
express themselves; for example Japanese teadmsdausly provide children
with fewer resources during the year so that caidrave the chance to learn to
handle conflicts (Gonzalez- Mena, 1997). Jordarw&oand Roberts (1995)
suggest that prohibiting physical violence forck#dren to develop other ways of
expressing emotion in conflict situations.

Although there is little that is definitive in thasray of thoughts about children’s
and teachers’ emotional expression, they indicditege might be interesting
aspects of curriculum to consider further, particyl because no recent New
Zealand research had addressed these questionsndlitaree topics are more
obvious areas of curriculum debate.

3.4.3 Experience of risk as curriculum?

Keeping children safe from physical harm is a @nénet of early childhood
practice, arising from the positioning of childr@smvulnerable (Nimmo, 2008).
However, it leads adults to limit children’s exgertes, and in particular their
outdoor play, and recent writers ask what childrety be missing through lacking
opportunities to experience and overcome a feeimptential risk (Maynard,
2007; Stephenson, 2003; Tovey, 2008). Descriptidi&candinavian forest
kindergartens where teachers value sites moreyhighlthe potential excitement
and challenge they offer than for being hazard-ftgsklett, 2006) provide an
alternative vision that is influencing teacherstiher countries (Maynard, 2007).
Would experiences of physical risk be null curnigulin this setting? Or would this
be an aspect of curriculum contested by childrehtaachers?
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3.4.4 Religious and spiritual experiences as culim?

The place of spiritual and religious experiencesurriculum has received little
comment until recently, which is perhaps surprigingen the traditional emphasis
on holistic approaches within early childhood edioca(Ryan & Stower, 1998).
Within New Zealand spirituality has particular prioence because tfiee whiriki
aspiration statement includes the words “to grow.upealthy in mind, body and
spirit” (Ministry of Education, 1996, p.9). In caoast, there is less likely to be
New Zealand literature about religious experienegisin early childhood
education, given the legal commitment to secul@lipeducation. In fact, one
notable public debate was about potential encroaahwf religion into
curriculum, when a state-funded kindergarten gdnelien Easter buns with
crosses marked on them.

Recent writers have argued for the inclusion ohtsgtirituality and religion

within early childhood curriculum, stressing bodnde part of day-to-day life.
The New Zealanders, Bone, Cullen and Loveridge {p0fdvocating for a
spiritual dimension in early childhood curriculumtroduce the idea of “everyday
spirituality” (p.344), an appreciation of the pdiahspirituality in everyday
events and interactions. While acknowledging tbasbme including spirituality
may remain controversial, they detail the ways imclv it is embedded within the
concepts, both &bri and English, offe whairiki. In a practical vein, the
American scholar Greenman (1998) offers suggestmmgroviding experiences
of awe and wonder.

Even less reference is made to young childrenigioels experiences in the
general early childhood literature, although thenmore within religiously
oriented journals. Ryan and Stower (1998), drawimdrobinson’s (1977)
exploration of adults' memories of childhood redigg experiences, describe them
as “mostly part of ordinary, everyday living antespective of contact with any
particular religious tradition or group” (p.3). @hsuggest teachers help children
find the language to express their experiencepamdde environments and
personal care that “respect, encourage and prdie&) these. The paucity of
literature in this area, and the fact that it isueed on including religious and
spiritual experiences, suggests these may be afeadl curriculum.
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This completes the review of literature addres#iregquestion of what constitutes
null curriculum in early childhood education. Iretfollowing section of this
review, attention turns to writing on children’sgpgroups and peer culture, and
in particular to the question of how children thehass may influence and enact
the boundaries of curriculum.

3.5 What is the role of the peer group in influeneig and enacting
curriculum boundaries?

The final section addresses the question of howtaigldren influence and enact
curriculum boundaries, by considering the literatoin peer groups and peer culture.
This means a shift to more certain territory; tome to the opening metaphor of the
pulled rug, here there are far fewer loose endausecthis is an area that has attracted
more research and writing. Therefore only thosedcspf literature that proved to be
relevant in this thesis are reviewed. These atdrehis collective enjoyment of each
other, their resistance to adults, the exercisimpwer amongst themselves, and their
shared interests (with a particular focus on ggn@aven the dearth of research on
children’s peer groups within New Zealand (Alco2B05), these are all areas where
it is anticipated this thesis may offer insightatthre relevant within New Zealand,
and perhaps also internationally.

Two writers have been influential in highlightirgetwealth of curriculum derived
from, and shared among, young children. Corsasstsrgal works (1985, 1997,
2003; Corsaro & Nelson, 2003) explore peer cultuemerican and Italian settings
and Paley (e.g., 1984, 1986, 1995, 2001, 2004)sdueparalleled attention to young
children’s peer culture in North American classreoithough Corsaro (1985)
indicates the notion of a shared childhood culisifeonceptually problematic” (p.
172) because most elements of peer culture orggfrah children’s reactions to or
against aspects of the adult world rather thangaeéssed child to child, it is
nevertheless pertinent to review what aspectseafqdture have been identified in
other settings. Corsaro (1997, 2003) identifies ¢emtral themes in children’s peer
culture. These are: “Children make persistent gitetogain controlof their lives

and ... they always attemptsbarethat control with each other” (1997, p.118, italic
in original). These are similar to the two elemaftselational morality identified by
McCadden (1998): the desire to make connectiorsatiiters and to be accepted,
and the need to be able to access people andeesolihe significance of
connecting with others is reiterated in Paley'8@)3heme of friendship, which
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along with fairness and fantasy are the elememgtseabs as dominating children’s
thinking. Kyratzis (2004), in a review of wider easch on peer cultures, lists a range
of more specific themes including constructing adge identity, resisting adult
culture and issues of inclusion and power in thexr geoup. The analysis within this
thesis offers a somewhat different interpretatibtine central themes of children’s
peer culture.

3.5.1 Enjoyment of doing things together

The pleasure children gain from being in each &hmmpany is a common
theme; Corsaro (1997) writes “children immenselpgsimply doing things
together” (p.140) and considers social participato “overriding” (p.119)
concern. Singer (2003) believes young childrerf@rased on their social world,
are inherently motivated to form and maintain slo@kationships, and that
“children’s interest in one another and the valud@se contacts are often
underestimated” (Singer, 1996, p.36). New Zealdndiss also underline
children’s interest in being part of the peer gro&eing a friend’ was one of six
discourses used by 4-year-old children in kindeega(Carr, 1997a, 1997hb);
children’s ‘longing to belong’ emerges as a themBriennan’s (2005) study;
Alcock (2007) identifies ‘peer togetherness’ asgean object for most children.

However, the challenge for children in learningéd along with others is also
recognised. Making friends, gaining access to ggoaipd maintaining interaction are
demanding tasks (Corsaro, 2003; Singer, 1996)sato(2003) suggests “the social
ecology of most preschools increases the fragififyeer interaction. A preschool
play area is a multiparty setting much like a caitktarty with lots of clusters of kids
playing together” (p.40). But getting on with othés valued as a “major step in
children’s acquisition of social knowledge” (Corsat985, p.121), and enables
children to learn skills like cooperating and shgyiempathy, perspective-taking and
conversing (Wiltz & Klein, 2001). (Literature ongtinole of teachers in supporting
children’s peer interactions was referred to iisa@3.2.5 above.)

Children use a range of strategies to communieaigage others and form
alliances, and there is particular detail on thenbal alliance-building strategies.
Kyratzis (2004) lists repetition, singsong intooatin jokes, songs, and sound
play as examples. Corsaro (1985) includes childreharing of jokes and riddles,
and gives accounts of group glee, which involvedjider, screams, giggles and
jumping up and down and often occurred during teaclrected activities.
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Scatological references are used by children tolsameously establish a sense of
group and resist adult norms (Alcock, 2007; Kyst2004), although Corsaro
(1985) found these could also be used to teasdf msthreaten peerélcock
(2007) describes New Zealand children’s playfulntimg, and draws attention to
a wider range of strategies, verbal and non-vewaach they use to engage each
other and communicate.

3.5.2 Resistance to adults

Resisting adult cultures and values has been sesmeehanism for strengthening
group identity (Alcock, 2005, 2007; Brennan, 2005ysaro, 2003; Kyratzis,
2004), and is used by children as young as twogaffaut, 2006). Cobb, Danby and
Farrell (2005) suggest such resistance is childregaction to increasing levels of
adult-imposed governance and that play providesetacle through which they
can experience the adult power they observe artherd” (p.137).

In particular, children’s resistance to adultsesuis widely reported and such
subversion is seen to contribute to shared groeptity (Corsaro, 1985, 1997,
2003; Jordan et al., 1995; Kyratizis, 2004). McGad1998) found every child
resisted in some way, but boys and those who wess aulturally different from
the teacher demonstrated the greatest resist@msaro (1985, 2003) uses
Goffman’s notion of secondary adjustments in désogi children’s reaction to
rules. Secondary adjustments “involve using legiterresources in devious ways
to get around rules and achieve personal or privegels or wants” (Corsaro,
1997, p.133). The rules children most energetialiyded were rules regarding
play areas and materials, such as the behaviouirsdoor and outdoor play, rules
defining use of resources, and against guns amatisigpand rules around
cleaning up. Children also resisted the prohibiagainst bringing things from
home, and Corsaro (2003) recognises the subsecoeert sharing of
possessions as important peer episodes. Brenn@b)(Bund New Zealand
children also use a range of secondary adjustmalusg with openly
challenging rules and practices, they adapted toléseir own purposes,
followed their own rules rather than the officialey and distracted the
gatekeepers or made use of others to avoid patioip Using a sociocultural
lens she identifies such resistance as a way inhwivices challenge more
experienced cultural members to review and reagjasttices and norms, a
process which allows the culture to evolve. Alc¢2807) highlights the playful
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quality in episodes of New Zealand children’s pteyyaround with and
challenging adult rules. Waksler’s (1991) reminaiethe embedded assumption
that adult rules will always be right, and childsereasons for rule-breaking will
always tend to be wrong, was a valuable cautiosaBge children’s resistance
was found to be a way in which they challengedheest definitions of
curriculum boundaries, this thesis will contribfuether to the insights from other
recent New Zealand research (Alcock, 2005; Bren2@5).

3.5.3 Children’s use of power with peers

Alongside resistance to adult-imposed rules andirempents, the wider issue of
children’s use of power amongst themselves is agiegiven the research focus
on teaching and learning amongst children.

Exercising of power is inherent in protection ofithnteractive space (Corsaro,
1997, 2003) and is an issue with which Paley (1982 n teacher, tussled. A
range of power-oriented strategies used amongdslrehiis described in the
literature. For example, they may express themeselocally by threatening
violence, name-calling, blaming, and issuing thgeasing degrading or hurtful
language, loud and domineering voices, and alassing non-verbal
vocalisations such as shouts, grunts and screamsg&Gackson, Grimson &
Hedgcock, 1998). They may invoke adult-derivedsuteorder to impose their
will on peers (Cobb et al., 2005; Jordan et al95)9They may use power-
oriented strategies to include or exclude otherci@tt & Fleer, 1999), which
can lead to children creating inclusive/exclusivermbership categories (Cobb et
al., 2005) or taking up discourses that reprodnequitable social relationships
(Wohlwend, 2007). It is these aspects that leadNaaghton (2003b) to label
play as “dangerous”:

... through play children can construct play worldsvhich they practice

[sic] and learn to be unfair, to compete for poamed to fear the social

diversity in their daily world. They can create amgerience racism,

sexism, homophobia and classism ....They practicd thieg learn from

the adult world and each other about gender, sixuéblence, love, hate,

power, friendship, exclusion and inclusion. Becanfsthis play can be a
dangerous place to be for many children. (MacNaugt2003, p.58)

Insights such as this led the New Zealander Rii{@f61) to comment that adults
need to intervene in oppressive play rather thbowiang their uncritiqued pedagogic
discourses to render them powerless” (Ritchie, 20a44). (Children’s use of power
within their gendered roles is discussed in se&idérb below.)
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Exercising power-oriented strategies with peerslead to conflict, which
Corsaro (2003) sees as “a central feature of geels' culture” (p.193). Some
researchers report conflict rarely escalates ihisjeal violence. For example, an
Australian study found that although children weeey physical, violence was
almost absent and was ruthlessly sanctioned wedtlehildren to learn to use
other strategies (Jordan et al., 1995). HowevéeroAustralian researchers give a
different picture. In a survey of preschools (Gresal., 1998), in almost every
setting children were said to react to othersmysical way, with a 7:1 ratio of
male to female. Other research confirms a highesl lef aggression among boys
(Jordan, 2002; Sims, 2000), and Hadley and Nen@@4(2report when girls did
fight, it was in the context of a television-demvecript. The topics of children’s
use of power, both physical and social, against geers were areas where there
was no recent New Zealand research literaturesarmdas a topic where this
thesis might offer insight.

This section has suggested some strategies chiidagruse in enacting
boundaries of curriculum; the following section smers how children may
influence the scope of curriculum by considering ititerests young children
share with their peers.

3.5.4 Children’s shared interests

A number of interests have been linked to yountgdotm’s peer cultures.
Children’s interest in popular culture, describédwe as a contested curriculum
topic, is seen as drawing children together, paldity in light of teachers’

relative ignorance (Hadley & Nenga, 2004). A conmat to participation and
friendship with peers (discussed in 3.5.1) andhéerést in gender have both been
seen as key interests for young children. But leefmidressing these in detail,
there are a number of other more specific intettbstishave been described.

A concern with size is recognised (Corsaro, 199932 McCadden, 1998);
“being a bigger kid is better than being a smadldr since bigger kids can do
more adult-like things” (McCadden, 1998, p.75).1Gae97a) notes the
significance of “being big” and “being nearly fivg3.228) among New Zealand
children. Corsaro links the concern with size tideen’s predilection for high
places and Paley (1986) links it to their fascoatvith birthdays and with being
older. An interest in teachers’ personal lives s@sn by Brennan (2005) who
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also found children used other children’s paresta aource of information about
other families. A concern for the physical welfafeothers has been noted
(Brennan, 2005; Corsaro, 1985); Brennan describigdren’s almost obsessive
interest when an ambulance was called for an idjteacher. Finally, dramatic
play has been recognised as a central aspect afjyadhldren’s culture (Corsaro,
2003; Paley, 2004). Corsaro (2003) sees such ptaydes children with a
context in which they can explore shared concemnd,deal with issues such as
danger and death. Power is a recurrent motif ildm’s dramatic play (Corsaro,
2003; Dockett & Fleer, 1999), and Lofdahl (2002ygests the way children
handle power in play offers insight into their urstanding of “how to deal with
authorities, and how to gain authority” (p.45).h€Tparticular case of superhero
play is discussed in the following section.)

3.5.5 Gender

Kindergarten is a triumph of sexual self-stereatgpiNo amount of adult
subterfuge or propaganda deflects the five-yedsqassion for
segregation by sex. (Paley, 1984, p. ix)

Young children’s growing awareness of gender défifiees and the construction
of their own gender identity is a central themeeér culture (Kyratzis, 2004),
particularly for older children in a centre (Corsat997, 2003; Fleer, 1998),
although children as young as three show gendextterps in their play (Fabes,
Martin, & Hanish, 2004). Six months of observatiama kindergarten led Blaise
(2005) to recognise “the hard and important wotklfiren] ...do constructing
gender” (p.114). It is also recognised that childiake up these roles “in ways not
necessarily compatible with the ways teachers anengs ... [are] telling them
gender should be done” (Davies, 1993, p.xvii), addlt attempts to introduce
equity considerations may only “affect the minotaileof this difference, and
then only if that detail ... [has] not become a kigydier of masculinity or
femininity” (p.xvii).

The significance of clothes, possessions, culturalvledge and physical
movement in gender discourses is recognised (Giagoi6; Hadley & Nenga,
2004). Popular culture products are central (Giu2006; Hadley & Nenga, 2004),
and are “key signifiers of power, knowledge andaaticity” (Giugni, 2006,
p.212). Children use products to create their oenfiopmance scripts (Giugni,
2006), to display knowledge, as a resource to drawn play (Hadley & Nenga,
2004) and as grounds for including or excludingeti{Giugni, 2006). While over
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the years the referenced products have changed--Wader, Batman and Star
Wars (Paley, 1984), Spice Girls, Batman and Bgiiennan, 2002), Batman and
Barbie (Giugni, 2006)—their significance appearsetmain unabated.

Girls’ gendered discourses identified by BlaiseD&Qwere: wearing femininity,

body movements, makeup, beauty, and fashion talkHaifound physical
presentation was the most obvious way in whicls giractised gender. Some
adopted the model of “girly girls” (p.107) and watethes that were pink, ruffled,
cute. Others were the “cool girls” (p.107) and airteebe sophisticated in their dress.
Girls made use of dress-up clothes to transforrmsleéres into beautiful princesses.
In a similar way, boys have been seen to congttantity through wearing superhero
insignia (Giugni, 2006), through their style ofyp(@laise, 2005) and by dissociating
themselves from girls’ gendered knowledge (Brenga2).

Given the energy children invest in defining gendiffierences, it is unsurprising
that differences between boys’ and girls’ groupgehiaeen noted. In girls’ groups
dominance hierarchies tend to be more fluid, comtpmr and verbal interaction
are often emphasised, girls tend to promote graumbny, and are more likely to
support adult-structured activities that are goedrhy strict social rules (Fabes,
Martin, & Hanish, 2004). Girls are more concerne@ppear caring (Jarvis,
2007). Their dramatic play is about relationshipsaeen characters, their scenes
last longer, and there is more communication betvebaracters and more shared
activities (Kristensen, 2006). MacNaughton (20@@rds girls typically play in
areas away from the boys, in “decorative, gentsspe and domestic areas”
(p.112). Watson (2005) comments little concernbieen expressed about the
typically passive, quiet teacher-pleasing qualftgids’ play, which perhaps
reflects Paley’s (1984) conclusion that she hasddzer cues from the girls, and
her “curriculum has suited girls better than bofs105).

Fabes et al. (2004), summarising research, repgd lgroups tend be larger and
have a well-established hierarchy, boys play ineymrblic places, their play is
rougher and more often involves physical contaghting and taunting. Boys’
play often includes the roles of antagonist andggonist, and has a quality of
instability which contributes to the conflict arehsion (Kristensen, 2006Boys
tend to be more concerned with portraying toughéaswvis, 2007).
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Older boys and girls are seen to play less fredyé&rgether (Corsaro, 1997;
Hyun & Dong, 2004), and when they do play togetheir activities often take
the form of borderwork, activities which heightemaseness of gender
differences, and so strengthen the demarcatiorsé@@aor1997). It is usually girls
who instigate mixed gender games (Corsaro, 199visJ2007) and boys tend to
respond with feigned threatening behaviour (JaR0€7).

3.5.6 Gender-power issues

There is a range of literature describing the cexpiterweaving of power and
gender issues (e.g., Dockett & Fleer, 1999; MacNearg 2000), and boys’ use of
power has received particular focus. Davies (1983rribes boys’ power being
demonstrated in their “domination in public spagesticularly of females but
also of smaller boys” (p.91), and notes the impurg¢eof gun play in this process.
Groups of boys, sometimes earning the label ofbide boys’, have been
described in the literature:

There was a gang of macho boys at each of theglatadied. These

were the boys who had, as far as one could seegssfally achieved the

hegemonic form of masculinity..Generally they roved in packs, were

dedicated users of guns and were often aggressiads girls and

towards younger or weaker boys. They were undolbtkd lords or

superheroes of the playground, and always madeptesence felt.
(Davies, 1989, p.122)

Jordan (2002) uses the label “fighting boys” (p.@R)lescribe the boys who
resist, who hit out frequently and get punisheddently. Their presence creates
difficulty for other boys who experience an inebitatension in relation to their
masculinity (Davies, 1989; Jordan, 2002).

The most frequently described boys’ play episodegtee fast-paced, chasing and
shooting play based on media-derived themes, wdmehabelled superhero play.
In such play boys are seen not only to be defitinegnselves in relation to the
girls (Jones, 2002; Paley, 1981), but also in opioosto teachers (Watson,
2005). At times teachers feel intimidated by sulay Browne, 2004). Scholars
highlight the far-reaching implications of how ahi¢én position themselves in
relation to gender (Davies, 1989; Grieshaber, 280dcNaughton, 2000). Keddie
(2003) points out: “the social dynamics of peetund are potent in constructing
and regulating restrictive understandings of masitylmobilised around
aggression, violence and physical domination arterpinned by the constitution
of females and femininity as the negative ‘oth€p:300) and that research tells
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us “young children’s understandings and behaviatedar from innocent,
harmless, natural or inevitable” (p.301). Thesaigids resonate with
MacNaughton’s (2003b) comment quoted above thatipl&dangerous”.
Superhero play is seen to highlight the conflicgdbtace between the teacher-
promoted value of non-violence and media-deriveages of masculinity linked
to violence, power and autonomy, which requiresnite confront issues of
gender identity much earlier than girls (JordarQ20

How teachers should respond to boys’ superheroigplayoint of debate
(Carlsson-Paige & Levin, 1990; Watson, 2005), wiiiiny teachers ambivalent in
their reactions (Browne, 2004) or even bannindotdan et al., 1995). Rejection
of superhero play is usually not linked to its orgyin the mass media, but rather
to the violence it can promote (Watson, 2005). Bre 2004) suggests teachers’
ambivalence may also reflect their realisation theth play “is essentially a
display of hegemonic masculinity” (p.92). Howewiiere are also arguments
offered for working with children’s superhero pldor example, it can be a route
to exploring media images more thoughtfully (Cars$aige & Levin, 1990);

and not supporting it may damage a child’s seast (Watson, 2005). While
only Watson’s work refers to New Zealand contetkts,collective evidence
suggests superhero play would be a feature ofdkig’ Iplay and that teachers
might be ambivalent about it. Discussion in Chapterll show that teachers in
the centre did indeed share this ambivalence.

While boys’ exercise of power is more frequentlyadissed, girls’ use of power
has also received comment. Firstly, the point iderthat through boys’
experiments with exercising power, girls (and femrtalichers) are experiencing
being dominated (Browne, 2004). When girls do gege interactions with boys’
groups (Corsaro, 2003; Jarvis, 2007), the resuftimgand-chase play (Corsaro,
2003) can be seen as an expression of this dorssodmissive relationship.
However, there are ways in which girls themselves@se power. When boys
move into an area, girls will tend to retreat tgpace they can dominate
(MacNaughton, 2000), and they tend to exercise tiogitrol of an area through
language rather than physical aggression (MacNangR000). Like boys, they
use cultural products to signify knowledge, auttypand power amongst
themselves, with peers included and excluded basgubssession and knowledge
of such products (Giugni, 2006). There was litdeent New Zealand evidence,
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beyond a passing comment by Watson (2005), to sudgev girls might exercise
power among their peers. This will be an area whedindings from this thesis
provide evidence.

It is important to acknowledge the issues childso choose not to adhere to
gender demarcations promoted by their peers may Adigning oneself with the
gendered definitions of what it is to be girl oylis recognised as “high-status”
(Davies 1989, p.126) and an indicator of populatktgwever, some children
refuse to adhere to the promoted gender roles anavie in ways that
compromise their own, and their peers’ understapdirwhat it means to be a
boy or a girl (Davies, 1989; MacNaughton, 2004)viea reports that for some
children, their assigned gender role is “a streltg they have a lot of trouble
wearing” (p.128). Other children will often act laadtively to reinforce gender
when an individual deviates (Dockett & Fleer, 1999)

Interestingly, given the depth of research on genelated issues discussed
above, very little recent New Zealand researchtdleen a gender focus (Norris,
2001). This made it likely that gender-related esswould be an area where this
thesis might contribute useful new perspectives.

This section completes the review of literaturegasging ways in which children
may influence or enact the boundaries of curriculara centre. As the researcher,
| was left with a long list of leads to considercerobserving began. Although
relatively few writers had considered the impacttozarchitecture and design
might have on children’s curriculum experiencey¢heere tantalizing leads to
follow particularly relating to the site, the ini@rlayout and the provision of
withdrawal spaces. Writing on resources suggestesetwarranted further
scrutiny in terms of the range, accessibility agather control. In reviewing
others’ suggestions for what aspects of curricutoight be marginalised or
considered null curriculum, the framework of cofémellectual processes and
affect was used. A range of content areas had ideetified—'real’ tasks, use of
ICT, the body, sexuality, death, disaster, isafe®cial equity and social
justice—and it was noted that generational assumgtand a positioning of
children as less competent underpinned many oétl@&sildren’s shared interests
in friendship and popular culture had been offagdvays in which they might
enlarge the scope of curriculum. Reviewing literatinat touched on what might
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be marginalised ways of thinking and learning idyeehildhood education
indicated two areas for particular focus: firsthging sensitive to the impact of
culturally privileged ways of learning/teaching asdcondly, exploring in detail
the kinds of thinking and learning that were eneged and supported in the
setting. In the relatively small pool of writingresidering how emotional
dimensions might be marginalised, there were detsonis of both teachers and
children avoiding expressions of some emotionseOplossible areas of
marginalised curriculum were religious and spifiieesgoeriences, and risk-taking.
The final section of the review considered the afléhe peer group in influencing
and enacting curriculum boundaries. Four areastefest were identified:
children’s enjoyment of doing things together, thiesistance to adults, the
exercising of power amongst themselves, and theiresl interests, particularly
gender.

Just as |, the researcher, was left with a lorigfipossible leads, so you as
reader, are left with an array of potential waysvimnch this thesis may contribute
to understandings of curriculum, and the procesaliigh curriculum boundaries
are established. The answers will not come in & chapter—there the
methodology used in the thesis is outlined. Howeivethe following four
chapters, where the findings from the thesis agsguted, many of the questions
raised in this chapter will be resolved.
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CHAPTER 4

METHODOLOGY

By giving children a voice and listening to thene, mvay counterbalance
our adult tendency for routines, taken-for-grankedwledge and
orthodoxy.(Singer, 2005, p. 618)

This chapter describes the planned methodologyeaplthins how those plans
transpired. The first section introduces the geneductive qualitative model
(Hood, 2007) which guided data generation and amabnd the second outlines
the planned methodology. The human dimension isr@avin the third section—
the practical and ethical processes of negotiaougss to a centre, gaining ethical
consent/assent from participants, and the redliliviog those ethical
commitments. The fourth section describes charfggtcurred in implementing
the methodology, and introduces the research gtesteised with children. The
final section outlines the process of analysishlabtring and after the time in the
centre.

4.1 The route from constructivist grounded theory b the generic inductive
gualitative model

| had used principles of grounded theory to guigegdrocess of data generation
and analysis in earlier research (Stephenson, 1888)planned to do the same
here. Revisiting the literature (Bryant & Charm2@07) confirmed this approach
was suited to the broad, open-ended scope of he Bhe intertwining of
analysis and data collection, with each informimg other, had proved fruitful in
the past, although | had lingering doubts abouttidrethe final output would be
theory. Constructivist grounded theory (Charmaf3@006), in particular,
seemed the appropriate model to use. Unlike tfectist approach,
constructivist grounded theory acknowledges thé&asoontext, the researcher’s
influence, and the interaction between researam@iparticipants (Charmaz,
2006). Methods play a less central role and theisiifto show the complexities
of particular worlds, views, and actions” (Charm2206, p.132). Knowing
resultant conclusions were considered “plausibt®awcts” rather than “verified
knowledge” (Charmaz, 2006, p. 132) was also reasgur
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However, Hood’s (2007) incisive discussion of tlaegtiels and differences
between grounded theory (GT) and the generic imgriqualitative method
(GIQM) forced me to acknowledge that, like “mosta@tresearchers claiming to
be doing GT” (p.164), | was not meeting the crdetn outlining what constitutes
the generic qualitative model, Hood refers to Make/€2005) description of the
key aspects. Hood’s summary is quoted in full beeatprovides the context for
the following discussion of data collection andlgsia:

(1) Questions get at processes rather than ‘vaiaRrocess questions
ask ‘how’ rather than ‘whether or not,” or ‘how nii¢Maxwell,
2005: 74-75).

(2) Researchers normally move back and forth andaitg collection,
data, analysis, study design and focus, and entggetigeory. However
the GIQM allows for the use of existing theory gvdloping one’s
question as well as in interpreting results (Maxwa005: 43-47).

(3) Samples are purposeful ones that allow thisatdicross population)
generalizations (Maxwell, 2005: 115-116).

(4) Analysis of data begins with the first obseiwaand continues as
additional data are collected.

(5) Researchers write copious memos of many §ootgept maps,
interpretive memos, research process memos) frerstét of the
project.

(6) Coding focuses on themes and sometimes thealreategories.

(7) Data collection stops when additional casebnger add new
information. (Hood, 2007, p.153)

Hood (2007) identifies the essentials of groundemty as “theoretical
sampling”, “constant comparison of data to thecgetttategories”, and “focus on
the development of theory via theoretical saturatibcategories rather than
substantive verifiable findings” (p.163). While sgemay be implemented in
varying ways, Hood argues they are essential elenrat the fundamental
processes of grounded theory have been misunddrstod that the distinction
between grounded theory and the generic inductivdeihas been blurred.

Reading Hood (2007), and other definitions of geeththeory (Bryant &
Charmaz, 2007), convinced me these prerequisites mag met in this thesis. The
criteria for theoretical sampling were not met hessathe selection of six focus
children towards the end of the data generationpaaity guided by demographic
detail (including boys/girls, younger/older). Thegjuirements of constant
comparative analysis were not met because the fwasn emerging themes
rather than theoretical categories. Finally, thalygsis did not produce theory, but
rather met the goal of the generic inductive mddefinterpretation of rich data”
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(Hood, 2007, p.156). While these were disquietiogotusions, Hood (2007)
affirms the potential of the generic inductive giadive approach. The following
sections of the chapter outline the planned metloggothe reality of
implementing it, and describe how the generic itideapproach underpinned
this. The next section introduces the ethnograppproach which provided the
central data-generation strategy, outlines thesplanchild-focused research
strategies, and explains the selection of six fatuislren towards the end of data
collection.

4.2 Planning the research

4.2.1 Using ethnographic methods

Decisions about methodology were intertwined wii initial refinement of the
topic, and occurred in two stages. The choice athnographic approach came
first, and subsequently it was decided to comUuewith strategies
foregrounding children’s perspectives. Severaldiacinfluenced the decision to
use ethnographic methods. First, this approadecfithe context’; the research
strategies of observing, writing notes and takihgtpgraphs are familiar teacher
behaviours and therefore less likely to disruptieelife. | already had experience
of using ethnographic methods (Stephenson, 1968)they had also been used
effectively by others investigating curriculum issun early childhood and early
school settings (e.g., Brennan, 2005; McCadden3;1l9glei, 2005; Skinner et
al., 1998) and in studies of young children’s pméture (Corsaro, 1985, 2003;
Corsaro & Molinari, 2000; Hadley & Nenga, 2004; Tay& Richardson, 2005).
Within early childhood education there are calisrifmre ethnographic research
which “can paint in the fine-grained reality” ofitdhren’s centre lives (Siraj-
Blatchford & Siraj-Blatchford, 2001, p.194).

While there is continuing debate over the categaaied parameters of
ethnography (Denzin & Lincoln, 2002; Jenks, 20@@fjnitions are typically
broad and accommodating. For example, Hammerslgy#danson (1995)
interpret ethnography “in a liberal way” (p.1) as:
the ethnographer participating, overtly or coverittypeople's daily lives
for an extended period of time, watching what hagpéstening to what is

said, asking questions—in fact, collecting whatelaga are available to
throw light on the issues that are the focus ofrésearch. (p.1)
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In adopting any research approach, it pays to m@eawf the critiques, in order to
avoid the pitfalls. Critiques of ethnography faito three categories: the
domination of the researcher, the robustness godiriof the research (validity
and reliability), and the claim to generalisabilifihe steps taken to address these

are outlined below.

There are two aspects to potential researcher ddiom The narrower aspect
refers to researchers failing to address issuessefarcher bias. Denzin's (1997)
description of ethnography as “that form of inquaryd writing that produces
descriptions and accounts about the ways of lifin@fwriter and those written
about” (p.xi) is a reminder of how strongly theegascher lens can colour a
project. Given that, at heart, ethnography dependbe interpretation of the
researcher, and that “detachment and author obiyciire barriers to quality, not
insurance of having achieved it” (Lincoln, 2002334), the following steps were
taken to keep my lens visible. The first was thgcdetion in Chapter 1 of the
mix of factors that led me to the topic. Before ineghg fieldwork, following
Carspecken (1996), | also undertook the task efiagating myself to identify
assumptions and prejudices and shared this documigentolleagues, whose
comments deepened my awareness of habitual pasggrmn ongoing journal
provided a place for reflecting on the complexitiresny researcher role. During
the analysis, records were kept of coding decisana trail of evidence showing
the categorisations and inferences, and the Idgiteosteps taken. Lastly, the
three strategies of dislocation, introduced in Gdap, were adopted as a way of
disrupting habitual patterns of thinking.

The broader aspect of researcher dominance rétatesues of power and
colonialism (Cannella & Viruru, 2004). It is thesearcher who “maintains the
power to decide who and what to study and how peoesent their voices” and
takes the role of Expert gathering information frtiva Other (Kincheloe &
McLaren, 2005). The apparently benevolent decisidioreground children’s
perspectives also meant | was positioning chilé®®ther and therefore
implying the centrality of the adult (Alldred, 199&hildren did not choose the
topic, devise the methods, or consider what tha oaght mean (MacNaughton,
Smith & Davis, 2007). How can this critique be ansed?
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Addressing the power imbalance between researddectaldren is a central
feature of the methodology. Foregrounding childsgrerspectives was intended
to shift the power balance in their direction. Diepéng other research strategies
in the context was an attempt to find ways thatld@mable these children to
share their thoughts. The commitment was to rekgenteraction, empathetic
listening and engagement, and although the committgoreground children’s
perspectives was most significant during data geioer it acted as a touchstone
at all stages. Finally, it might be argued thatdhgcal pedagogical framework
for this thesis aligns it with Cannella and Virw1§2004) proposals for
decolonialist research. They ask, “How does oneatstruct a new kind of
research with children that reflects their perspes®?” (p.150). This thesis, in a
small way, attempts to move in that direction.

The second category of criticisms of ethnograpmcems its claims to validity
and reliability, and its robustness and rigour assgarch approach. There are
suggestions for strengthening validity and religpiCarspecken, 1996) and
proposals to use alternative criteria (Pole & Mswon, 2003). Pole and Morrison
provide a useful amalgam of strategies suggestttkihterature:

1. Checkingwith informants, but also adopting a critical tattie towards
what informants say (p.102),

2. Seekingalternative explanations (p.103),
Checkingethnographer effects (p. 103),
4. Representinghe range of voices in the field (p.103).

Each of these was drawn on to increase the rigotinithesis.

Strategies to enhance the rigour of fieldwork ideld the use of multiple
recording devices (note-taking, tape-recording tpii@phy) as part of observing
(Carspecken, 1996); “prolonged engagement” (p:88)e field; using low-
inference language in fieldnotes and recording dp&erbatim whenever
possible; and recording actions and expressiorigdhy (Carspecken, 1996).
Children had multiple opportunities to respond vahatlowed for further
triangulation. Artefacts in the centre—documentstpgraphs, resources—
formed part of the data set which allowed for eleta@®f triangulation of data
used in the analysis. Parent interviews and thammal comments of teachers
provided further triangulation through the fieldwor
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Once coding of data began, some of the initialgrates used were manifest (Berg,
2004); for example, all data relating to a childeveoded to that child. Other initial
categories were broadly analytical (Berg, 2004)gf@ample, some data were coded
“null curriculum” reflecting the focus of one reselaquestion. At this stage in
particular, thoughts about possible future linearalysis were recorded as memos
(Hood, 2007). In identifying potential patterns @dhemes (Graue & Walsh, 1998;
Hood, 2007), rather than highlighting the excepalpthe focus was on patterns of
everyday occurrence. In line with the generic indecqualitative method, the focus
in the themes was on identifying areas of “substamichness” (Hood, 2007, p.161)
rather than on developing theoretical categoridse/a pattern was identified,
alternative explanations and negative cases weaghs{Carspecken &

MacGillivray, 1998). Where a pattern was claimetlypgal, notes were kept of how
frequently it occurred (Hammersley & Atkinson, 1995s fieldwork progressed and
themes emerged, coding became increasingly foctissgirogressive funneling of
analysis (Hammersley & Atkinson, 1995; Hood, 20&Mtinued post fieldwork
through the writing and revision stages. Recordsding decisions were kept
(Carspecken, 1996) throughout the process.

While the quantity of data gathered made full-sgafilermant checking impractical,
when chapters were finally drafted teachers hadpipertunity to give feedback. In
two cases, where particular children featured Sggmtly, material relating to them
was given to the family with the suggestion thegrsht with the child, and
feedback was invited. The robustness of interpogtatvas strengthened by
teachers’ feedback, by peer checking for biasegénpretation with supervisors
and academic colleagues, and by considering thgpratations within the context
of similar recent New Zealand research (see Ch&ptaction 9.3).

Finally, this discussion of rigour needs to consplestmodern critique which
questions the possibility of capturing the ‘trutinthe interpretation. This critique
recognises that the ‘reality’ presented can onér &e “a construction, one of many
possible slices or images of reality” (Denzin, 19942). While there are both
positivist and postmodern ethnographers (Pole &riglan, 2003), there are also
ethnographers who draw elements from the postmauigique, such as attention to
multiple perspectives, and the avoidance of metatiees (Davies, 1999), but do
not relinquish belief in the value of the approéeble & Morrison, 2003). The
challenge in this thesis was to find ways to captiie ambiguity and complexity.
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Using a range of children’s voices was not onlyag wf giving credibility (Pole &
Morrison, 2003), but also helped to convey sontbatfcomplexity.

The third criticism of ethnographic research—whetetudy of one context can
be generalised to others—has been “hotly debatéaihfmersley & Atkinson,
1995). The argument for generalisability or (mappropriately) transferability,

in this thesis derives from the intention to highlicommon practices and
assumptions, rather than details unique to theegbni¥ly professional experience
in the sector helped in making this distinction.

Because critical pedagogy contributed to the the@ieramework for the thesis,
the tenets of critical ethnography warrant attentithe description of a critical
ethnographer as one who studies culture for thpgser of changing it (Thomas,
1993) made me reluctant to adopt the label. Unkieigaresearch with a foregone
commitment to change not only suggests a presusnmss about what will be
found, but also may underestimate the difficulbéengendering change
(Thomas, 1993). Here the intention was more modtests not to initiate
change, but rather to encourage debate both imimediate setting, and across
the sector through professional networking, writamgl teaching (Hammersley &
Atkinson, 1995). This thesis was critical in th@se of having the aim of
“digging below mundane surface appearances ... fdajisa multiplicity of
alternate meanings” (Thomas, 1993, p.5).

In the next section, discussion of the plan to tgvetrategies to use with
children is set in the context of the strategiéert had used in foregrounding
children’s perspectives.

4.2.2 Ildentifying potential strategies to foregrdurhildren’s perspectives

Reviewing the literature to discover strategieentthad tried revealed two
recurrent themes: the need to address power ditiale in research with children
(e.g., Flewitt, 2005; Krieg, 2003; Sumison, 20@8)d the right of children to
respect (e.g., Birbeck & Drummond, 2005; Hedge®22) Sumison, 2003). More
specifically, there is useful information on a nienbf strategies that have been
used with young children, although few studiesré&daesearch with children
aged 3 (Clark, 2004, 2007; Einarsdottir, 2007; &lgriayler, & Tennent, 2002;
Flewitt, 2005; Howard, 2002) and even fewer inclatdaédren aged 2 or younger
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(Clark & Moss, 2001; Einarsdottir, 2007). The infal interview, either for
individual or small group, is a well-establishegagach. Discussions in the
literature include the effectiveness of interviemith single children (Alldred,
1998), pairs and small groups (Carr, 2000; May&QO0; Smith et al., 2005), and
provide thoughts on the potential benefits of grouprviews (Einarsdottir, 2007;
Graue & Walsh, 1998; Lewis, 2001; Te One, 2004yl as their challenges
(Dockrell, Lewis & Lindsay, 2000; Hedges, 2002a)efle are comments on the
settings for talking with children, and the bersebf using a separate room
(Dockrell et al., 2000; Nespor, 1998; Smith, DuncamMarshall, 2005) or of
talking with children while they are engaged innaties (Connolly, 1998; Te
One, 2007). Drawing has also been used as a wexpoéssing ideas
(Einarsdottir, 2007; Kennedy & Ridgway, 2005; Wi&zlein, 2001) in
interviews.

Examples of the questions asked in interviews pleiuseful starting points for
my own thinking. These include questions about vehdtren like and dislike
about their classrooms (Einarsdottir, 2007; Le®)1); what they like doing
best (Farrell et al., 2002; Wiltz & Klein, 2001)hwthey come to the
centre/school (Farrell et al., 2002); and abowgsuand ‘good’ and ‘bad’
behaviour (Formosinho & Araujo, 2004). In exploricigldren’s engagement in
learning Smith et al. (2005) have asked questibositawhy they were involved
in an activity and whether the activity challengleem.

A variety of tools have been used by researchegarfally completed book
(Carr, 2000), a persona doll (Te One, 2007) andt sitenarios (Te One, 2007)
have been used as stimuli for discussion. Quesdiceshave been used
(Einarsdottir, 2007) and ingenious rating scalesshizeen devised which involve
children in activities such as rolling a piece albfic across a scale (Dockrell et
al., 2000).

Photographs have been widely used. Photograplexent activities have been
used as a focus in interviews (Smith et al., 200bBtz & Klein, 2001). Children
have taken their own photographs of favourite awreactivities in the setting
(Clark, 2004, 2007; Clark & Moss, 2001; Cremin &t$r, 2004; Einarsdottir,
2005, 2007; Greenfield, 2004) and the relative taafi disposable and digital
cameras have been discussed (Einarsdottir, 20@0\e.g., Murfin &
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Butterworth, 1999) and tape recorders (e.g., Wil&lein, 2001) have been used
by adults, and children have worn microphones ,(Elgwitt, 2005) and
camcorders (E. J. White, personal communicationveRtder 11, 2008).

As a result of the reading, and past experieneefaliowing list of strategies to
be trialed was developed:

« observing children, at times when they agree to it

« talking with children, either singly or in grougss it happens within the flow
of the session, or at times they nominate

« giving children the opportunity to take photographthin the centre as a way
of identifying what for them are significant arespdipment/people

« using photographs (taken by me, or by childremrampts for conversations

- completing a questionnaire with individual childnesing smiling and
frowning faces as a way of exploring what they odersthey are learning in
the centre

- audio-recording children's conversations
+ child-led tours of the centre.

It was anticipated that a set of strategies thied the children and the context

would emerge.

In an effort to strengthen the commitment to fooemding children’s
perspectives, and to ‘interrupt’ deep-seated pagtef thinking about the role of
children in research, a set of checking questioas sonstructed before data

generation commenced. These were referred to dthrenfive months.

* Have | begun with children's thoughts?

* How can the ideas of children be included at ttages?

* What are the assumptions?

* What questions might a child ask?

* How can children engage with this topic in a wagttinterests them?
* How can | avoid children giving me the answer tttegk | want?

* How can | ensure children's own agenda is minimdiByupted?

* What are the power dynamics in this data-generaitogtion?

* How open am I to following the children's lead?
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4.2.3 The six focus children

Selecting to focus on particular children towarus énd of the research period
was a strategy suggested by a thesis supervised lmasthe premise that some
children would choose to participate more activelthe research activities, and
that it would be useful to collect more detailediedan them. Initially, | referred to
these as ‘case studies’, but having read in mawglddout what defines a case
study (Bassey, 2003; Burton, 2000) | opted to hsephrase focus children
instead. It was decided to interview a parent chea these children in order to
gain insight into parent perspectives, to discavieat children took from their
centre lives into their home lives, what their of#sentre interests were, and to
provide a further level of triangulation. The démmrsabout the number of focus
children was left open.

4.2.4 The plan for data gathering

The planned combination of ethnographic observatistrategies focused on
children’s perspectives, a more in-depth focus amiqular children and
interviews with their parents—the mixed approactined above reflects the
broad and relatively uncharted nature of the topbile a plan of the stages of
data gathering was prepared, this was considerkd tiexible to allow for
unfolding events in the centre or in the reseandbet accommodated. (See Table
1 for the plan of data generation.) In adopting ttexible mixed-method
approach to data generation, in which methodoldgitategies would be used as
they seemed appropriate, there was again an aliginmth the concept of
bricolage, of “using a variety of tools as they d®e necessary in the research
process, rather than passively receiving the “cttteols” (Kincheloe &
McLaren, 2005, p.316) The commitment here was®the planned
methodology as a guide, and in any situation &ngpt to find the strategy that
best fitted that particular context and child/cteal.
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Table 1: Planned stages of data generation

Plan for data generation

Pre data gathering
Initial visits to the centre to allow children afainilies to meet me, as they
decide whether they wish to participate in the aese

Stage one
During the first days gather information about ptenned teaching/learning
currently occurring through document analysis of:

- children's portfolios (records of children’s leargikept by teachers,

and available to children and their families),

- teachers' planning documentation,

- centre newsletters.
(It was anticipated that data from these sourcesld/igshow the planned
teaching/learning currently happening within thétsg, and provide a
framework for the rest of the research.)

Gather detailed information on the centre environtnaad the resources foy
children.

(Beginning with a focus on the environment was s&seg non-threatening
way to establish the researcher role and to bugidport with children.)

Stage two

As rapport is established, the collection of dethithnographic fieldnotes
will begin, and alongside this the other stratefpegalking with children
will be introduced and developed.

Stage three

Towards the end of data collection, identify foch#dren who have been
particularly interested in interacting with theeascher. This will be done
with the knowledge of the teachers and parentsyalhdse the research
approaches developed in stage two. A semi-struttaterview with a
parent of each of these children will be arrangegather additional
information.
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4.3 The human dimension

This section outlines the process of identifying aegotiating access to the
centre, establishing ethically based relationshils children and adults, and the
day-to-day challenges of maintaining those relatnips.

4.3.1 Locating and gaining access to a centre

Once approval was gained from the ethics committélee School of Education,
Victoria University in April 2005, the process dlscting a centre began. A list of
criteria had been drawn up:

* A mixed-age childcare centre that caters for chitdirom 2 to 5 years,
although younger children could also be on the roll

* Full-day licence

* Arecent history of low staff turnover

* No recent history of management difficulties

« Community-based (i.e. not privately owned)

* Relatively experienced staff

e Within 15 km of my home.

Following the lead of Nuttall (2004), two colleagueith professional knowledge
of the sector were asked to suggest centres mebbsg criteria. Reports from the
Education Review Office (the organisation monitgrihe quality of all New
Zealand schools and early childhood centres) wansudted for centres named by
both colleagues, and evidence that high standdmisatity and care were offered
was key in deciding which centre to approach. Aarmal approach to the
supervisor was greeted with enthusiasm, and tmealigorocess of negotiating
access commenced. Once the permission was granted lmanagement
committee, consent forms were given to adults wagykn the centre, then
introductory visits to the centre began in latey &uld consent/assent forms for the
children and their families were distributed. E&aniily and teacher received an
information sheet about the study (see Appendia Igiter giving information
about confidentiality and the right to withdrawdaaform to complete indicating
willingness to participate. Each family also reeehan assent form for each child
with the request they help their child/children qgdete the form if they judged their
child capable of making the decision (see Appersd®=6 for permission letters and
consent forms). Initially consent/assent forms vty supplied for children aged
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2 years and over, but at the request of familiesy tvere provided for all children.
With hindsight | recognise the original decisionsieased on age-related
assumptions about competence which were at odtghattenor of the research.

At the start of data generation there were 37 oflén the roll, both part-time
and full-time, and 36 children participated in gtedy. One child’s assent form
refused participation, one family’s consent formsvmat returned but a 3-year old
girl who started at the centre during the processef the cohort. One very young
child who started late in the process was not @vib join. Care was taken that
no one should be aware of who was not part ofékearch; they were always

included if they chose to be but no information wesorded.

Of the 36 children in the research, 16 were gind 20 were boys, and there were
four pairs of siblings. Ten children aged undere&Zenincluded, five of whom
turned 2 during the data-generation period. Thexe avcore group of 20 who
attended either four or five days a week. Thisudeld six of the nine boys aged 3
or 4, and three of the eight girls aged 3 or 4.d@ithe children under 2 attended
five days a week. Two children came only once akw&ae composition of the
group changed during the period. Three girls tdfand left for school, two
boys left shortly after the research began, twehans left when their parents
shifted, and two other boys (one aged 2 and one 3pkeft towards the end of
the period. The days/hours of attending for somieliein also altered. The fact
that when one teacher left during the researchpbsition was covered by the
other teachers increasing their hours contributelti¢ cohesiveness of the
community. The children were predominantly EuropNamw Zealanders, but
their cultural backgrounds includedabti, Samoan, Tongan, Tokelauan, Fijian,
Chinese, South African, and Greek.

The decision potentially to include every child imeg with the commitment to
children in the research. While researchers oteoge to work with a selection of
children (e.g., Clark, 2004; Greenfield, 2004, 208lxch a decision would not only
have raised equity issues, but would have beetidst with the complexity assumed
to be inherent in the research questions. Altha@igbhildren were identified towards
the end of data generation in order to providepdihdef data about particular
individuals, all children still remained importanthe most significant difference was

that a parent of each of those six children was\igwed.
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The six focus children, with their ages at thetsththe data generation, were:
Aidy, male, European NZ, 3 years 6 months
Cassidy, male, European NZ, 2 years 7 months
Evie, female, European NZ, 3 years 10 months
Fleur, female, European NZ, 2 years
Rex, male, Mori/Tokelauan/European NZ, 4 years 1 month
Robert T, male, Mori, 2 years 4 months

The nine women working in the centre—seven teaclaemsanager and a cook—
all participated in the research. Two teachers Belchelor of Education
(Teaching) Early Childhood Education degrees, ateadnBachelor of Education
in primary teaching, two had Diplomas of Teachiggrly Childhood) and two
were completing that Diploma’s final year. The &tatios were 1:4 for children
under 2, and 1:5 for those over 2. The teachingrsigor had worked in the
centre for six years, five teachers had workedetlier at least three years, and the
seventh teacher had joined the team earlier thaat @ne teacher left and her
position was covered by the others increasing tinairrs. The manager and cook
had both worked there for a number of years. Th'santeractions with
children were limited to mealtimes but the managesle brought her into the
play areas more frequently, and occasionally, wiheracher was absent, she
filled in.

In light of the focus on children’s perspectivésyas decided not to name
individual teachers but it must be acknowledged titva diversity and richness of
the teaching team, and the unique pedagogical arsdpal style of each teacher,
are concealed as a result of that decision. Hokyexperience suggested naming
the teachers and differentiating between them, vdvitably allow the focus to
slide to the adults. Therefore, any adult interagtvith a child has been called
‘teacher’, the term preferred by children. The caokl manager have been
referred to as ‘an adult’.

4.3.2 Establishing and maintaining ethical relatsbips with children

Discussion concerning ethical dilemmas of resewiitih young children (e.g.,
Cullen, Hedges & Bone, 2005) highlights the neeadrftormed consent before
and during the research and the need for protedtiong and beyond the
research (James et al., 1998). My focus on respectiildren’s rights and

104



maximising their control made it essential theyewveart of the consent process
(Fasoli, 2003; Nespor, 1998). Following suggestionthe literature (Bone,
2005; Hedges, 2002a), an assent form for childras designed. Twenty-one
children completed assent forms, including one walinmse not to participate.

The children’s assent form and the letter to parboth stressed children could
withdraw at any stage. This was taken to mean:

* any indications, verbal or non-verbal, that theyndbwish to be observed or
to participate will be respected,

» the families and teachers will inform me if anyldhichildren shows unease
about the research or about my presence in theecent

While it is easy to assert that children are esditb the same degree of
protection, confidentiality and anonymity as adultspractice this is not simple.
Grappling with the tensions between the rightshalidcen to confidentiality and
the rights of families and teachers was challendingas decided that transcripts
of conversations with individual children would gide made available to
teachers and families if children agreed. The feasibf children who were
considered too young to give informed assent wbeldble to see all the
information relating to their child on request. @xpof photographs of children
would be made available to teachers and familiekilfiren agreed, or if children
initiated this process. Photographs would not lougred in the thesis or in
presentations arising from it as this would breclwldren’s confidentiality.

Another ethical issue related to how to responekimmples of prejudice, and to
avoid compounding injustices (James, 2005). MacNeug(2003a) warns of the
danger of researchers unwittingly colluding in dhein’s marginalisation,
particularly in relation to race, class and gendad argues that “Bringing forth
children’s voices is indefensible if those voicesraly serve to silence some,
marginalize others, or reinforce unjust ways ofdming” (p. 42). Her list of
guestions to be asked before including childreoises in research challenged me
through the thesis process:

» which children's voices will come out of it?
* what will be the consequence for each child whoigpates?
« how might one child's voice silence that of andther
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« what can and should | do when the voices, | andrethear, are racist
or sexist?

* how might intervening in one child's voicing of thienowledge enable
another child to speak?

» how will I honour those children whose voices sglego be heard?
(MacNaughton, 2003, p.41)

Once data collection began, inevitably tensionsrgatebetween the research role
| planned to take, the ethical commitments | hadenand the realities of day-to-
day centre life. Although accounts by other redsens (Corsaro, 1985, 2003;
Hadley & Nenga, 2004) were valuable in defining tbie to take with children, |
found in reality my roles were multiple and shiffjrand that a number of factors
contributed to the ambiguities. One was that lifajpelled to support the
teachers. Sometimes this meant tidying a roomabather times it influenced my
interactions with children. For example, when ddcthhose to sit on my knee for
mat-time | would “shh” them quietly if they talkelllore contentiously, | realised
during the first weeks of data gathering that Infdut ethically challenging not to
react when | was the only adult who saw childreyspdally hurt each other.
MacNaughton’s (2003) challenge to consider howsiraild respond to
inequitable practices sat with me, and | begaraatrwith a look or brief
comment in these situations, but I still find th&pect of the role problematic.

My starting point for engaging with children waspect. | asked children if |
could watch them, and invited children to partitgia activities with me as and
when they wanted. | tried to be sensitive in timiaguests to observe children,
and no child refused. | asked children’s permisstmaobserve or tape-record their
play, and when occasionally the changing situati@ant | recorded children
without their permission, | later explained themices had been taped, let them
listen, and asked their permission to type it upied to be sensitive to children
on the sidelines, and invited them to participate] | carried two notebooks and
pens so there was a spare book and pen; thesgartirailarly attractive to
younger ones. With the teachers’ knowledge, ocoaflipl invited non-sleeping
children to spend the ‘quiet time’ after lunch witte in a side room off the main
playroom. This allowed me to have uninterruptecetimth up to three children
on several occasions.

Alongside the efforts to establish rapport withldten, there was also a need to
maintain detachment. This was not only inherenh&methodology (Pole &
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Morrison, 2003) but | wanted to ensure | did natdiae too significant a figure
for any child, given my limited time in the settinghile the power relationship
between researcher and children is frequently desstronly a few (Nespor,
2003; Smith et al., 2005) describe children’s wigddof power within these
interactions. Such references were reassuringyaataractions with two of the
older girls, Maxine and Grace, were occasionallgrabterised by power. They
took my pencil saying they would not give it badkfined me as the ‘baddie’
when they made swords, and when | wore black arcemlit was “yucky”. These
sound insignificant but in the moment | was awdrthe latent power they were
wielding; yet on many other occasions they invitegl to sit with them, or moved
to join me in the centre. These experiences wereetul reminder of how their
peers might feel when such comments were diredtdtem.

4.3.3 Establishing and maintaining a research nelaship with the adults

Although no data were to be gathered formally ftbenine adults, | understood
the potential impact of a researcher in the ceMserole with the cook was
limited, but the manager had a pivotal role in¢batre, and therefore there was
more contact with her. My role with the teacherswaomplex relationship
characterised by a series of tensions. The firsio® was the challenge of
juggling the ongoing balance between research ecigrocity. | was deeply
indebted to these women who had allowed me intio Warkplace. When | was
aware teachers were under pressure, | tried tocwtld also sometimes brought
food for morning tea, attended social events aimgefbin the Saturday morning
spring-cleaning. | tried to be sensitive to thparspective, and to fit my research
agenda around their routines. A second tensioredrosn my awareness of the
support they provided for me. They understood | awasding discipline
situations, and at times | knew this led to theieivening on my behalf. While |
modified the stance on non-intervention, even tolwdhe end of the five months
there were still occasions when teachers steppeA ihird tension was that
teachers did not have a voice. While the methodologegrounded children’s
perspectives, teachers were also under the sppthdiich placed them in an
invidious position. | warned teachers at the beigig that | would always be in
‘observe’ mode, and encouraged them to clarify wlnennversation was ‘off the
record’; this was rarely requested although thezeevwmany conversations, both
casual and professional. A final tension has aré&sehhave begun to present
findings from the research at professional gatlystismong the early responses
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there have been some critiques of the centre. Wibileentre is above criticism, to
focus on this single setting is to misunderstardhttoad intent of the research.
McCadden (1998), describing a similar tension betweritiquing the setting and
acknowledging the teacher, wrote “The resolutiothcf tension permeates my
narrative” (p. xviii). If what | write is seen méyeas a comment on the practices
of these teachers | will have failed in my intemtéflect on assumptions and
practices that are sector-wide. As well as inforexadressions of gratitude
through the data gathering each of the nine adultse centre received a personal
letter at the end of this period, and | also chosgive the centre a colour printer
to complement the digital camera they had purchased

4.3.4 Establishing and maintaining a research nelaship with the families

Making myself available in the centre during thstffew days meant |
established early links with many families, ancctesas were proactive in
introducing me to others during the following weekgending centre social
events such as the fish-and-chip evening providetiér opportunities for
communication. Each family received a series ofsietters describing progress
in the research during and after the completiodad generation, and children
received their own versions. Once the final drathe thesis was complete, a
written summary of findings was given to familieemhad requested it. Each
child was given a folder containing a few coloupehts of them that they could
take home; children who left the centre duringrieearch period received a
farewell letter, and others received one at theddride period.

Towards the end of the research period, a paresdai of the six focus children
was asked if they were willing to be intervieweddall agreed. Interviews were
semi-structured, focusing on their child’s intesestnd how they talked about the
centre at home. All parents interviewed were mathand all chose to have the
interview at the centre, one chose to talk in th& soom, but the others chose to
talk in the play areas, which allowed their chiddcontribute to the conversation if
they wished. A teacher chose to participate dupag of the interview in the staff
room.
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4.4 The reality of the research

This section describes the changes made in theochatigy as it was
implemented. Described retrospectively, the acceaains straightforward, but
the lived process had many moments of quandary.

4.4.1 Honing the research questions

As explained in Chapter 1, the original researobstjon was refined. This
occurred after data collection was complete, afistaround of analysis and
writing had been undertaken. The process had shawrvery different each
child’s experience of curriculum might be, and #fere the enormity of
attempting to convey the scope of every child’sezignce. The breadth of the
guestion had produced an unwieldy spread of datavahe-ranging rather than
deep analysis. The dilemma was to find a way futéig the topic so a more
cohesive and focused story could be told withindtwestraints of the thesis. To
choose to focus on just a few children was rejebeszhuse it ran counter to the
commitment to include all children and would hawva@ealed much of the
complexity of their collective experiences. Theestbption was to narrow the
research question. To consider only the boundafiearriculum would still allow
both overt and covert aspects to be included, amddwetain the focus on the
perspectives and experience of all the childremsRaringly, analysis showed that
the central themes that had emerged in relatiohe®riginal question were
replicated within this narrower analysis. The caltesearch question was
therefore narrowed and rephrased as:

What are the boundaries of the curriculum in thdyeehildhood setting,
and how do young children experience, influenceematt these
boundaries?

The subsidiary layers of questions were also ante(ske Figure 3 for the final

research questions) and a second process of sirealia re-analysis and re-
writing was undertaken.

10¢



What ae the boundaries ¢
curriculum in the early childhood
setting, and how do young
children experience, influence ¢
enact these boundaries?

How do the “indirect”, less What potential aspects of learni
noticed or unacknowledged and teaching, i.e. the null
aspects of teaching and learnin curriculum, are being excluded
that are occurring influence the from the curriculum that your
boundaries of curriculum that children experience and enact?

children experience?

How do the hidden aspects of How does the informal and le
curriculum, which are implicit in noticed or unacknowledged

the ways the setting is organised, learning and teaching that occur
the kinds of resources provided, among children affect the

and thebehaviours of the adults, boundaries of the curriculum th
affect the boundaries of the they experience?

curriculum that children
experience?

Figure 3: The final research questions

4.4.2 Changes in data generation

While there was a clear plan for data generatiatiiged in section 4.2.4), the reality
of the process was less straightforward. This@eckescribes the reality of data
generation and the development of the strategiesviere used with children.

The first visit was in mid-July, and the final vigias in mid-December. There
were 16 weeks of data gathering with three peraddsweek or more when | was
not available, which provided opportunity for refien and refocusing.
Altogether 50 visits were made.

There were some changes to the data-collection Wéile it was intended to
transcribe a range of documents during the firgksein fact this happened later.
Once the consent/assent forms were returned bgitéiationships with children
seemed a greater priority. However informationtmenvironment was still
collected in this first stage. A second changateel to the selection of focus
children. The original intention had been to setdtldren who had developed a
particular rapport with the researcher, but thalfselection was guided more by
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emerging themes, and by ensuring there was a egegive balance of
younger/older, male/female, and ethnic backgrotimd;concern with
“demographic ‘representativeness’ (Hood, 20075@)1is seen as a feature of the
generic inductive qualitative method. A further sha was that the notebooks of
the six focus children were transcribed. These bpwkich provided a
communication link between teachers and familiestained learning stories, and
comments written by teachers and occasionally paré€fhey were phased out
towards the end of the study as part of a revieprofjramme planning
procedures.) Other additional documents transcie@: the notices written by
teachers that were displayed on the walls, andaiig whiteboard messages for
parents. Other displayed material, such as Minstfgducation notices, were
noted but not transcribed in full. Other aspectdaif generation occurred as
planned.

4.4.3 The development of child-focused strategies

Throughout the study, alongside ongoing observatiarrange of strategies was
developed focusing on talking with children abdit centre experiences. Many
children were keen to spend time with an intereatidt and so it became a
search for ways of talking with them that they wbfihd engaging, and that
would allow them to articulate their ideas. Thigdst reiterated the usefulness of
offering children a range of ways of expressingrtlieeas (Clark, 2004, 2007).
Not only was it possible to design a process tlest sensitive to the context, but
it was also possible for each child to select witthis range.

Strategy 1: What children call this place?

Using a folder of photographs of sites within tle@tre as a stimulus for
conversations was the first strategy used. It waslily intended as a focus for
conversations as part of the process of gettirkgptov children and finding the
names they used for places, but proved usefulheratays. The photographs
included adult spaces like the office and kitchenwell as indoor and outdoor
play areas. Conversations with children showed whreas were familiar, the
names used for each area, and suggested what Imeigiiportant to them about
the different spaces.
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Strategy 2: Child-led photo tour of the centre

The strategy of children taking photographs usidggaal camera was planned as a
way of exploring children’s thoughts about the eowiment, but the interactions
plus the photographs generated a far wider randataf As with all the strategies,
the process evolved. The format was that a chiklimated, or volunteered, to
show me the places they liked around the centrey €huld either take the
photographs, or be photographed in places andpsitble they nominated.

Having noticed that the first children chose to moutside to take their initial
photographs, the camera was always given to the ickioors, and tours were only
done when both indoor and outdoor environments aetessible.

Strategy 3: Photos and stickers > photo chart andauinters

Photographs of activities in the centre were usagkplore children’s reactions to
activities/events in centre life. These includedregs such as mat-time, lunchtime
and sleeping, as well activities such as puzzleskb and sand play. At first these
were presented as a set of photos, but they pmuathersome so they were
converted into a single chart of 30 small photoagially children were given five
coloured dots to stick on those they liked, bug timit was clearly unsatisfactory
for them. However, when the number of dots waseia®ed, they were put on every
image. When the chart was developed, colouredteiwere used, 20 with happy
faces drawn on them, and five with sad faces, wiegnired children to make
choices. This research strategy was enjoyed hbyganrange of age groups. While
it generated a lot of data and was the settinghferesting conversations, the way
some children undertook the activity (wanting teeroevery photo) led me to
doubt its usefulness in defining liked/disliked etgeand activities.

Strategy 4: Picture questionnaire

The questionnaire allowed children to draw answergiestions as a way of
increasing their control. Because the questionnaaieded relatively sensitive
questions, for example naming children they didlketto play with, this was
only used with individuals or pairs, but it generhinteresting conversations.
This was the research strategy | felt most tergaising, aware of the dilemmas
of exploring children’s friendships (James, 20@®)d perhaps not wanting to
allow children to openly express rejection of pedespite the fact that
observations showed me exclusion and rejectiorcadr.
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Strategy 5: Sharing learning portfolios

Children were invited to show me their learningtfmios. This was initiated
because | wanted their permission to look at thleseiments, to see what aspects
of learning had been included, and to find whatipalarly interested them. The
first children asked were uncharacteristically cédunt and so a strategy of taking
photographs of the pages each child saw as signtfigas introduced. A large
number of children, including some as young ashase to show their portfolios.
While this strategy did not generate the convessatabout learning that had been
anticipated, the interactions proved valuable.

Strategy 6: The New Kid book

In order to explore children’s ideas about learrang teaching in the setting a
‘New Kid’ book was developed. The storyline wastthaew baby came to the
centre, watched the other children, and askedrehmldnd teachers to teach/show
him/her how to do things, so he/she could be liert. This was used with a
number of children between 2 and 4 years. Althahghstrategy did not produce
many examples of children using ‘teaching’ or ‘shmyi, discussing the book led
to thought-provoking conversations.

Strategy 7: The Naughty book

The ‘Naughty book’ was developed to explore chidsaedeas about what
constituted inappropriate behaviour in the settifige storyline was that a child
spent the day at the centre doing naughty thingg;wthe children were asked to
specify. (The next morning the child woke up codength spots which the
mother saw in hindsight as an explanation of theab®ur.) Unexpectedly, many
children seemed to find it difficult to offer exatap of inappropriate behaviour,
so this strategy was not often used.

Strategy 8: Informal conversations

While informal conversation lacks the novelty ofreoof the methods outlined
above, conversations with children within the flofacentre life contributed
significantly to my awareness of children’s perspes. Informal conversations were
a constant feature of being with children and haaugh all the above strategies. At
times children initiated conversations and at tilndid. Mealtimes provided
opportunities for group conversations; play corgextre more often the setting for
one-to-one interactions. On occasions, conversatidh both groups and
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individuals were used to ask ‘research’ questibos.example, on several occasions
during informal conversation | asked children abely they came to the centre.

Strategy 9: Observations

Observations were the matrix within which the oteategies occurred.
Sometimes this was observation as it is traditigrialown—uwriting notes, tape-
recording and taking occasional photographs. Sonestit was playing with
children, but taking mental notes which were reedrds soon as practical.
Sometimes it was sitting in on routines of cenfiee-tmat-time, meals, tidying
up, sleeptime. In these situations, brief notesevmeade at the time, and detailed
records typed up later. Initial observations wewxal, with no particular focus,
but later observations focused on events, on peatichildren, on activities, and
on emerging themes. The luxury of being presertt aliildren, with no teaching
duties, contributed to the depth of rapport essaleld. The bulk of the data came
from these last two strategies, and the understgrafichildren’s perspectives
gained here frequently illuminated data obtainedugh the other strategies, and
justified the decision to spend a prolonged penoithe centre. (See section 9.2.3
for a discussion of data generated with each sjyate

These strategies have been described in detadrasfithe process of including
the researcher lens/eye within the scope of thearek. While each was designed
for a purpose and to fit the context, each alsecefd assumptions/expectations
on my part.

4.5 The management and analysis of the data

This final section describes the data collectiott analysis. That process of
analysis began with the choice of research topenretical perspectives and
methodology and with the framing of research qoesti Analysis continued in
the reading | chose to do, and the details | resbfdbm that reading. While not
often described by researchers, Pole (2003) usgshitase anticipatory data
reduction to describe this part of the process.

Once data generation commenced, analysis of tbemmaftion gathered about the
environment began immediately, but other codingmitibegin for several weeks.
As data were collected written notes and audiosapere transcribed before the
next visit. All written data were typed in a fornsatitable for entering into the
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gualitative data analysis programme QSR N6. Datiaeged through observations
and interactions with children were identified katel e.g., [18/2/05]; data that
came from centre planning documentation were ifledt[Pr...], and material
taken from individual children’s notebooks was iteed [Nobk...]. Transcribing
data provided an opportunity for reflection, antdiah coding thoughts were
recorded as memos at the end of each transcriftios.had the advantage of
linking them to the context in which they arose.passt of this process, a focus
was set for the next visit, although these wereahoays realised. The
concomitant process of ongoing reflection and aigJyf “moving back and

forth among questions, data gathering, and datigsassa(Hood, 2007, p.156)
which is characteristic of the generic inductivelifative model, generated leads.
By the start of 2006 all data were transcribed lzaudl an initial coding. (See
appendix 7 for coding categories.)

Photography was used to record the planning doctatien (six-weekly
planning, children’s notebooks, portfolios) whicleamt documents were not
removed from the centre. Transcribing documents fiiwese photographs was
laborious and done more slowly. Photographs oetheronment, activities, and
events were taken as an adjunct to fieldnotesyaand drawn on in typing up
each day’s data. These were then filed electrdgibgl date making it easy to
revisit them.

Having used piles of cut-up paper in analysing jonev research, it was liberating
to use a computer programme for coding and thediegies of analysis. The
flexibility of the programme made it easy to chaegding decisions, to code data
in multiple ways, and to search the data. It wae pbssible to keep records of
coding at different stages. While the robustnedb®finalysis still rested on my
coding decisions, the programme made data-handéngeasy. However, the
final and most detailed levels of analysis occualkmhgside and as part of the
writing and revision process. While the coded mak@rovided an excellent
platform for this final stage, | found that | retat back to using pen and paper at
times. For example, | tallied children’s choicedadfourite activities, from
strategy number 3, but did not code these data.

The process of analysis was a layered one. Whiingavas commenced, initial
categories used were “manifest” (Berg, 2004, p)2310se to the reality of the
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research in the centre. For example, data on eaticipant were entered under
their name, and data generated by each reseaatbgstwere entered under that
label. As data analysis proceeded, the intent wadentify themes rather than to
develop theoretical categories leading to a fottmabry (which a Grounded
Theory approach would have required (Hood, 20084)possible themes began
to emerge the initial coding for them was intendéilbiynbroad and derived from the
research questions to avoid the danger of too gud=ining the pattern of
analysis. For example, a code of ‘Null curriculunds used. While ‘being
powerful’ and ‘being part of the community’, anetfadult-child division’
emerged very early as significant aspects of the, daontinued to search for
other patterns. As these themes continued to gtrengl consciously broadened
my scope and looked more widely, for connectiortavben patterns (Pole &
Morrison, 2003), for incidents that shed doubt onresearch hunches, for
negative cases in the data, as well as for thdagities in what | was seeing and
hearing. Coding became increasingly focused duhisgprocess. For example, as
the concept of children ‘being powerful’ emergedgeaof codes was developed
that explored the ways in which this was displayduldren being powerful,
boys’ power, older and younger, children’s useutés, being powerful with
adults, being powerful with me. A similar but ma@eensive set of codes was
used for exploring how teachers expressed ande@&atexpressions of power.
Even when episodes seemed to be replays of fammbéerial, | recorded and
transcribed them recognising that one aspect ofirigs indicating frequency of
occurrence (Pole & Morrison, 2003). Towards the ehithe five months, the
process of coding and analysis took increasinggoliece and continued long
after visits were completed. The full data set veassited multiple times through
the progressive process of analysis. Both takiegpirspectives of children and
considering what the implicit messages might be (@fvmy three strategies of

dislocation) proved useful in uncovering assumpion

Once data-collection was completed, a first rouinsiraultaneous writing and
analysis was undertaken, and the findings chapters drafted. It was only at the
completion of this period of sustained writing tkiz¢ decision was made to refine
the research question, and to focus only on thedemies rather than attempting
to consider both the scope and the boundariesafufriculum. While the broad
analysis decisions that had been made up to tls$ were still relevant, the
changed focus meant detailed re-visiting of thadand substantial revision of
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the drafted findings. The final layers in the pregef analysis came with this re-
writing, and coding decisions at this final stagerevnot added retrospectively
into N6. The successive drafts of findings chapfepsto 15) record evolving
analysis, and the 400 plus recorded text seardisest® are indicative of this
process.

Through the writing stages, the concepts from #gttheory also became
important. During the process of data generati@y had, in their role as
sensitising concepts, guided my attention at tif@sexample, awareness of the
concept of rules, routines and rituals heightengdnterest in these aspects of
centre life. However, they had not been allowelihtit the evolving focus of the
observations. During the writing process, strucigithe final aspects of analysis
around these three concepts, using them as sweegsdows through which to
view the data, provided a last strategy for disgngpimy assumptions. Once the
final analysis was completed and the chapters derféed, teachers were invited
to comment on these, and families received a susnofdmdings with an
opportunity to comment. Emerging thoughts and pritations from the work
were discussed with academic colleagues, with sigms and others
(Stephenson, 2008). Feedback from all these soerdeanced the interpretive
process.

This chapter has reviewed the planned methodokrgy described the reality of
implementing those plans. The next four chapteesemt the findings.
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CHAPTER 5

HOW THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT
INFLUENCED THE BOUNDARIES OF CURRICULUM

The hidden curriculum is not something that we rnagk behind or
around in order to detect; in most cases it is plain sight, and functions
effortlessly (Gair & Mullins, 2001, p.23)

The first section of this chapter contains a desiom of the centre layout, the
daily schedule and the detail of a cycle of plagrnimorder to provide an
indication of the current scope of curriculum a #tart of data generation. This
establishes a context against which to considefitdengs presented in the
remainder of this chapter and the following threapaters

The sensitising concept which framed the analysthe following sections of this
chapter was the centre’s physical environment aadurces. The aim in
foregrounding these less-questioned aspects of eaittthood education was to
consider how they influenced/constrained childrexxperience of curriculum,
and how children reacted to those constraints. Glipter, plus the following
two, build the answers to the following aspectthefresearch question:

* How do the hidden aspects of the curriculum, whiehimplicit in the ways
the setting is organised, the kinds of resourcesigied, and the behaviours of
the adults, affect the boundaries of the curricubinat children experience?

* What potential aspects of learning and teachirgg, ihe null curriculum, are
being excluded from the curriculum that young chitdexperience and enact?

The first of the two emergent themes of the thedlidbe introduced. | will argue
that the the physical location, architecture, axsburces of the centre embodied
and embedded a demarcation between children arig achich was the
fundamental source of boundaries to children’siculum experiences. The
categorisation into adult and child seems brazseliyevident, but as others have
shown the obvious and everyday is often potent: &al Mullins (2001) describe
the hidden curriculum as “not something that we sk behind or around in
order to detect; in most cases it is plainly irhsignd functions effortlessly”
(p.23). Here it seemed this categorisation wasriplan sight” but as the layers
of associated assumptions and implications werewered, it increasingly



seemed this demarcation was a central source o€glum boundaries. As the
literature review in Chapter 3 showed, recognittdthe adult-child demarcation
is not novel (Brennan, 2005; Singer, 1996). Howgtrex analysis in this chapter
will contribute new insights in revealing how typideatures of a centre
environment can embody and embed that exclusion wit@in the setting.

While this analysis pertains to a single centres@aal experience as a teacher
educator frequently visiting centres suggestsfthding would be replicated in
many centres, which indicates the demarcation lextvaelult and child constitutes
a ‘regime of truth’ which limits the ways we ‘doady childhood education, and
the possibilities we envisage. Although the sodincal approach of e whiriki

and the commitment to learning as socially constdibave challenged aspects of
this regime of truth, the findings in this settingicate the continuing strength of
those familiar older traditions.

Mounting such an argument feels like a step oetactierous ground because it could
be read as risking much that early childhood edtatlues, and particularly the
commitment to play. At worst it could be read ateaial of the distinction between
adults and children and as a first step back tasviduel evils of child labour. However,
the intention here is not to deny the differenagsvben 1-year-olds and 21-year-olds.
Rather the aim is to argue for a blurring of taeegories of ‘adult’ and ‘child’ and a
re-examination of what Smith and Taylor (2000) ttad “balance between agency
and dependency” (p. 4) in the work of early chiloti@ducation.

The way in which the centre’s architecture andueses embodied an adult-child
demarcation is described in section 5.2. Two furtioecepts that emerged are
introduced in sections 5.3 and 5.4: the signifieaoicpower/control and the
importance of relationships and being part of aroimity. These two threads will
be brought together in a second emergent theme itttdoduced in Chapter 6.

The data for this chapter included teachers’ plagniocumentation, fieldnotes,
photographs, semi-structured interviews with sisepts, and children’s
conversations both informal, and in the contexhaée of the research strategies.
These were the folder of photographs of centreegléResearch strategy 1), child-
led photo tours (Research strategy 2), and thdifdation of liked/disliked
activities (Research strategy 3). (See sectio 4ot .descriptions of these
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strategies and section 9.2.3 for a discussioneif tlse. Parent interviews are
described in section 4.3.4.) Coding referencegiaen for longer data excerpts; to
avoid making reading cumbersome, passing referaoatsta in the flow of the
text are not referenced. Where the source of tteeislaot fieldnotes of
observations, the data source is noted in the @ading references ‘Pr..." indicate
centre programme planning documents, ‘Nobk..." refershildren’s notebooks.

5.1 The current scope of curriculum

In order to indicate the current scope of curriaukexperienced, and enjoyed, by
children and teachers in the centre, following scdption of the centre layout, the
format of a typical day is described, and the plagocumentation for the initial

six-week period is summarised.

5.1.1 Centre layout

Children and parents entered the centre buildiag Esgure 4) through the front
door which led first to the foyer, and then to kbeker room.
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Figure 4: Centre plan
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Three other doors from the foyer led into the stafin, the office and the
storeroom. The children’s bathroom and the maigrplam were accessed from
the locker room. The main playroom was the hulhefdentre and often abuzz
with activity. Leading off it were: the kitchen,glsmall yellow playroom, the
sleeproom, the ‘quiet’ playroom, and the laundrychtaccessed the adult toilet.
(Section 5.2.3 includes a list of the resourceshaidren in each area.) The quiet
room was divided by a low picket fence which made end into the ‘Babysafe’,
an enclosed area for the youngest children, whicitatned a range of toys and
cushions. A gate allowed children access to tlea.ar

The deck and surrounding roofed outdoor area, wtactained the sandpit, were
reached from the main playroom. On wet days, ayhphastic wall was unrolled
to enclose this area, but when the weather wascfildren were free to use the
whole playground which gave them access to thegayiime large wooden
climbing structure (the fort), the two-child cat sethe area surfaced with bark
chips, and the areas of concrete and safety sngadnich were used for
activities such as challenge courses, bike-ridimdy\saterplay.

5.1.2 A typical day

What follows is a description, drawn from many daf/sbservations, that captures
the feel of a typical centre day. When the firgtdrbn arrive at 8 am, the main
room is welcoming; the three round tables are getperhaps with purple
sparkling playdough and rolling pins on one, codabpencils and paper on the
second, and puzzles on the third. The open maisnmeating, edged with low
shelves containing the musical instruments, wodillecks, and crates containing
Duplo and the wooden railway. The fish tank antirgatable in the corner provide
another point of interest. Displayed artworks drateacher-made and commercial
posters contribute to the colourfulness of the remvnent; when there is a new
poster—a transport poster, a teacher-made postéildfen gardening—groups
cluster. Often a teacher is reading stories talogn who are settling into their day.
Arriving parents and children are greeted warmtyl thhere is a strong sense of
rapport in the easy-going child-parent-teacherauttons. Sometimes children
have something to show teachers—Charlie shows gtagibs of their new baby.

As more children and teachers arrive, other spa@espened. By 8.15 am the door
to the quiet room may be open; the yellow room doght open a little later. The
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weather, children’s wishes, and the staff rostanfiience when the doors to the
outside are opened. Children often seem keen tata®ors:

James is roaming—making noises, carrying two piet&siplo. [9/8/05]

He listens while a teacher reads a story, but‘8égah!” when she finishes and
quickly lines up at the door with others waiting ficto be opened. In cold/wet
weather access to the enclosed deck area maydedgebut in summer children
may have access to the full playground from 8 antevelguipment is still being set
up. Along with regular provision of balls, ride-gfskes, swings, climbing
equipment and sandplay, teachers often createsgatanvite imaginative play—
an enclosure built of tyres against the wall ofrdr@p with fabric stretched above
to form an awning, a small tent pitched on the grdee old kitchen equipment set
up at one end of the sandpit.

By 9 am most children have arrived; latecomers hae little chance to play
before the morning tea routine begins. Morninggezten announced outside by a
child calling from the deck. Teachers repeat thiercd aori, encouraging children
to come in. Sometimes there is a mat-time withisogpgnd/or listening to a story,
and sometimes children go straight to handwasl@tdgr children sit at tables, and
younger children are placed in high chairs. Aftehanted karakia (grace inalti)
children share pieces of fruit and toast, and laadenk. Once most children are
finished they are free to put their cups on thieyaand leave, and in fine weather
many are eager to return outside as soon as tteaddeacher is available.
(Section 7.2.1 contains a detailed description @aliimes.)

After morning tea, the range of activities typigalters and expands. Inside, dough
may be replaced with clay, a collage activity getainook created with cushions
around the musical instruments, a tape (for exanBad Jelly the Witch) may be
played. Outside changes tend to be more conspichiews spaces may be created,;
one day the corner of the deck is set up like &neoivith desks, computer
keyboard and telephones; on other days cushiogs, and puzzles, books or
musical instruments are placed there. Change®iwitter playground included: a
tent pitched on top of a large tyre, the house-&aavered with black paper, a
‘car wash’ area created, a bike-riding course dgped with cones and ramps.
Older children sometimes create their own spacezcézand Maxine took
possession of the canvas tunnel by shifting ressurcthere; older boys
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barricaded the high platform of the fort. Additibaativities or resources are
introduced; easel painting is often set up, waley n one or two troughs) may be
provided, perhaps carpentry or chalk drawing orctiverete. When novel
resources are introduced—the large yellow truak dihger, the defunct
switchboard—the high level of interest they engeme@uires teachers to supervise
closely.

Indoors children come and go, playing with Dupld #me railway on the mat,
dressing up, doing a puzzle, using dough or arénads. This can be an

opportunity for solitary concentration:

Mooloo sits alone at the collage table, with a wiptece of paper on
which she has carefully sellotaped several pictureand is writing [her
name] with decorations of curls. She decoratesyesagailable space using
red and pink and orange and yellow. Shows it toand,then to a teacher
who comes to the table—and then puts it into helkdn [8/8/05]

It can be a chance to spend relaxed time with aqrdeacher. When Fleur and

Mulan go into the locker room, a teacher follows:

Fleur asks: “Where's dummy?” [She brings a dummuysde at

sleeptime]
Teacher: “I don't know. Did you put it in your b2y
Fleur: “Yeah”
Teacher: “Did you, there you go, it will be in ydoag then” ...

[Fleur looks in her bag saying] “Where's dummy? \W'® dummy?” Then
she says [what sounds like] “Me got it”.

Teacher: “You've got it”

Fleur: [sounds like] “Me got it”

Teacher: “Have you?”

Fleur: “No me got it, me got it”

Teacher: “Me got it” (thoughtfully) — then suddgriiOh mummy's
got it!”

Fleur: “In the car”

Teacher: “Oh mummy's got it in the car. Has she?

The peaceful atmosphere, with most children outssdeonducive to Fleur

conveying her message, and the teacher comprelgendin
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Outside there are usually small groups in the sgraipthe swings, using the
challenge course, playing in and around the fadtrading bikes. Some play
independently:

Angus was ... running on to the ramp from the safejihg on the single plank

that runs crossways, and leaping off the far sidbae repeated the action again

and again. [25/8/05]
A teacher pushing a succession of children onwegs watches activities while
she talks with them. When the water trough isdilkeattracts many children.
Teachers circulate, responding to children’s irstisteaVhen she notices Robert T. is
engaged in pouring, the teacher provides him wilastic jar and funnel. As the
jar fills she directs his attention to the overflog/water:

“Now what?”

“Can you fit any more in?”

“What now? What's happening?”
“You might need to take some water out” [26/10/05]

Watching his actions she comments: “When you put and in, water comes
out”.

Teachers sometimes take a leading role in fadilgadctivities. When the carwash
tunnel was built (using a curved metal frame caovevith blue cloth) a teacher
stood at one end taking ‘money’ and giving ‘chartggfore children rode through.
Another day a teacher led an energetic game ohlimting. There were two
longer-term outdoor projects which occurred dutimgdata-gathering period; the
on-going maintenance of the garden and the conistnuaf the house-frame.

For younger children, nappy changes are woven gffirthue day, offering moments
of contact and conversation with a teacher. Aseher is changing Emjay she
notices he is looking at a tortoise in the bathroounal; she shows him the deaf
sign for ‘tortoise’ and together they look for athertoises on the walls.

A call to tidy precedes the pre-lunch mat-time.cFess take turns in leading mat-
times, which typically include a variety of storig@engs and activities. (Section
7.2.2 contains a discussion of mat-times.) Fous @ayeek children are served a
cooked lunch; on the fifth children are able toreghemselves from a
smorgasbord. On the designated school-lunch dggadolds sit together eating
their own packed lunches. (Section 7.2.1 contattis@ssion of mealtimes.) As
children finish, those scheduled to sleep are elagad to strip to their
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underclothes before going to the sleeproom wheng de settled by teachers.
(Section 7.2.3 contains a discussion of sleeptime.)

Non-sleepers join a teacher for ‘quiet time’ in thueeet room. Very young children
who have already slept play alongside in the Bdly3Jdne agenda for quiet time
varies; a teacher might read stories, organisew@pguctivity such as a memory
game, lead a discussion or let children choose foudzles or look at books
independently. These non-sleepers are then rel@asatie main playroom to find
a new range of resources set up—typically resousredy seen at other times, e.g.,
a variety of construction sets, floor puzzles, fpamts, painting with cottonbuds,
etc. (Section 5.2.3 contains a more detailed disonf this period.) As children
wake, and teachers return from lunchbreaks, thesdodhe outside are opened.
When interest dwindles in the indoor activitiesythee packed away leaving the
more familiar resources.

The remainder of the afternoon’s activities aredgity a relaxed reversal of the
morning, punctuated by afternoon tea (sometimesegex! by a mat-time), and
then by the gradual departure of children and t@chThe first child regularly
leaves at 2.15, and by 5.30 pm only five or sixdrhn are left. As numbers
dwindle, and areas are tidied, doors to the qomt; the yellow room and the
outdoors are shut. Teachers understand childneedhess and often lead a
peaceful activity—singing along to the guitar, eading a story with a puppet
accessory. Occasionally a late-afternoon snacknigd. The last child is picked up
at 5.50 pm.

5.1.3 Planning documentation for a typical six-wpekiod

Teachers worked to a six-week planning cycle, digwin observed interests
during the previous six weeks to develop a newectilte focus. Simultaneously
they also developed individual objectives for augrof children, working on a
rotating cycle. The collective focus identified tbe period August—mid-
September was:

For children to develop and take pleasure extendhiiy interest and

knowledge of the wider world focusing on relevapgenings and family
events. [Prbbc21]

Teachers’ ideas for how to sustain/extend thisecbite interest included: books on
people at work, on diggers, trucks and trains; sédkthe construction site and
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around the neighbourhood; letter boxes and pokgiteys; receiving visitors, e.g.,
police, dog control officer, school teacher, fiepdrtment; diggers and trucks in the
sandpit and mulch; dramatic play—supermarket, vestd, office, hairdresser,
doctor, school.

During these six weeks teachers recognised an imig-gaerest in construction,
took a group to the nearby construction site, pageld a truck and digger plus
related books and posters, and used “correct nantelts of descriptive
language” [Prbbc21]. Older children also went amadk to the local school. An
interest in transporting was noted, even amongahagest, both inside and
outside.

Other ‘spontaneous everyday experiences’ and siterecorded by teachers over
the period were:

Digger, new trucks, cones on mulch area

Trough with mulch, pulley, diggers, buckets, scoops

Guttering attached to fort, hard hats

Digging holes and transporting mulch

Mulch from fort down pipes — viscosity, force, ditien, weight, volume
Transporting loads and passengers on green aridiogd

Delivery of new rubbish bin — group of children wémentrance way to watch bin
being hoisted off truck

Water — transporting water between troughs, wadbhatnies, tipping and pouring
Blowing bubbles

Car wash with bikes and trolleys

Ramps

Carpentry

Tree climbing

Playing musical instruments

Drumming boxes, tapes, drums

Dramatic play — animals from the zoo, dogs, dragons

Hairdressers and face paint

Baking pizza for fun lunch.

As these notes indicate, teachers were consisteatbgnising and responding to
children’s interests, and introduced many of thatsgies they had earlier



identified. They revisited these noted interests experiences when they planned
the collective focus for the succeeding six weeks:

For children to develop and take pleasure in exiegdheir curiosity and
knowledge of the centre environment and their wideand. [Progpl4]

Teachers also reviewed learning stories for agaduchildren, and set individual
objectives. While learning stories for these yourgdren (who were the focus
group for the period) showed many of the interkstisd above, the objectives set
tended to reflect teachers’ commitment to enswehilgiren’s individual and
collective feelings of well-being and belonging.akim (20 months), Fleur (2 years
1 month) and Jordan (2 years 4 months) sharedithe ebjective: “to develop
concepts of self in the context of the centre adritbene” using a range of strategies
such as “routine times, looking in mirror, sittiagtable, etc; language such as you,
[, yours, self, etc; links with home, photos, laage, names, etc; turn taking, --'s
turn, etc” [Prbbc21]. For Sunshine (11 months), \@ppeared nervous without an
adult nearby, the objective was for her to devélepgross motor skills (and
confidence) while in close proximity with otherdiélobjectives for both Thomas
(1 year 11 months) and Amanda (3 years) focusabe@nexpression of caring and
considerate attitudes to others. However, for @ngears 10 months), the oldest
child in this group, the objective was to buildlwer interest in caring for
dolls/babies by exploring other care routines aghathing, feeding. This
emphasis on social dimensions in planning for iildial children will be revisited

in 8.3.3.

This section has explained the centre layout asdrieed a typical day, and a
sample of six-week planning in order to give andation of the current scope of
planned curriculum which constitutes the conterthat central circle in Figure 1.
For the remainder of the chapter the focus is amthe physical environment
influenced the boundaries of curriculum.

5.2  The centre’s physical environment

5.2.1 Implications of the adult-child demarcatianleedded in the centre’s
location

The centre is physically isolated, sited at theklEa workplace complex,

adjoining the back boundary fence. Here a rectamggebeen fenced off for the

centre building and playground, with a high conemsall concealing adjoining

residences. Along the other two sides of the plawigd high wire-mesh fencing
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looks onto a perspective of grass and hills indinection and across the
driveway and parking lot, towards the workplace ptan in the other.

On one level, this physical separation from adjggniesidences and the
workplace could be interpreted as reflecting thee/given to young children and
their education. It was a peaceful oasis with @hé/sound of an occasional car,
or a delivery truck to the nearby construction sitenterrupt the medley of voices
and activity. On another level, the physical sapan of the building could be
seen, as Singer (1996) and Brennan (2005) pointtouteflect the separation of
children from the ongoing activity of the communitsom the world of adults,
and more fundamentally as positioning childrenaisér’ than adult (Cannella,
1997; Singer, 1996). The impressions of isolati@meareinforced by the centre’s
high fences and tall gate.

Children showed they might not value the isolagsmmuch as adults. They often
interrupted their activities for a plane or passiag when a large truck brought
equipment for the building site, almost every chitétd up to watch:

I noticed Emjay standing by the fence, looking @bk very tall crane over

at the building site was moving, and he was keealtone about this.

“Doo da” he said, and pointed through the fence éo#s it. He ‘talked’

about it with me, and | responded to his interast talked about the
crane, and how it was moving. [19/8/05]

The proximity of the building where some parentsensmployed further underlined
the separation of children from their parents’ wiogKives. When Maxine was
talking about her photographs of favourite placehe centre, she added “I do like
the studio where my mum works”. However, visitihg tvorkplace complex was not
an event that occurred during the research pendded, trips out of the centre were
rare. Detail on the centre’s walk chart suggespaaesreasons for this:

Ratios: 1 adult to 3 children mixed ages (Maximuahifiren under 2 years)

1 adult to 8 children 2.6 - 5 years

Trained teacher
First aid kit [Progpl4]

These first impressions, linked to the centre’sitmm, reaffirmed what others had
written about the physical isolation of centrese Tiext paragraphs explain how,
unexpectedly, the theme of the adult-child dema&natnd the associated
exclusion of children from the adult world re-swed in the centre’s physical
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5.2.2 Implications of adult-child demarcation emtded in the centre’s

architecture

Conversations with children, focused on the folafgphotographs of places in the
centre (Research strategy 1), showed which aregesfamiliar to them, and
suggested what might be important to them abotgreéit spaces, as well as
helping me identify the names they used. It waklodm’'s comments here that
first drew my attention to the strong demarcatiabsut who could go where in
the centre and provided insight into the limitstib@ir movement. There were
some places, such as the Babysafe, the deck awrtiittieen’s bathroom that
everyone knew and named. There were other aregalltiti@e children recognised
but did not have a shared label for. The small roafifthe main playroom that
was painted yellow, and where the dress-ups arld @ere kept, was labelled by
one child as the “yellow room” or “dress-up roorahother added “yellow group”
(reflecting occasions when small group mat-timesaveeld there | suspect). Jeff
named it the “girl room” but after a moment’s thbigmended this to “the girl
room and boy room and the pretend babies”. Chilgmnted to show they
recognised another of the adjoining rooms thatnegalarly used for play; one
child called it the “quiet room”, which reflectets iuse as the area where non-

sleeping children gathered after lunch.

Children’s responses showed there were some afdtlas centre with which they
were much less familiar. Most of the older childrenognised and named the
kitchen which was separated from the main playrbgra mesh door but not all
the younger children knew it. Only some childrenagnised the door in the
foyer that led to the office; one child labelleé# “where you go home”, another
suggested it was the door to the storeroom. Ystvilais a door they passed as
they came and went, and through its glass pangldheld see the manager at her
desk as they moved between the locker room anddzath Only one child
recognised and named the staffroom. As an adulimgdveely through these
spaces, | had overlooked how strong the demaraati@ne for children, and had
not anticipated how unknown some areas were to.tléen strongest analogy
was with my own memories of the school staffroontlwse rare occasions when
| glimpsed inside it. Similarly | had overlookedvidittle children knew of the
adult tasks that took place in those less famgiaces. Children did not identify
the laundry with the task of washing clothes, aifagtask but one with which
they had no contact. Instead it was named as “wihesemake the dough”,
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“where the buckets are”. Drinking coffee and eatungch were not talked of in

reference to the staffroom.

Initially | defined places as ‘adult spaces’ andild spaces’ but realised it should
be ‘adult spaces’ and ‘communal spaces’ (see Figur&eachers could freely go
into any communal spaces but not vice versa. Tivere only two tiny places in

the centre that might be defined as children'sepguaaces where teachers did not
go; these were inside their locker spaces andiahild-sized kitchen

cupboard, although teachers rarely went underaver parts of the fort or

through the fort’s wooden tunnel.
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Figure 5: Adult spaces and communal spaces in ¢nére
(Capital letters indicate areas defined as adaitag)
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Once children had alerted me to the distinctionveen the spaces, | recognised
that the doors reinforced this distinction. Adydases had full-height doors. Some
of these doors still allowed children to see thigughildren could look through
the gauze of the kitchen door, and taller or cdrcdigldren could see through the
window in the office door, but the roster sellotdpe the laundry-door window
restricted visibility. Handles on all three doorere at adult-height reiterating
these were adult spaces. Other doors implied gshdemarcation. The door into
the sleeproom had a smaller adult-height windowvaasl latched with a high
hook. (While the sleeproom was theoretically a camah space, it was not a
space children could freely enter. Evie was repnidea when she climbed on a
chair and undid the latch.) There were no windawthe doors to the staffroom or
storeroom, and their handles were at adult height.

Communal spaces, in contrast, either had no dobadma sectioned door, with
two independent parts. The two smaller playroontsthe doorway between the
locker room and foyer all had these sectioned dabeslower door was used
during the day, while the higher section was tyilydatched back. Reflecting on
the doors, | wrote:

The [lower] door ... is at the same height as thg wa the high chairs.

The smaller children would not be able to see dvétrhas a handle on

the outside to push it with—but it also has a balthe inside that you

need to lean over and undo when it is shut. Tha dper means the area

is inviting, especially because as an older chitéhh see over the door.

The bolt says this is an adult space. | can aslkeéfuipment—but that does
not give me access to this quiet retreat space3[26]

There was no door in the doorway to the bathrooimetween the main room and
the locker room.

There were innumerable features in the design andrdbf the communal areas
that conveyed to children these were places dedifgrehem. The child-size
fittings and furniture, the low doorways and windguhe low handbasin and
toilets in the bathroom area, and the low lockérsamveyed this message. The
youngest children were catered for with the Babgsahd with cots, highchairs,
the changing table and the potties. The valuinghdfiren was reflected in the
effort that had gone into, and continued to go,imeaking the play areas vibrant
and colourful. An underwater mural across the lwathr walls and ceiling, and
large New Zealand bush murals in the main playraoohacross the playground’s
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concrete wall contributed to this impression. Cthly sleeproom, with drawn
curtains, dimmed light, and little on the walls,snan exception.

Adult spaces looked different. They were decorateduted colours, the surfaces
were darker, and there was little on the walls;abwtrast with the vibrancy of the
communal play areas was striking. There was a tidhctional air about them;
these were places of work. Only the staffroom wglsofa and easy chairs, its
crowded noticeboards and coffee-making corner heldylatly more relaxed feel.

In practice this demarcation between adult and conahspaces was occasionally
breached. A child might visit the office as theyneaand went with a parent,
children went into the kitchen and were then gesitigpherded out. The most
striking incursion of a child into an adult-onlyase occurred when Aidy
disappeared into the adult toilet while his mothas in the centre, preparing to
take him for an appointment. The astonished laaghsng the teachers
suggested the perceived audacity of his actiongsabably because his mother
was present, no comment was made when he re-emefgesidemarcation
between adult and communal spaces both embodiedrabddded the
categorisation of children and adults as inheretiffgrent. It seemed that even
within the centre children were “sited, insulated @istanced” (James et al.,
1998, p.37) from the world of adults. By and latige architectural demarcation
between adult-only and communal spaces was refl@ateractices, and so
provided moment by moment reconfirmation of thearhydng categories of adult
and child, and reinforced the distancing of chifdieem the world of adults even
within the centre. This was an unanticipated insighthough Dahlberg and
Moss’s (2005) vision of children and adults “beargd thinking beside each
other” (p.28) implied other possibilities.

5.2.3 Implications of the adult-child demarcationkeedded in the centre’s
resources

A focus on physical resources reinforced and exértdis theme of adult-child
demarcation; it was reflected in the range of resegiand expectations around
children’s use of them. The description of the tses for children below shows
that the range largely replicated what might bentbin any well-resourced
mainstream New Zealand centre.
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Resources for children indoors

Main playroom
The resources in the main playroom were accessildbildren except during mat-

times, mealtimes, and the quiet period after lunch.

Around the mat

Low shelves holding containers of Duplo, the woodshvay set and wooden unit
blocks, musical instruments

Selection of 10 to 15 books, and often a few puzképt on top of the shelves
(These shelves were sometimes covered with a fdboev-over for mat-times.)

Collage area

Large circular table

Low shelves containing collage materials, Sellotapessors, paper and felt pens
Container of cardboard boxes, cylinders, etc.

Playdough area
Large circular table
Child-sized kitchen units (sink, stove, dishwash@crowave, cupboards) Playdough

and kitchen/cooking equipment

Nature table area
Small nature table and fish tank plus natural resesi
Large circular table, often with books and/or pezzl

Quiet room

Storage units containing a much wider range of baoid puzzles, plus soft toys.
Children’s portfolios were kept on top of one unit

Large cushions

The fenced-off Babysafe (an enclosed area forabagest children)

Cushions

Low shelves containing a selection of toys such pesting box, soft toys, rattles,
plastic blocks and an activity centre
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Yellow room

Open wardrobe containing dress-up clothes and shoes
Coat-stand holding bags and hats

Dolls’ beds, dolls, dolls’ clothes, small pushckand highchair
Child-size bed

Computer keyboards and cell phones

Resources for children outdoors

Covered area around the deck
Sandpit plus wide range of equipment

Deck
Often a corner was set up with cushions and aamig perhaps musical
instruments, puzzles, books or a tape to listen to

Concrete-surfaced area
Activities such as painting, waterplay sometimedsuge more rarely carpentry,
clay, fingerpaint

Playground

Bark chip surfaced area

Swings

Two-child stationary car

Fort — two high platforms accessed by stairs, amvertical ladders. The two
platforms were connected by a wooden tunnel. Oatégom led to a slide, a
zoom slide was occasionally attached to the otherenclosed space under one
of the platforms had an open window and doorway.

Safety matting surfaced area
Challenge course equipment, bikes and ride-onspaltslwere almost always
available
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The presence of books with abti theme, and/or using &ri language, tapes of
Maori music, and puzzles and posters displayimgi/images reflected the
commitment to biculturalism inherentTre whariki, and now required in every
New Zealand centre. In many other ways the reseyme®/ided would be similar
to those teachers might remember from their own Kealand childhoods. While
it is not within the scope of this work to trace #wvolution of traditional early
childhood equipment, it is thought-provoking to soier how little these resources
have changed in the last 50 years (Somerset, 186&)distant their origins are
from New Zealand in the 21st century (Roopnaringo&nson, 2005), and how
rarely these traditions of provisioning are questb (Cullen, 2003a; Hill, 2001).

The centre was perhaps atypical in the qualityguahtity of the resources
provided for children. There was an unexpectedst garay of equipment in the
indoor storeroom. In comparison, for most of thg thee range of resources in the
centre seemed relatively sparse. The profusioesuurces in centres has often
attracted comment (Anning, 1991; King, 1978) butimyentories showed there
were usually only around 40 books available andieen 10 and 15 puzzles,
although these were regularly rotated. A teachekipg out a new selection of
puzzles listed factors that were influencing her:

Some simple ... some old favourites, some okttent ones that have

been very popular... some insect and animal ones soth a moral
message [18/10/05]

Teachers worked hard to maintain the environmentt,ad staff meetings were
reminded about keeping areas tidy. Consequentlikeudassrooms King (1978)
describes where every surface was covered, thisoement had a sense of well-
maintained order. This impression was enhancetidé¥yact that broken
equipment was removed until it could be mendeaplaced. Children were
therefore accustomed to working in a very attracéiad orderly environment
with a range of well-maintained resources.

Teachers brought in additional resources, manyhi¢hwwere permanent additions.
Some were free resources, such as natural matamal<lothes converted into
dress-ups, but many were paid for personally, &ng generously, by one of the
teachers. Among the bought resources that appeered books, additions to the
railway set, a timer, animal dress-ups, a bikepitliggers, rattles and wooden
puzzles. | was often aware from attending stafftmgs that teachers were
responding to children’s identified interests wetjuipment they introduced.
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There was a clear distinction between equipmenadoitts and for children. Even
in the communal areas there were spaces and equiipinad were defined as
adult-only. In the sleeproom there was a high sioelthe CD player, and in the
main room there were shelves used for storing fipgepets, CD/tape player,
CDs and tapes, and the teachers’ camera and né&tl®bildren’s portfolios
were stored out of reach in the quiet room, buy twild ask to look at them.
Most children could not reach their family’s fabteall-pocket’ in the locker
room, although they enjoyed looking at the famipfgraphs that adorned them.
Children typically did not have access to resoudsdfged (by teachers) as
teachers’. They did not use the CD player, theyrmédccess to the computer or
photocopier in the office, or to the centre cam@aile such restrictions are
professionally and practically reasonable, the flaat teachers have since shifted
the portfolios so children can reach them showsdteh decisions are not

immutable.

The distinction between adults’ and children’s teses was occasionally
breached. It was breached when teachers brouglersonal possessions; one
teacher brought two books about horses and a bioeérth-moving machines to
share with particular children, another sharedghetographs of a family trip to
Disneyland during quiet time. It was breached whitemloo was given the
teachers’ felt pens to make a birthday card anchwehéddren were given kitchen
knives to make sandwiches for afternoon tea. Ithvaached when teachers used
children’s resources for their own purposes—a teaaked pastels to draw a
landscape while a group clustered around her wagcimd commenting; a teacher
moulded a car shape in playdough as a trial fartaday cake she was to make.
The sense of adult-child community these momemgematered was striking, as it
was in those episodes when children and teacheisipated with a shared
agenda, using children’s resources. Such a bluowegrred when two teachers
and a group of children worked together drawing emiduring in pictures of sea
creatures which they stuck to a blue cellophan& ‘se the window. It occurred
when a group of girls and a teacher planned a dzaryy’; the girls loaded a tray
up with plastic crockery while the teacher wrotevddheir suggestions for food
they would need:

“Right” she says “is that everything? | will givéae list to [the centre
manager] and let her know”. [7/10/05]

| noted: The line between pretend and reality is satisfyirulrry.



My introduction of a camera for children to usepboto tours also breached the
demarcation, and children’s reactions suggestedigmificance of this. My
abiding impression was that using the camera toiokity over thoughtful
selection of places for almost every child; hav@iegess to a digital camera was
not only a novelty, but it gave children accesa tool defined as ‘adult’ (Nimmo,
2008) which was rare, perhaps not only in thisrsgtWhen | told Aidy | would
hold the camera while he had a swing he replied fiviyn said | can swing with
the camera” but acknowledged he did not use héxs.opportunity to be in
charge of the camera was a significant attractoorfyear-old Rex who became
adept at using a range of camera functions. Therteas) small handsaws, and
pliers available when carpentry equipment was anud, the battery-powered drill
which was introduced during the building of theldfsize house-frame, were
other examples of adult equipment children usee. driil was the resource that
most significantly challenged assumed parameteappfopriate/inappropriate
equipment for children in a New Zealand centrarsgtHowever, it was a
resource used by a teacher for a single project.

Teachers’ care in preparing the environment foldclin was most obvious in the
period of indoor play which followed the post-lunghiet period. At times it
seemed teachers vied in their creativity in settipdor this period:

After quiet time when we come out [the teacher]d&iaup the room with
two tents—a red one and a blue and white stripedamthe mat, with
dress-ups and the curvy mirror from the Babysafgdaethe tents. There is
also an array of necklaces set up on a bench—tha iarmore divided up
than it usually is with a bench beside the mat, andther bench down by
the glass doors with plastic woodwork tools—twdigira sander, a level,
a circular saw. ...The dough table has balls of grdeagh with sparkle in
it, and a basket of equipment in the centre whickuides shells, as well as
rollers. ...The drawing table has black pieces ofgsapnd coloured
chalks in egg cartons set around at each placee[fBacher] does face
painting, and she allows children to do their oWwthey want. [17/8/05]

Of this array, it was facepainting that attracteastrchildren until the outside
doors were re-opened; then those still waiting, &imé and Evie who painted
their own faces, stayed longer. While the environihh@oked enticing and
unfamiliar, many aspects did not seem to engageftit@gren. For example, |
noted:
Most of the children out are the older childrendahese [carpentry tools]
seem to lack purpose. Children roam using them—d#obs a drill and

bangs it up and down on her chalk drawing, Rex svallound the drawing
table hitting it with the drill rhythmically.
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Next afternoon pebble tiles, plastic dinosaurs ggiders were provided on the
dough table, and pink, white and mauve Lego bloakie available on the nature
table. On the mat there was a plastic construs&na box containing wooden
triangles, and a plastic road map and Duplo caretdd there was a surge of
activity particularly around the dinosaur tables thhooden triangles and the
construction set, but then sword-making at theagalltable became the prime
focus. It was not clear who initiated this, althbiex’s was the first sword | saw
and it was clearly child-made. Soon children’shestasm for swords led a
teacher to take over the bulk of the making. Ortkelieen moved away, the novel
aspects of the environment were soon dismantleds¢heduled duties indicated
that activities not being used were to be put alsag pm.

It seemed there were inherent tensions for teadtezes There was a potential
tension between the teacher supervising quiet dintkthe teacher setting up, just
as there was sometimes a tension between the tesatting up outside, and the
teachers with children inside. This was also agaewhen teachers might cater for
the older children, but the youngest children’®plpatterns meant they were
often present. Teachers also considered provididgar activities that some of
the boys would find absorbing was a challenge, gibeir orientation to physical
outdoor play. Children missing the companionshigheir sleeping peers might
contribute to these difficulties:

Rex seemed to be at a loose end ... he wanted tovkmatw was doing.

Also, he was reading the sleep chart—and Jamegy, Aldx and Angus
were all sleeping. [30/9/05]

The underlying constraints for teachers were thatlieen needed to be kept inside
and relatively quiet until there were sufficieratbers available to cover
supervision both inside and outside—the provisibnavel equipment
imaginatively presented was an understandable nsgpdlowever, reflecting on
the novelty of provision, | wondered whether “&list setting up leads to an
environment of entertainment rather than engagenpanticularly in light of the
short time for which it was available. Such a wealt provision might indicate
children were positioned as players (Cannella &xir 2004), a notion perhaps
underlined by the plastic carpentry resources éhtced here, in contrast to the
real drill that was later used with children. Thition will be returned to in
Chapter 6.



5.2.4 Children’s activities: Further evidence bétadult-child demarcation

Other implications for children’s curriculum expance also emerged from the
analysis of the adult-child demarcation. The emwinent encouraged busyness
but there were also implications regarding the fleragnd quality of children’s
resource-based activities which indicated undefpghassumptions about the
quality of children’s activity.

The variety and quantity of resources, the fadettwere regularly set up with
activities, and through the day new resources weyduced indicated the value
placed on children being busy. The environment ssiggl children would find
something to interest and absorb them, and chilslterel of activity and
engagement indicated they did indeed find the enwrent stimulating. Evie
shared the photograph of the giant robot she hatedulan and Fleur, painting
at the easel, squealed with delight when they ld@tesach other; Sunshine was
absorbed in rolling the drum (that contained a troigton set); Aidy was
“delirious with joy, dancing, singing, clappingastping” when the CD of The
Lion King was played. Sometimes it was a singlévidgtevent that attracted
children; one morning the playground seemed deséeeause children had
gathered for an indoor baking activilyiore often children were engaged in a
range of activities. The wide range of positivepmsses children gave in
identifying activities they liked/disliked reinfoed the impression of their
enjoyment—collectively children made 169 positieéestions and only 14
negative. In comparison to what might be a typieiw Zealand home setting, the
range of resources, the relative freedom in usiegd, plus teachers’ tolerance for
mess, noise and exuberance potentially made thesyaattractive environment

for children.

However, aspects of the temporal and physical asgaon were not conducive to
longer-term resource-based activities. Mealtimeines meant tables needed to be
cleared three times a day; keeping the environiignaictive meant indoor and
outdoor spaces were regularly tidied. Occasiordliidren’s constructions were
protected, but there were limited spaces to stogeing projects. When Mooloo
and a companion were working on a large block coosbn:

... cones were placed around it to keep it safe tjinauorning tea.
[12/8/05]
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Sometimes a window ledge or the top of the blodkwere used for temporary
storage:

Thomas is asked to go and wash his hands, but gedmdinding it hard

to leave the little Thomas engines on the mat.t&@aeher tells him that she

will put his linked engines up high so they willdade until after morning
tea. [19/10/05]

Only the racks for drying paintings and collagevmted regular storage. | noted
one afternoon that a few collages were the onlgiké@ evidence of what had
happened in the centre during the morning. Therewnly two longer-term
resource-based projects for children. One wasanbestnall garden plots, one for
flowers and one for vegetables, which had alreasinlplanted, but which required
on-going weeding and watering, and eventually #dr@dsting of the vegetables.
The other was the construction of the house-frammehwvas facilitated by one
teacher and lasted over several weeks. In comtrasters had ongoing tasks that
were often worked on over several days, and storéde adult-only areas—
preparing displays documenting children’s learnpagters for a parent-education
display, children’s portfolios—which highlightedsasnptions embedded within the
demarcation between adults and children.

Others have drawn attention to children’s dwindl@gess to, and participation
in, the lives of adults (Brennan, 2005; Singer,&,3Xrandell, 2000) and this has
been linked to their marginalisation from ‘realska (Nimmo, 2008). Children’s
participation in a few regular tasks associatedh woutines will be described in
Chapter 7. Other resource-based tasks that wdrmrbe sense of contributing to
the life of the community were infrequent: the akof a birthday cake for the
centre manager, making a birthday card and birtthddyspreading bread for
afternoon tea, helping with feeding younger chitdiearvesting vegetables, and
constructing the house-frame. However, one neells teary in defining what
children may regard as ‘real’ tasks. Perhaps tengdtion between expendable
and non-expendable materials is relevant here; dto®lcareful collage work
which she put in her locker to take home may haltenfore like a real task than
Jeff's sandcastle which was inevitably destroydde©children may have
considered the occasional ‘writing’ sessions, dytich they practised letter
formation, to be a real task. Teachers may have Bseouraged by children’s
frequent reluctance to engage in the only reguésal” task—tidying (to be
described in section 7.1.1). There were, howewnesoccasions when children
appeared to enjoy demonstrating their tidying pssve
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The children who had played in the dramatic roomvere asked to come
and help tidy it. ... Maxine volunteered to makeltbe, and made an
excellent job of it, tucking under the sheet neatlthe corners, and
putting throw cushions on the top. [10/8/05]

A teacher (who was present during part of a pargetview), described Evie’s
competence with the drill to her mother and suggkgte significance of that
experience for Evie:

“For her the ideal is having that special time wiheacher to do

something that is meaningful ... She doesn't wanstdang nails in
wood, she wants to make something that has meafili8410/05]

Other observations provided corroboration for thisrpretation, but also
indicated the difficulties that might arise if ‘dtuasks were delegated. When a
teacher was opening the shed:

Evie is very keen to have the keys and to undpatiecks holding the
door on either side.

She ignores offers of help, perseveres and unlogitswith the teacher’s
encouragement.
The teacher asks for the keys so she can put théer ipocket. Evie says

she will put them in her own pocket. The teachptagnxs they need them
when they come to lock up.

Teacher: “Go inside and give them to [a teacher]give them to me—
you've got a choice”. [18/10/05]

Delegated ‘adult’ tasks could also require inteteseher input.

Robert T. needed considerable support when he mad®svn sandwich for

afternoon tea. A teacher saw he was licking thiekand warned him:

“Robert, if you put your knife in your mouth, yooutd cut your tongue.
You need to leave it on the table”.

She goes to get him a clean knife, and he putenifis back in his mouth
within a second of her leaving. [6/10/05]

He continued to dip his knife in the margarine &oklit, and his knife was
replaced several times. Eventually, the teacheateglihis hand through the
motion of spreading the margarine, encouraged biadtl lettuce, and then fold
the bread over so he could eat it. Such momentsrline the challenge facing
teachers as they balance the desirability of afechildren such experiences,
with the reality of teacher time and energy thayina absorbed in supporting a
few children.
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Two of the six parents who were interviewed volengel that assisting an adult in
a real task was a significant theme of their childbme activities.

[Aidy] likes to help G [her partner] ... for instaadast night he helped
mending the garage door. He gets very upset i§ e bed and there is
some mending or fixing going on. [18/10/05]

This brings to mind the advice Singer’s young fdearffered her (Singer, 1996):
“When looking after children you should do someghihat youyourselfenjoy or
value. Then children come to you by themselvesatziy to ask something or to
help” (p.34). This question of who did real tasksgd when and where they were

done will be revisited in Chapter 6.

Considering children’s interests and what was/wagresent in the centre offers
another aligned perspective on the matter. Childneterest in people, and
particularly in others’ families, was constantlystained as family members came
and went. When a teacher’s two school-age sonedithe centre, | noted:

It is interesting how the others appear where they When they sit at the
dough table, Thomas and Alex and Aidy appear thgt@/9/05]

Children’s interest in nurturing was supported thylo the provision of dolls and
associated resources, but it was also supportégelgyresence of very young
children in the centre. Amanda hugged Caitlin (&ry2 months); James
encouraged Macauley (1 year 1 month) to ride oncktike his. A visit of police
dogs fed children’s ongoing interest in animalg] #ns was supplemented with
animal-themed books, animal costumes and displpletbgraphs of wild
animals.

Not all interests were so consistently supporteteather created a horse
scrapbook for Cassidy, including his drawings ahdtpgraphs and stories of her
own horse. Sharing it showed how familiar he wa$ wie content; he recited the
caption it “ate too much spring grass and got sigkit when Cassidy shared his
portfolio he explained “There’s only one horse” afmbwed me a drawing which
he said his mother had done. Cassidy usually haesado plastic horses in the
centre, but comments from teachers suggested diesy fension between
sustaining Cassidy’s interest in horses, and ektgrtus interests into other areas.

Maxine’s selection of favourite activities begarike drawing, cooking, playing,
Duplo, reading the books” and when | later askedtvghe had learnt to do while
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she was at the centre, she volunteered “cookingikilve and Grace repeatedly
‘baked’ with playdough, and typically appeared absd in their domestic-
themed dramatic play. Towards the end of Gracetd@tour she led Maxine and
me to the sandpit, where she began:
... “'making a cake”, picked out a roasting pan frame sandpit toys, and
started to put handfuls of sand in it. ... Maxinedre absorbed in

gathering up dried sand from all around the perienetnd sprinkling it
onto Grace'’s cake. [4/8/05]

Opportunities for real cooking appeared rare; leobsd two episodes (cake-
baking and preparation of afternoon tea), and nafsiences to pizza making
and Christmas baking in planning documentatioriferdata-generation period.

Rex’s mother described him as passionate aboutretec gadgets:

He is into everything electronic. There are 3 reesah the house — for
Saturn, TV, DVD. When the grandparents are thecevaant to watch the
news, they ask Rex and he sets it up for them.

He loves using the digital camera, the phone talk¢$ photos. He doesn't play
around with her phone—it won't take photos. [2/5]/0

But in the centre he only had regular access tactiedd keyboards, old cellphones
and occasional access to my digital camera. Howewewrersations with parents,
including Rex’s mother, indicated families suppdrtiee centre policy of not
providing children with computer access. Evie’s havtexplained:

I don't want them to see the computer as an agtiWte don't want them to
lose their imagination. [18/10/05]

Fleer (2003a) describes the boundary of the legranvironments in Reggio
Emilia as extending out into the community; here bloundaries of the learning
environment seemed to be closely aligned to the€srphysical boundaries, and
philosophically aligned to traditional tenets oflgahildhood education. The
pressures and parameters within which the teaehaised made it very difficult
for this to be otherwise. As Brennan (2005) conetuoh another New Zealand
centre setting:

Socio-cultural approaches promote cultural, so@at historical

embeddedness yet in applying such approaches lpadldhood practice

and research we separate rather than embed childrehtheir teachers,

at the personal, community, and institutional ley@enger, 1998). My

concern is that we are setting teachers an imptessitsk when asking

them to enculturate children into society usindp@dretical base that

promotes community connectedness and involvenarheyact of group

care itself separates teachers from their own conities. (Brennan, 2005,
p.213)
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The findings in this setting reiterate her concelnseemed that the adult-child
demarcation seen here was a reflection of a muclke milely accepted regime of
truth which acted constantly to deflect teachesafa conception of children as
competent partners and back to a developmentat*gazch positioned children
as other. Further implications of the adult-cli&arcation which arose in
considering teachers’ and children’s roles willdicussed in Chapter 6.

5.3 Issues of power and control

Reviewing the literature on the messages implicthe environment and
resources (Chapter 3, section 3.1) highlightecathédt-child demarcation, and
also showed that teacher control, wielded oftenitiimgly, is a recurrent theme,
particularly within the writing of reconceptualstholars. Walkerdine (1992)
suggests that such domination is concealed wittarrale of the benevolent and
maternal teacher. This notion of concealment ieraied by Cannella and Viruru
(2004) who argue that the power and control achdtd, which enables them to
exert both physical and intellectual dominationrostaldren, is typically
exercised in covert ways. Within the New Zealandtext, Boyce (2001) has
reflected as a teacher on how power is exerciseglation to physical space,
routines, and access and use of resources. Ungpiestiacceptance of
assumptions about the balance of power betweedrehiband adults suggests it is
a further dimension of the regime of truth whiclfiges adults and children as
inherently different. Understanding the ways in efhcentre teachers exercised
control in relation to the physical environment amddren resisted that control,
extended my understanding of how the adult-chilth@eation was enacted in
this setting.

5.3.1 The centre’s architecture: Implications ofysw/control

There were implications in the architecture whichaed critical pedagogy’s
focus on the role of power in educational contexits the ways in which such
power is often concealed behind apparently bendgreaional discourses. More
particularly, attending to the architecture drew attgntion back to Cannella and
Viruru’s (2002) assertions that the freedom of mmogat implied by open layouts
is illusory, that adults control children’s choicasd that children are governed
through the very pretence of freedom.
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While children almost invariably appeared delightedrrive at the centre,
greeted teachers warmly, and were quickly absairitecdbngoing activities, the
lack of child-appeal in the centre’s external apygfo(in contrast to MacDonalds,
for example) underlined the fact that children weoé expected to be part of
decisions about coming to the centre. The highdgnimaccessible ‘child-proof’
gate and the high front-door knob all indicated thas not a place where children
could freely come and go. Observations and childreomments provided some
confirmation for these perceptions. Children stand waited for adult assistance
beside both the gate and front door, indicating tfid not believe they could
open either, and on the very rare occasions wiamldiwas unhappy, leaving
was not an attempted option. When Angus was unhappuyt having to sleep, he
squeezed into his locker, one of the few child-@pgces in the centre.

Conversations suggested children saw mothers astiog decisions about
attendance. While children seemed to find it diffi¢co answer the question of
why they came to the centre, three of the fourdcbit who did respond made
reference to mothers. Mooloo told me “My motherides what school | go to”.
Observations provided some further confirmationx Regyularly negotiated with
his mother about whether he had to stay at theeemd when Mele (aged 2)
was unhappy and wanted to leave, it was her matiewanted.

Within the building, open doorways and low doorggested children could move
freely through communal areas. Teachers regudaited “What would you like
to do?”, “Where do you want to go now?” which urohed this impression.
However, beneath this apparent freedom there warsiderable controls. While
there were restrictions on teachers’ movement @idtay the roster and
regulatory requirements, the relative freedom withich teachers moved through
the centre, together with the fact they controttbddren’s access to some
communal spaces, conveyed messages about childmh®achers’ relative
levels of power.

Children understood teachers defined the shiftengumeters of their freedom,
and usually accepted these, albeit grudginglyna¢si There were times of the
day, such as early morning, mat-time, mealtimed,tha post-lunch quiet time,
when children were usually required to be inside.
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Two or three times boys went and tried to opempaned the sliding
doors. ... Eventually a teacher said “We are goingeed an outside
teacher | think” and she went out and unrolled aedured the end of the
deck tarpaulin [it was raining] before she let themut. [28/7/05]

One afternoon two of the 1-year-olds expressed tesire to be outside:

When [the teacher] went outside, Sunshine and Magauere over at the
door in a trice, and when she came back in, thay Wweth still waiting
there. Macauley shouted his annoyance and wheddbewas finally
opened ... he was out like a shot, only to be piokdaly a teacher saying
“It's ok, you can go out” but putting his trousess—he had been
wandering around in nappies. [29/9/05]

Teachers typically defined rain as preventing ebildfrom going outside, as is
normal practice in New Zealand settings, althougite they were still able to use
the outside covered area. However, the exampleoofvdgian forest
kindergartens where children are outside, winter simmer, regardless of
weather (Sandester, 2006) shows how culturallynédfsuch judgments are.

Teachers also controlled which indoor communal epatildren could access
during the day. Older children were not supposeghter the Babysafe, and were
encouraged to leave if they were found there. Yeurhildren were occasionally
restricted to the Babysafe:

A teacher brought Macauley through and put himhm Babysafe. He was

vocal but accepted it—I assume he had finishedhbising tea by then.

Eventually a teacher opened the gate and said “Nowcan go wherever

you want”. The other children were starting to wanénd the doors were
opened soon after. [18/10/05]

Interestingly, given it was an area of restrictedess, the Babysafe was the most
frequent positive choice in children’s selectiorpbbtographs of liked/disliked
activities/events/areas.

As an adult, | understood why teachers restricteldien’s access to the hard-to-
supervise locker room and bathroom and regularirrded children: “You need
to come back into the play room”. The bathroom ddaé the site for unplanned
water play:

Fleur and Mulan [both just two] are found playing the water in the toilet

and they are supervised in having their hands thghty washed and then

sent out. They move to the lockers and Fleur siysliag here”. The

teacher tells them “We don't play in the lockermdcand Mulan takes

Fleur's hand and they move through. The teaches §&pod listening
girls”. [15/8/05]

It could be the site for peaceful companionshipasib for unobserved conflict:
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James says “I need to go pooh”. Alex says “l| needd pooh too” and
they head off to the bathroom.

A few minutes later, | heard James say to Alex:

“You have to wash your hands, you're dirty”, ane@ithAlex is lying on the
floor full length crying, and James finishes waghiiis hands, leaps over
Alex and leaves. [9/8/05]

As the end of the day approached, children’s adoessmmunal spaces often
diminished:

The doors to the outside are closed at 5 pm, aedjthet room and the
yellow room are both shut off and tidied. [27/9/05]

Another day, at afternoon-tea-time | noted:

Choices are now very restricted—the main roompttaroom, the locker
room, and the deck-sandpit area (because it hatestaaining). [20/7/05]

There appeared to be unresolved tensions for teabkéveen maintaining the
environment, smoothing transition times, and yewjaling children with freedom
of choice in play areas. Teachers were remindsthfitmeetings both of the
importance of an attractive tidy environment arat gmaller play rooms should
be kept open as much as possible. Sometimes thgypeeof completing routines
and maintaining the environment meant doors wené@fice a room was tidy.
This was particularly so towards the end of the dag reality of such pressures is
captured in this list of tasks teachers needed o &longside their work with
children:

Just a reminder about the duties that are requirele done before you

leave each day...

3.00pm: Ensure washing is off the line. Mop batimdtoor, clean loos
etc. Remove any items from top of breakfast bar

5pm: Fill kettle in staff room with water, wipe dowench top and table,
replace cups if necessary.

5.30 pm: Empty dishwasher and refill if necessary leftovers in fridge
to be thrown away, etc.

6pm: Ensure windows and doors are locked (includirggexit door in
sleeproom). Check baby monitor is turned off, Bfese are also to be in
conjunction with the jobs as per roster duties.

Outside: At approximately 4pm start to pack awayehuipment in the
outside environment and lock the garage. Sandpia awept clean or
hosed down and on Fridays hose off completely, etc.

Inside: Collage trolley filled for next day — boxesc and paper restocked.
Blocks, etc picked up from under shelves andaiif fletc

Babies: Put bottom cloths on for washing, pack abegs and put out
beds for washing, etc. [9/10/05]
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Children’s resistance to teachers’ rules forms pa@hapter 7, but it is relevant
to note here that while some children appearedde the limits of accessible
space, others resisted in a range of ways. Oguabrachildren unbolted a door:

At the end of morning tea | notice Sina lean oterytellow room door and
pull the bolt so she can get in to the dress-upsen®ostops her. [9/8/05]

That taller children could open these catchesrdmely did so, suggests they
knew and abided by the rule. Children were alsamded of who held the
decision-making power:
Evie and [another child] are in the quiet room, asutdenly | hear a
teacher call out “Shut the door. Who let Macauley®Shut the door”. A

teacher goes in there, and Evie comes out of tiy$de, the gate to the
Babysafe is shut, and Macauley is back inside §/DH]

Children’s typical acceptance of these rules ecl@smella and Viruru’s (1997)
statement that “Self-regulation is used as morecéffe than overt control, which
may actually be more easily resisted” (p.134). @®hbeg such features was partly
what led me to write in my journal, within a few &kes of starting:

Power is a useful thought—how everyone seemséegdyéing power over
others. [15/8/05]

Other implications for children’s curriculum exparce flowed from teachers’
control of spaces. Closing off areas made it mdfiewlt for children to access
withdrawal spaces such as the wooden tunnel osl@auin the quiet room and it
often reduced children’s access to ‘soft’ environtaeWhen the carpet and
cushions of the quiet room, and the carpet andibgad the yellow room were not
available, the mat in the main room, and the carpivor and bench seat in the
locker room might be the only accessible ‘softaaeA further implication was
that noise levels were sometimes high:

At 5.30 pm | am sitting with Aidy on my knee regdmhim, and find it
difficult to make myself heard over the noise mnain room. [27/9/05]

While the characteristic sound was a cheerful nyedflvoices, Grebennikov
(2006) has warned that centre noise levels camateftl. The noise level could be
seen to have implications for children’s concerdgraand perhaps their ability to
withdraw by filtering out contact, as Greenman (20f@escribes, and it was yet
another indication of the embedded assumptionstamwironments for children
vis & vis adults. On several occasions, late iraftegnoon, Fleur stood beside the
block unit and rolled trains along the top; was thistrategy of withdrawal that
allowed her uninterrupted solitary play? In cositta children, teachers had
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regular opportunities to withdraw through the dalythe adult spaces were oases
of quiet and calm, and the staffroom was a ‘sefireat space with carpets and a
comfortable lounge suite. Moreover, no staff menvies regularly present from 8
am until 5.50 pm, but several children regulartgrded for close to the full day.
Mayall (2002) has noted “social assumptions allonchildren’s working
conditions to be poor (by comparison with thosallggenforced for adults)”
(p.15). While physical conditions for both childrend adults were of high quality
in this setting, those differences in social assionp Mayall refers to were
reflected.

5.3.2 The windows: Implications of power/control

Just as doors were the cue to the distinction lEtwemmunal and adult-only
areas, the windows were the cue to messages abeyiaoticular aspect of
teacher control, the supervision/surveillance afdcen. The large internal
windows between playrooms, and overlooking thegraynd conveyed a
message about teachers’ need/right to watch chil@annella & Viruru, 1997,
Greenman, 2007). Only the sleeproom where all tindews were curtained was
an apparent exception, but it was fitted with dcchnonitor, and children were
checked through the high window in the door if eadher was in the room. In
most other communal areas the provision of inteandl external windows, along
with the open doorways and latched back doors, ntaesy for teachers to see
what was happening through the centre. When | w#ise quiet room looking at a
portfolio with Jeff, a teacher who had been watgHnom the main room came in
and asked Evie to stop taking pages out of hefgart The requirement that all
furniture be fixed (to minimise earthquake hazaes}ricted the use of storage
units to partition areas within the main room, whaontributed to the ease of

supervision.

The internal windows also meant, unusually for NE&aaland, that children might
be in a room without a teacher, although they warely allowed to close the
door, as they are in some Scandinavian centresu@&lottir, 2006; Test, 2006).
When Evie went into the quiet room with other creld and shut the door, a
teacher quickly intervened, opened the door ak@dalvith her. Teachers
sometimes made use of the internal window to olesgoung but mobile children
who had been placed in the Babysafe as a way ¢&icamg/protecting them:
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While we had lunch Macauley and David were in thietoroom, with the
door shut, in the Babysafe. Had presumably hadHwarlier. Seemed
quite happy, but Macauley was banging at the windowe children were
down from the tables. [22/9/05]

The lack of internal windows into the locker roondahe children’s bathroom
made these areas more difficult to supervise, athahe absence of doors and
the low dividers between toilets helped teacherssivally check and aurally
monitor what was happening. The only rooms in #é&re that offered total
privacy were adult-only spaces: the staffroom,sfeeeroom, and the adult toilet.

Supervision was also a key focus for teachers @eitJihe playground was L-
shaped, and the number of teachers outside govaowedhey positioned
themselves. Once there were two, they could sepatdtwith one near the
deck/sandpit and the other in the open area nedoth While the fort was the
most challenging area to supervise, some featudsas the gaps between the

fence palings, and the window and doorway intosibece under the fort helped:

There is an altercation under the fort, and [thadleer] moves quickly
across and climbs through the window to sort it §22/9/05]

Teachers’ documentation reinforced their monitoriolg. In the document
headedSeneral informationinstructions included “SCAN SCAN SCAN”, and
teachers were punctilious in meeting this requirgmieor example, no child was
ever outside without an adult. There was no inthcateachers questioned the
assumed need for supervision. Indeed, some ofildren’s interactions
reinforced the feeling that it was essential. Atas, however, the supervision
requirements appeared to constrain teachers. ésld. understand why, when
he asked for a swing, he was told he would hawesibuntil another teacher
came outside? A fuller explanation was given tosithswhen he asked for
horses from the storeroom; the teacher neededitdav@nother teacher to come
back from her break before she left the room.

These ways in which the structural detail of thédnug allowed teachers to
monitor children were anticipated in the literatorecentre architecture (Walsh,
1996), and also in comment on philosophical tradgithat permission
surveillance of children (Cannella & Viruru, 192004; Greenman, 2007). The
implications of this high level of teachers’ momitg for children’s curriculum
experience will be revisited in the following cheptBut before that, the ways in
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which these same aspects of architecture and |ayowitaneously promoted a
sense of community will be addressed in section 5.4

While this discussion has focused on children’seeigmce, it is important to
acknowledge the wider contexts. A further implioatof the unimpeded

sightlines, of which some children were aware, thas teachers could see when a
colleague needed support. Comments by the manageésaemin staff meetings
also showed that observation was an inherent péneo role. And teachers
collectively were open to scrutiny by a range dfers: parents, Management
Committee, visiting lecturers, health and safeficefs, and officials from the
Education Review Office and Ministry of Educatidiney were also constrained
by regulatory requirements defining minimum ratosl supervision

requirements.

5.3.3 Teachers’ control of resources

Teachers’ control of the potential range and usesdurces was found to set
parameters around children’s curriculum experierimavever, children often
reciprocated with their own exercise of power, athbovert and covert ways, to
redefine these parameters. Chapter 7 contains @ general discussion of
children’s resistance.

Unlike research in some settings overseas, whelgrem must distinguish
between resources for work and play (Apple & Kib§77; Howard, 2002; King,
1978), here the majority of children’s time wasrgga exuberant free-flowing
play. The few regularly required activities weretlie context of the routines of
eating, sleeping, toileting, mat-times and tidyiAghough Alex probably felt it
was work when a teacher insisted he complete a@before he left the quiet
room, for the most part children appeared fredrecttheir use of resources, and
so apparently exerted considerable conftgle and Walter took plastic pipes to
the sandpit and filled them with sand, Sina apphedown facepaint, Evie, Aidy,
Dora, Angus and Walter carried containers of watefer the fort, Aidy made
‘mud’ by tipping water from the trough into the mh] James discovered he could
fit inside the new ‘kitchen’ cupboardg#iowever, it was also clear that beneath
children’s freedom to choose and use resources tAgisome perhaps less
acknowledged messages about the level of teach&otoObservations showed
teachers largely controlled what came into the playironment, which in turn

152



influenced/restricted children’s curriculum expeaige. Recognising this
reinforced awareness of the ways in which power emakedded within the
apparently benign discourse of choice and thatitveeof choice was strongly
bounded by teacher-defined parameters.

It was largely a teacher decision about what aetwiwere set up. For the start of
the day this involved providing access to famiiratoor areas, with books, blocks
and Duplo, drawing, collage and playdough typicalhailable in the main room.
At other times of the day, and outside (as desdribesection 5.1.1), there was
often more variation Sometimes children asked for an activity, or tioginions
were sought; during quiet time a teacher camedaltor and asked what
activities they wanted:

Maxine wants painting.

Mooloo wants drawing—she asks for colouring-in [sak a second
thought and [the teacher] says she is sorry sha'hgst any. Rex says “I
want to come out” but [the teacher says she] ismealy yet. [10/8/05]

The closing off of spaces resulted in privilegingfginalising some play
experiences. Resources that were kept in the roaim were most frequently
accessible. In contrast, the dress-up clothess dolll dolls’ clothes were only
accessible when the yellow room was open or iidcbit asked for them.
Similarly, the soft toys, cushions, the wider ramfj@uzzles and books, and the
Babysafe area and equipment were only accessilde tre quiet room was
open, although teachers typically brought a selaatif books and puzzles
through, and cushions were often set up on the.d&atdoors, the siting of the
sandpit in the covered area meant sandplay wasgmed over experiences using
equipment in the wider playground, such as swihg®s, challenge course and
fort, where access depended on the weather.

Teachers also defined how and where equipment ¢muldsed. Dolls and
pushchairs could move freely indoors and out, liké-bding and balls were
defined as outside activities. While puzzles, baakd collage were usually
restricted to inside, teachers could, and oftensBtup an activity using them on
the deck. Younger children, and children new todéntre, needed to learn the
ways in which it was defined resources could be&lu@eules will be discussed in
Chapter 7.) Younger children were reminded thatbplo stayed inside. When
Fleur made a clay creation at the dough tableskbeved it to a teacher:
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... and then heads towards the outside door witfT@ke it back to the
table Fleur” says the teacher—and Fleur does. [1G53

On other occasions the clay table was set up autéidtimes the large plastic
construction blocks were a source of contentione @ay, after James and Aidy
had carried several up onto the high platform efftrt, James was encouraged to
go to morning tea, and while he was inside theheacarried them down. When
James returned:

He says very loudly “OOH, you shouldn't do tha®hd then “We made

that”. Levi echoes “Yeah we made that”. James juimps flat piece of
waffle block and roars loudly. [8/8/05]

The following day James, Levi and Angus:

... are all carrying crates, working together and and each other. The lid
comes off one that James is carrying up the st€sman” he says, and
the others repeat “Oh man” several times. When #ieyall up there, they
climb on to the boxes and shout. [9/8/05]

They also carried up a ladder, ignoring the ruliNg ladders”; a second teacher
stepped in and the blocks and ladder were broughihdHere the dilemma for
teachers was balancing the boys’ enjoyment witlteors for their safety; with
the situation complicated by the boys’ determimatio assert themselves.

Along with safety issues, inevitably there wereestbonsiderations that created
potential tensions for teachers. Definitions sugtitze dough stays on the dough
table’ and ‘up the stairs and down the slide’ clavags be justified, using
rationales such as practicality, safety, finana# @imlosophy. Nevertheless such
rules, typically decided and enforced by teachewsonly underline the teacher-
child power imbalance, but also create areas dfcomticulum. Keeping dough
on the dough table means it is not explored astacbadhesive in collage or
carpentry, as a textural addition to a paintingnarombination with sand or bark
chips. On the other hand, it is a rule that is @ssionally justifiable in terms of
maintenance of the environment, economy, and ceasen. Defining the stairs
as the route upwards means children cannot experitie physical challenge of
slide-climbing or compare the friction of bare faed shoes on the surface. The
underlying tension for teachers is that their suppbchildren’s open-ended
exploration/discovery often conflicts with othepasts of their role, and that

pressures and constraints inexorably lead to comiges.
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While it became clear that teachers exercised deredble control over the
resources for children and how they could be uagdin it is important to
acknowledge teachers themselves were subject siraarts. Decisions made at
centre level could also restrict what was availaBle obvious example was the
previously made decision not to have a computechiddren’s use which might
be seen as restricting the potential scope ofaumm. There were also financial
restrictions which limited what could be boughe fandraising chart in the foyer
showing funds needed for a new water trough wasxaficit reminder of this.

5.3.4 Children’s resistance to teachers’ controbgliipment

Children’s actions and comments largely showed tivelerstood teachers’
definitions of how and when resources could be lsgdhere were nevertheless
continuing minor infringements. When Angus rodelhise through the line of
cones used to define the deck-area as bike-fre¢hemnchild called out to tell the
teacher. Children only occasionally touched equiptdefined as teachers’. On
one of the first days observing, | noticed Aidy:

...standing on the second shelf of the block urdkitag at the tape/CD

player—watching or listening intently. | stood adside him and he

gestured to the two levers that were down, anccatdd that he

could/would push them up. However he also maderarent that included

the word “teacher” and | understood that he felt\ras not allowed to—
but that he wanted to. [27/7/05]

Later observations indicated it was a rule:

Sinasays “They touched the stereo thing, that's why'tbéeing
naughty”. [5/8/05]

Children made use of my inexperience; Rex asketbmetrieve something from
his family wall-pocket:

| pull it out, a purple box labeled “Spyco” ... andgdy “You had better
ask a teacher—they know the rules”. [6/10/05]

The teacher who was changing a child in the bathrdecided it would not come
out.

Rules about not playing with resources during nmaetwere both less adhered to,
and less enforced. Children often played with gexfeDuplo, even when the
shelves had been temporarily covered with a fahrmw-over.

| let Emjay draw in my book, and then felt guilgchuse other children

were also doing things, and this was defined asmaigtion—Robert A.
and Cassidy were both playing with blocks on theh&s. [30/8/05]
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The music unit was sometimes turned to face théseahe instruments were
inaccessible. The water-cooler in the main room a@sarently a source of
continuing tension; for almost the full period @ftd generation it was covered by
a towel which was hooked to the wall on either sitEachers and older children
were able to unhook it when they wanted to filug.c

Children responded to and resisted teacher-deboaddaries of curriculum
relating to physical resources in three other wiyesy asked for resources,
reinterpreted the meaning and use of resourceshraught in their own. Children
were able to ask for equipment that was not aviailakidy had music

preferences:
I heard Aidy complaining when Hi 5 was put on fog bther children, and
after a track, he was there, still on the shelthve silver CD in his hand,

saying “It's finished”. The teacher said that theypuld have a few tracks
before they changed it. [27/7/05]

The indoor storeroom was in adult territory and visited by children so they
were unaware of the full range of contents; onthefteachers considered making
a folder of photographs of equipment to overconedfificulty. Nevertheless, as
children became familiar with the resources thé&geddor particular items;
Cassidy knew the plastic horses were kept thertdd@us, children were not
supposed to help themselves to resources fromhtieblsut were able to look in
and see what was available when it was open, anédtsoes went in with an
adult:

Angus asked for the green bike (“the big bike”) ayad it, and Evie asked for the
cart which the teacher thought about—and explaimedthinking—in view of all
the other vehicles out. In the end it did comeamat was very popular. [11/8/05]

Although children could and did ask for equipméxatth indoors and out, and
teachers usually acceded unless it cut acros®thimes of mealtimes or tidying

for the end of the day, it was nevertheless cleahtldren that the teachers held
the power to make these decisions. As Cassidy anted to me one afternoon
“They got no horses out”. However, the teacherspomses to Aidy’s request for
particular music, and to Evie’s desire to havedist, are examples of the
complexity of decision-making which constantly camits teachers as they assess
the individual’'s request within the context of thawareness of the wider group.
For Aidy and Evie these were examples from a sstwe®f tiny episodes

through which they learned about the constraints/mfg within a community.
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Children redefined how resources were used. Ofteset momentary redefinitions
were not commented on by teachers. Aidy crawlealjging a length of green
closed-cell foam in his mouth calling it “pizza”tt@@r children, after watching
him, looked for similar pieces [17/8/05]. Jamesugtat a coat hanger outside:

... which he holds with the wide end to his body,thedook sticking out.
He pulls the wide part—and then releases it (likew). [9/8/05]

Soon Rex was also carrying one.

At times children’s redefinition of resources raunter to teachers’ definitions.
For example, while there was a rule against magungs, children occasionally
created objects with Duplo that seemed in the \Way tised them, to be serving
the function of weapons. The sandpit shovels wegelarly used by the older
boys in free-flowing dramatic play across the playmd.

Levi and James are using plastic shovels as gunsnglibang” in and
around the fort. [8/8/05]

Teachers observed but did not challenge this Wgleen an art activity with discs
of paint, brushes and a jar of water was set ugg:Ev

... was busy using the discs themselves on the papkimnvolved in her
own version of messy play. A teacher stopped terteally and explained
that the activity today was painting with brushiest said ... that maybe we
could have finger paint later in the afternoon. [3@5]

Often the way in which children redefined resounveas affirmed by teachers:

Down the far end of the playground a new game ta$es! using the
plastic cart, which has been filled with medium &rge rubber balls.
Each ball is taken out, sat in the open space éftindle, and then James
kicks it strongly and it flies up into the sky. &mmoars with each kick.
Levi is sitting on ... the challenge course watchimgbegins to join in
with the roar of acclaim.... When the teacher returasvoice joins in too.
[22/8/05]

Later, the teacher brought a wooden catapult otlieohed so more than one
child could participate.

There was uneasy tension around who might bringmlaywmaterials into the
centre. Notices on the whiteboard reminded parents:
PLEASE: as stated on previous occasions, childremat to bring toys

from home to centre. It causes children to becopsetunnecessarily if
they have to be removed or get broken. [9/8/05]



Children did bring items from home, and were offiestreet about them, as
Corsaro (2003) reports. | noticed Luke had a ldtlenge truck that kept
appearing in his hand and then returning to hikpod.ater | saw a teacher
telling him to put it in his pocket. She commenpsathaps she should have taken
it and put it in his family’s wall-pocket, but sket that went against the goal of
building links with home. She continued:

“If children can bring things, and have to work dbat they need to share

them, or to keep them safely hidden away, thenghiseful learning.”
[17/8/05]

A more familiar reaction was when a teacher toaspssion of a dinosaur when she
found it came from home. It was older boys who nfresjuently were seen showing
secreted items. These included coins, a whisfiigstic dragon, a fighting figure, a
fire engine, a car and caps for a cap gun. Theseaascination with items children
showed in secrecy to others, which often seemedrdimg and empowering to the
owner, and so a way of gaining status with pesr§asaro (2003) reports.

A further tension was that some children’s resasigere accepted as legitimate.
Fleur had a small piece of cloth she sometimesetharound with her even when
she played, Jeff carried his own doll. Childrerodtsund ways to bring in
possessions overtly. Rex wore his new watch. Mawioe a silver tiara, and
when | asked about the rule of not bringing thifrgen home she said:

“Yes you are as long as you are careful and lod&rahem”—so much for

this week's notice to parents in the front hallt Buaybe it counted as a
headband rather than as a crown. [10/8/05]

Older boys also often wore clothing with emblem8atman or Spiderman.
There was also provision for children to bring iteta show at mat-time on
Wednesdays, and for a period there was a box éon th the foyer:
Rex and his mother arrive. He has a pair of plakaadcuffs. He runs out
and shows me, and then a group of children, and [the teacher]. His

mother later tells me that he has brought themmfaws. And that they are
“in the news box”. [18/10/05]

The most exciting object that came from home weephca of a crocodile’s head.

James’s excitement in sharing at mat-time was fitfes:

The teacher, [with James standing beside her]stalkout it, how James’s
mother brought it home from Australia, and how “wHdirst saw it |
thought it was a real crocodile”, touching it. Unesciously James lifts one
leg up and down like a horse pawing the ground/enme holds it.

[7/10/05]
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The teacher focused mat-time around it, sang adilgcsong and allowed every
child the chance to touch it if they dared. Sugublic event seems likely to have
brought James even more recognition than privatedying a secreted item.

The prohibition on children bringing items from hemould be considered to be
in tension with teachers’ professed commitmenuapsrting children’s interests.
Implied within the ruling was a prioritising of adlidentification of children’s
interests, over children’s own judgement. Rex’sfi@st in computers and his wish
that he could use one in the centre provided oeer @xample of adults’ decisions
taking priority. However, while Rex may not haveseeded in expanding the
boundaries of curriculum to include his particypassion, this discussion has
begun to show the active role children took in gat@ting the teacher-assumed
scope of curriculum.

It must be acknowledged children also sometimescesezl control over their
peers’ use of resources. Alongside the many exangblehildren being inclusive
and accommodating, there were occasions when @ aiined how equipment
could be used or who it could be used by:

James runs up to Maxine who is on a bike, and kieksvheel of her bike.

Maxine climbs off and James climbs on. [22/8/05]

Sina said Fleur was too little to wear the elepltastume, and Aidy was told
Thomas the Tank engine was “a baby's toy”. Child@metimes also limited
others’ access to spaces. Cassidy and Evie rdj&dbert. T.’s attempts to join
them in the little tent. Aidy, standing on thepstef the fort, said to Jeff:

“Get away from that or I'll get mad” and stands nagingly across the

steps blocking Jeff's way, and with a fierce exgison his face. “Get
away” [15/8/05]

He is persuaded to let Jeff up but announces: “Neerbig kids, I'll lock the
door”.

5.4 The importance of relationships and community

Observations showed that while windows were a nr@shaof surveillance, they
also served another quite different purpose; tiyaeced the sense of
community, of children and childreand children and adults, co-existing
together. The only windows that standing/walkihgdren were unable to look
out of were the high windows in the locker room @athroom, and in the laundry
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and sleeproom doors. From every other communakspgaddren were able to
watch others, in other areas of the centre, fromnakthe security of the glass.
Even in the sleeproom Aidy, waking up, sat on h&trass and raised the curtain
to watch children outside in the playground betoeechose to emerge. Being
able to observe others, without necessarily engagith them, seemed
particularly important for younger/newer childréfounger boys watched older
boys in the quiet room, observing without needmge involved. Aidy (aged 3),
still experimenting with how to use the camera,sehto photograph children
outside through the window. When a teacher wardete3 to help her pat
children’s backs in the sleeproom, she lifted teeaurtain and beckoned to him.
Younger children could retreat to the Babysafesyiitwatch what others were
doing from behind the fence. | noted it was:

A space that is theirs but not separated from thers. Still able to see.

That theme of ‘being able to see’ as well as ‘beiblg to be seen’ is very
strong everywhere. [21/7/09]

Older children could observe younger ones in thieyBafe. At a quiet time |
noted:

Walter seems bored by the stories, but he findbdbhées interesting
entertainment. [1/9/05]

These same features which allowed children’s d@s/to be constantly
monitored also enhanced the sense of communitystgond function was not
one | met in the literature.

There were other features of the environment, @adily the displays of
communal artworks, the posters recording centrateva&ich as the walk to the
construction site, and the family photographs @nfétibric wall-pockets which
also enhanced the feeling of community. Childrenevaavare of these; when
Robert A. found his photograph was no longer digdiain the quiet room:

He says “It's my last day but | need to be therEhe teacher explains that
they took the photo down so that it could go insoportfolio. [16/12/05]

The way teachers set up the environment enhaneeeeling of community.
Equipment, such as the round tables, two-persogassl, large water trough,
large tyre swing, and wagon encouraged childreollalgoration. Multiple chairs
were supplied at each table, multiple bikes ane-ads allowed children to ride
as a pack:
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| really got a sense of the joy of riding fast—tlped after each other,
turning fast, sometimes following close, sometitaking individual
routes, but weaving an individual dance in and amthe cones and over
the ramp.... | could sense the exhilaration of spegskillful riding, of
pleasure in their collective swooping and turnifibl/8/05]

Large supplies of sandpit and waterplay equipmemnpted group play. Unlike
Montessori settings where tasks convey the messagditary work, here almost
every feature of the resourcing encouraged chiltbeangage with others. The
open layout, with furniture restrained to the wadlspported awareness of and
conversations with others in the same room. Wharedavas at the table with
foam blocks he called “Let's make a city” to anottigld, across the room,
repeating it four times. When one teacher removegee of chalk from
Macauley’s mouth another who was watching recalled:

... an incident at a centre party in the dark whdre was given a sweet,
which she put in her mouth—thought how strange,thed realized it was
a piece of chalk.

| noted the “sense of community” with:

... interactions ebbing and flowing backwards anevérds across the
room. [27/9/05]

These aspects of the architecture, the layoutttaéurnishing which allowed for
surveillance, were also the aspects that promossshee of community across the
group. Yet they were also features that made iertikely that a child be
disrupted in a self-appointed task. When Evie matithe plastic blocks were not
properly connected she went across to fix thenOharlie was adamant she did

not want help.

Observations suggested the importance of increasidyen’s awareness of each
other. | found children who attended on the sanyedithnot necessarily know
each other’s names:

Jeff and | are talking in the playground. He lo@ksoss at the truck that
Evie is sitting on, and tells me “That girl's hagint”. | ask him “Do you
know that girl's name?” and he says “No”. | tellriit is Evie. [15/8/05]

Having observed Fleur through a day of delightesiganionable play, | heard a
teacher tell James’s mother his had been “an a. dhis led me to reflect on
how rarely he had appeared in my observationsefrFEarly in the morning, he
and Aidy had come briefly to the table where she da@ing a puzzle, but she had
apparently remained focused on her own task. Oreeutside doors were
opened she, like James, had moved outdoors. Therarsl Mulan had played as
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a largely self-absorbed pair moving together arawedplayground. Later, after
having her nappy changed, when Fleur carried hkéadmss to the swings, | had
noted:

There are a group of boys in an enclosure made franplastic crates,
and with a sheet draped over it. They are shoutndly but invisible.

The boys are bursting out of the crate house witbimshouting and | hear
“We're going to get the girls”. Several of them—lirding James—Ileap
onto the crates until they are broken apart andshkiattered on the ground.

Fleur appears unconcerned by/unaware of the namkpts the doll in
the swing. “Wing” she says as she pushes her. Mulans out and joins
Fleur. [15/8/05]

At lunch Fleur had sat at a table and James hat sahool lunch on the mat.
After lunch she had slept, James had not. Her dole contact with him had
been at afternoon tea, when she had sat at aliatieen him and Jeff and he had
handed around the food. However, her attentiondraely been on Jeff’'s

mother. Through the rest of the afternoon theihpiad not crossed again, and
James had left before she was picked up at 5.50Adthough | had been aware
of James at times, these observations suggestegéripheral he had been to
Fleur’'s activities, and underlined how very diffierehildren’s experience of a
single day might be.

Children’s responses in the context of the resestrettegies reiterated the
significance of people. Despite my opening prorogthiotograph
favourite/special places in children’s photo to{Research strategy 2), many
children chose to photograph people. In total 2dt@iraphs were close-ups of a
person/people, 55 were pictures of people in areaantext, and only 35
photographs were of places or resources with nplpew only distant/peripheral
people. Individual children’s photo tours often sied a similar focus on people.
In Rex’s first photo tour his first six photos inded two of Dora, two of a
teacher, and one of Cassidy. Charlie (who waslénsecause she did not have a
sunhat) took photographs of my feet while she wab et how to use the camera,
and then:

... photographs of Evie, of Dora, and Mulan.... She &isk a photo of Cassidy
who was heading out the door, [and] of me.[1/11/05]

Her final photographs were of books, a puzzle plgground through the
window, and then she walked outside and took aggmaph looking under the
fort.
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One possible explanation for the focus on peopbhiisiren’s familiarity with the
concept of photographing people, although therfacother resources largely
used photographs without people might have wor&embtinteract this. A more
likely explanation is that the open-ended procdlssvad children to photograph
what they saw as significant, and their resultsxgbthis included people.
Einarsdottir (2005) reports Icelandic children tinsted to photograph important
things in the playschool, also included otherstipalarly children. Here both
teachers and children were included. The signifieasf other people, and of your
relationship with them, echoes others’ recognitbthe centrality of people.
Paley (1986) identified friendship and Corsaro (@)%$bcial participation as
central concerns for young children. Within moreerg New Zealand research
Brennan’s (2005) ‘children’s longing to belong’ aAltock’s (2007) ‘peer
togetherness’ reflect a similar orientation. Thgngicance of people and of being
part of a community in this setting will be expaddm in the next chapter.

Because each photo tour was an open-ended probess my research agenda
and the child’s own agenda were both ‘on the talsleme tours took on their own
character with the unfolding process providing maggghts than a tally of places
or people. For instance, Grace’s photo tour wasxgnession of being Maxine’s
friend. She chose, and checked that she was clipdsaasame sites to take her
photographs. In a reciprocal way, when | returneakide’s photographs to her
and asked: “l wonder what is special about thisglthis one” she responded
using “we”:

“We hide from [teacher’'s name] monster there.” “Wan make food with

the mulch.” [4/8/05]
This finer level of analysis has not been repoltgathers using photo tours.

In selecting photographs for the like/dislike aityifResearch strategy 3) | had
largely avoided showing people. Yet frequently dfeéh’s comments drew my
attention to people. Some, like Cassidy asked fe/eane?” when they first
looked at the photographs. Evie used it as an oppity to talk about her family:

Evie: “There's my sister”.

Researcher: “Is that your sister! Did she just pap to be here when |
took that photo?”

Evie: “No, that's me” (laughs). “When my sisteasva little girl
she used to....” [30/8/05]
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As | transcribed Evie’s responses to the photograpihoted “the significance of
people—this is what she is commenting on”. Roloer{006) describes a
similar realisation when she was showing childreatpgraphs of their
experiences with musical instruments:

In a flash, rather like a small movie, | recaldbthose other times | have

sat with children with photos and patiently sabtigh the 'this is me; that's

you; where are you?' comments, just letting thess plarough this stage

and waiting for the real thinking to emerge. Ag-iewed this 'movie’, |

realised that what | had thought was a preface,imvigct central to the
entire movie. (p.154)

Children demonstrated the same focus in this reegaven when my prompts
and the photographs | supplied directed their attrraway from people. This

focus on the importance of relationships and ofi¢pgiart of a community will

form part of the second emergent theme.

5.5 Conclusion

The opening section of this chapter contained arge®n of the current scope of
curriculum in the centre. The primary focus of thkowing three sections has
been to describe ways in which an adult-child deatésn was reflected in the
architecture and resourcing of the centre, an@ sattoduce the first argument of
the thesis, which is that this demarcation washa@dmental source of boundaries
to children’s curriculum experience. This discuasias identified some of the
tensions that led teachers to define and conteoptirameters of the environment,
and how children both acceded to, and resistedh&ss’ controls. The
demarcation between adults and children underparsyrof the assumptions
touched on through this discussion: the distincietween adult and communal
places and between adults’ and children’s resouthesscarcity of ‘real’ tools,
the assumptions around children’s tasks, and thawe levels of power
exercised. On occasions when teachers and chidvered together—to plan for
the ‘barbecue’, to make an underwater mural—or wtkanhers used children’s
resources for their own purposes, the adult-chelcharcation was blurred. Those
moments were like jolts in the data for the serfssdalt-child community that
each engendered. Brostrom (2006) repeats waraggsast over-adherence to an
approach which allows children to follow their ov@ads and inspirations and
advises: “To avoid such an isolation from the dduwlorld, the teacher must
consciously reflect on the relationship betweehild's perspective and an adult
perspective, and consequently create a curricuhaintegrates them both”
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(p.239). Those moments when teachers and childiéaborated suggested the

possibilities of such an approach
The notions of control and community have emergeaugh this chapter, and

will be addressed in more detail in the followirtgapter which takes the lens of
roles and considers the roles of both teacherghihdien in the centre.
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CHAPTER 6

HOW TEACHERS’ AND CHILDREN'S ROLES INFLUENCED THE
BOUNDARIES OF CURRICULUM

Power creeps in on little cats' fe¢Kincheloe, 2004, p.7)

The notion of roles, the sensitising concept boediom activity theory, was the
perspective that framed the analysis for this aragdthe division of labour in a
centre community may seem an unusual starting pairat discussion of
curriculum, but taking this vantage point providadher insight into how
children experienced and enacted the boundariesratulum.

The influence of the adult-child demarcation orricutum boundaries,
introduced in Chapter 5, is a continuing themeh#nfirst section of this chapter
the teachers’ roles, as children experienced tlaeendlescribed and it is shown
there was potential for these both to embed andtbéi demarcation. In section
two the second emergent theme of the thesis isdated, and the focus shifts to
the importance of becoming an accepted part ofdinemunity and to the
contingent notion of exercising/experiencing colfpawer. It will be argued that
establishing relationships with others was thereg¢gbncern for children, but that
this was frequently associated with expressioreatrol/power over others, and
that these two linked concerns formed part of ewdild’'s curriculum experience.
The third section describes roles children tookiaads, as girls/boys, and as
peer learners/teachers. Examples show the bre&diays in which children
enlarged the scope of curriculum, but also dematestrow the dual concerns of
relationships and control/power were evident in yna@er interactions. Finally, it
is argued that teacher-child demarcation in robeb Umanticipated effects on older
children’s conception of themselves as learners.

In delineating the teacher roles, the data cammeapify from the first of the two
elements of children’s perspectives described atige 1.1; the categories were
derived from analysis of interactions between c¢kihdand teachers over the five
months, and were ‘taking the perspectives of caildbased on the researcher’s
interpretation of how it might be for a child ingrsetting. Children were not
asked to comment on teachers.



The additional research strategies referred thigmahapter, beyond those
described in Chapter 5, are the picture questioariResearch strategy 4),
children sharing their learning portfolios (Resdastrategy 5) and the New Kid
book (Research strategy 6). (See Chapter 4, set#o8 for descriptions of
these.)

6.1 Teachers’ roles from the children’s perspective

Children were aware of rostered roles teachers tobk was outside, who was
on nappy-changing. However, analysis of obsermatidata of children’s
interactions with teachers suggested differentgmates (see Figure 6). There
were five clusters of ways in which children expaded teachers:

e the warm and responsive companion

» the day-to-day carer who looks after me physically

» the initiator and controller of resources, actestand events

» the monitor of the social and emotional dimensibthe community

» the documenter of children’s learning.

These categories are useful as signposts indicpéitigrns of behaviours but in
reality, teachers shifted seamlessly between tfdse.section outlines these
roles, and suggests implications they had for ol roles, and for the scope of
curriculum. It also provides examples that willused in introducing the second
emergent theme. Others have categorised pedagsygiatdgies teachers use (e.qg.,
MacNaughton & Williams, 2004) and textbooks forlga&hildhood teacher
education students offer overviews of teacher&sa@/hat this analysis of
teachers’ roles contributes is a considerationoe¥ bhildren experienced them.
While the analysis would have been strengthenekiifiren had been asked for
their thoughts, only Einarsdottir (2007) refersutalertaking a similar line of
analysis, but without reporting findings.
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Figure 6: Teachers’ roles, as children experientaem

6.1.1 Warm and responsive companion

Teachers’ habitual modus operandi, in all roless Waspeak positively and

enthusiastically, and this was most marked in tree as warm and responsive

companions. Whenever children chose to approachéees, they did so appearing

sure they would be responded to warmly:

Fleur says: “I've got a sore knee”.

Teacher: “Yeah, where's your sore? Can | see youezDid you want me
to help you?” [as Fleur pulls up her trousers]. [28/05]

Children used teachers’ first names, hugged thatgrstheir knees, indicating

they understood they were enjoyed and valued. Trhated teachers to join them,

and teachers in turn approached children at timdsraways they judged

appropriate. Sometimes it was to engage a child:

James was wandering at a loose end and the teaehiézd him to sit
down in front of her for a massage. Others joimedand she soon had
everyone but Cassidy in a line stretching in frandl behind her.

[20/10/05]



Often it was to deepen children’s interest in tipddry. When children were
blowing bubbles in the water, the teacher said:

“I like the way they all join together. If you lo@it them, can you see the
colours that are moving on top?” [22/8/05]

Children responded when teachers asked questiarentibuted new

information and seemed to accept these as a seapddf teachers’ responsive
companionship. When there was a need for teach@etrce children, and this
role shifted towards the role of monitor, teach¢ypical first response was to
intervene with humour and playfulness, as Bren280%) also noted.

Children usually delighted in teachers’ forays itfteir activities. A few seconds
of engagement could spark off new directions inglag. When Robert T. and
others were riding bikes, the teacher:

...steps in front of the bikes in turn, with her legsead wide, and then

pulls back onto the grass at the last moment. ...Rtdeghs a lot.
[28/9/05]

Later he stands with his legs spread, stepping tvaok the bikes just as she had
done. There were occasional moments in the busyoemeent when the shared
interactions of a child and teacher radiated thneitual delight. These were
moments of loving intimacy:

Macauley [just one year] and [a teacher] play wéhractor in the centre

of the room. He holds it, she names it, she rutig@ugh his hair, he holds

his hand out for it, then runs it through his owairhHe sits snuggled in

against her looking very comfortable. Later thegyph game of alternately

crawling towards and away from each other. He lofilled with delight.
[19/8/05]

Several children photographed teachers as paneofrecord of favourite ‘places’
in the centre, which reiterated their significanBeennan (2005) also found that
“teachers devoted a significant amount of time amergy to establishing and
taking care of their relationships with childrep’110).

This role offered the greatest potential for blogrithe adult-child demarcation. It
allowed teachers to work alongside children, asnsteacher and children created
a sand mountain together. It also implied a recarroole for children as teachers’
companions; Fleur found a teacher’s shoes ancedaitiem inside for her.
However, teachers’ unwavering acceptance was paligrdalso a source of power
for some children, and their positive attitudesolked Scutt’s (1992) question of
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how beneficial it is for children to grow up witlegpetually unselfish, cheerful

female role models?

6.1.2 Day-to-day carer who looks after my physimeds and wants

Analysis of data led to the (unfashionable) sepamaif the care and education
aspects of the teachers’ role, because it seenileldechrarely associated routines
with learning. The youth and dependency of somkl@mn, and the assumptions
around older children’s competencies and rolesntnearing took up a large
proportion of teachers’ time. Children’s role withrioutines is described in more

detail in Chapter 7.

This teacher role carried potentially ambiguoussages for children about their
own role in the community (Singer, 1996). The fihett the teachers and the cook
did most of the tasks associated with routines sistesl carried a double-edged
message. As was foreshadowed in Chapter 5, it dmuteéad as disempowering
for children because it implied ‘real’ tasks wedzilis’ work, and so discounted
their role as contributing members. However, itldalso imply that teachers
were here to do the work for children, thus prigitey children. Occasionally an
undercurrent of power in children’s reactions swsigg this latter interpretation:
The food comes around, and James takes chargendfrigait around.

James shouts out “Where's the scrap bowl!” and &iiea comes over with
one. [22/8/05]

6.1.3 Initiator/organiser/controller of resourceagtivities and events

The multi-faceted role of teachers controlling émyironment was described in
Chapter 5. Here, that role is extended to inclheé trole as initiators/
organisers/controllers of activities and eventssknincluded both familiar events
like mat-time, and more atypical ones such as waliside the centre. This role
is described in detail in Chapter 7.

6.1.4 Monitor of the social and emotional climate

The role of overseeing the social and emotionaldiftthe community had high
priority for teachers. It was reflected in teach&equent references to children’s
social skills in planning documentation, but a &rpart of the role focused on
managing children’s behaviour, particularly childleeconflicts. Observations
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indicated this was a role in which teachers fasleonfident. The word ‘monitor’

was chosen to convey the sense of overseeing bueressarily controlling.

Teachers were understood to be the source of cgmofoldren turned to teachers
to protect them from physical and emotional threais when they were sad or
hurt. However, there was also recognition thatheescould not provide total
protection. Sometimes a teacher was not presemagunable to stop the
aggression immediately. It seemed children migktl@me to accept that a level
of aggression among children was the norm.

Teachers consistently provided models of peacatataction, coached children
in how to respond to confrontation, and supportesit in potentially challenging
interactions. The many observations of childremgisuch strategies showed the
effectiveness of this modelling. However, teachefirts were particularly
challenged by children’s aggression. It is temptmgloss over this but a
continuing level of conflict among children, paciarly among older boys, was a
reality at this time—it was reflected in teachafiscussions, in what children and
parents told me, and in observations. At timeshees seemed powerless to
prevent such episodes, and were left to comforvitten, and remonstrate with
the aggressor after the event. Handling childreaisflicts was a central issue at
this time for teachers.

6.1.5 Documenter of children’s learning

Teacher as documenter of children’s activities thadeast obvious of the roles,
and was one where the demarcation between adot<tlzldren’s roles was most
marked. Children knew teachers watched them, wrotes and photographed
them, but this appeared as only a minor activitshair busy week. Yet, although
teacher as documenter was the least visible diieeoles described, in turn it
was the most visible aspect of a broader roleaxtier as educator (see Figure 7).
From my work as a lecturer, | knew this aspectehd a teacher was pre-eminent
within teacher education, yet here much of this eppeared to be hidden from
children. Discussions of children’s interests aaithing happened in the
staffroom, often as part of the monthly planningetireg, which was also where
centre programme decisions were made. Individaahters set goals for
children’s learning, and these were shared amdhgsteam. However, none of
this information was routinely shared with childreiaven updating portfolios and
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making posters of centre events were never obsdmied done with children,
although children were sometimes asked if they acan item added to their
portfolio. Just as children did not know about larag happening in the laundry
because it was at a time and in a place wherewiieeg not present, so much of
the role associated with documenting their learmiag invisible to them.

[ Teachers)

as
educators

Discussing an /Setting goaD /Planning the [Preparing\ C The )

debating for children’s centre documentatio documenter
children’s future learning programme of children’s
interests and learning in Documenting
their portfolios and children’s
learning posters learning in
photographs
and learning
stories
AN J NS V2R 2N J

Figure 7: The visibility of the teacher’s role adueator
(Shading indicates the visibility of the role taldken; heavily shaded aspects of the role
were less visiblg

The most obvious consequence of this disjunctidwdsen children’s perceptions

and teacher purpose was that children were unliikekpow what had been

identified as their interest/s and what it wasnied they would learn. This

diminished opportunities for children to be pargertheir own learning.

However, there also seemed to be implications lderachildren’s perceptions of

themselves as learners. This topic is revisitetiérfinal section of this chapter.

How did these teacher roles influence the boundarfiehildren’s curriculum?

Most obviously, they implied contingent roles fanildren, and only for the warm

and responsive companion role was there broadayyedtween the teacher and
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child roles (see Figure 8). The other four rolésnaplied teachers held control

and the reciprocal child role was a less powend as the one-cared-for, the one-

who-participates, the one-monitored, and the one-isidocumented. Identifying

teachers’ roles and implied children’s roles unded how the adult-child

demarcation permeated assumptions about the divigitabour. In reality, the

adult-child demarcation was blurred at times irttadise roles, although the

balance of power still clearly rested with the tesrs.

( Teache!)
Teache!
roles
-/
| | |
The warm h /The daj-to-\ (The N /The monto? /The )
and day carer organiser, of the social| |documenter
responsive who looks initiator and | | and
companion after me controller of | | emotional
physically resources, climate

activities an

events
Warm and One who is One who One who is One whose
responsive cared for participates monitored activity is
companion in what is documented
N AN ) \organised )\ J U J

Figure 8: The roles implied for children by the ¢tbars’ roles

The predominant focus for teachers through thdes,ralthough less so in their

role as documenter, was on maintaining a smoothtifumng and harmonious

community, as Rivalland (2007) found in an Austmalstudy. This focus led

teachers to adopt two modes of behaviour thahsat iuneasy juxtaposition. The

notion of the dialectic (Goulart & Roth, 2006) isad here to capture the struggle

to mediate these contradictory but co-existing ellet® within the teacher’s role.
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On the one hand teachers promoted and demonséaigathetic companionship
and participation within the harmonious communétyd on the other hand they
exercised control/power in order to ensure the ongglunctioning of that
community. The high proportion of time teachersdpe the role of warm
responsive companion suggested this was theirrprafe, but children’s words
and actions repeatedly prompted them to step ahi®fole. Typically this was
done in a ‘light’ way through distraction or withp&ayful comment, and when
teachers did use more overtly powerful strateghesr actions and words often
suggested their discomfort. A teacher shared hbaemssment after she spoke
loudly and angrily to a child disrupting mat-timES[8/05]. Her reaction indicated
the uneasiness with which the two dimensions ohtaaiing a harmonious
community, and the exercise of power/control ineori achieve this, co-existed,
and suggested the complexities mediation of ttakedtic might involve. These
notions were to be central to the second emergente of the thesis, which is
introduced next.

6.2 The second emergent theme—participation in theommunity and the
exercise of control/power as curriculum

Two threads consistently emerging through datayarsaivere the notions of
participation within the centre community, and &éx@rcising of control/power. In
this section it is argued that because both weneeras of children, and
constructs they were using to establish/define identities within the centre,
they were aspects of curriculum. There were thrgessto recognising this. The
first was recognising the significance of relatioips for the children, the second
was identifying that the dialectic quality that cheterised the teachers’ roles was
also a characteristic of many of children’s pe&gractions, and the third step was
understanding that the two seemingly juxtaposedilags of establishing positive
relationships and exercising control/power werdregigurriculum concerns for
children. These three steps are detailed below.

6.2.1 Relationships and living within a commungytlae core of curriculum

Analyses of four data sources converged to sudghasestablishing relationships
with others and becoming an accepted member afedhze community was the
core of curriculum for children. These sources weneversations with children,

with parents, observational data, and teachersnifg documentation.
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As described in Chapter 5, children’s responselarcontext of the photo tours
and the like/dislike activity (Research stratedlend 3) indicated the
significance of people, and conversations in theed of other research
strategies reinforced this. When Rex shared higgdiarand selected pages to
photograph (Research strategy 5), | noted:

What he stopped to look at was the photographeaple. [10/10/08]

Like most others, Amanda paused at the photograbiesidentified children

before adults, but did name those as wellildren also commented on and named
people no longer in the centre. What interested Airticularly was his portfolio
from an earlier centre:

He could name some of the children in the pictangl talked of them as
friends. [12/12/05]

Children were also interested in photographs ahdedves when younger. For
Walter:

The first photo he took was of him very young dinglon a challenge
course. He described it as “when | was a baby”./i@05]

Children did comment on details other than photplgsaof people, but only for
Mooloo did the artworks seem to be the most sigaift aspect. These
experiences suggested the importance of othets,dndtiren and adults. Some
slight further confirmation came from the picturgegtionnaires (Research
strategy 4). Although only four children completeds, all identified children
they liked to play with, and two named children where disliked as play
companions.

Interviews with the six mothers offered confirmatiof the importance of
relationships; all readily identified children thehild talked about. Evie’s mother
volunteered “She talks about James a IBEur’'s mother listed children Fleur
talked about, then added:

“She's pretty keen on [Teacher A]. She's alwaysgsifter Teacher A ...

and there was Teacher B who used to work hereTaadher B was one of

the ones that used to look after Fleur and shétatks about Teacher B”.
[26/10/05]

Observations reaffirmed the significance of relagioips. Many children spent a
considerable proportion of time playing with a parar child or children, but
also interacted with a wider range through the ddlyile a child might choose to
play alone, this was typically a brief interludesirompanionable day. When
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children did play alone their actions frequentlpwied how aware they were of
others around them. Descriptions later in the avapitchildren’s role as friend
will provide further substantiation.

Finally, analysis of teachers’ planning documentafilso suggested the centrality
of relationships. As explained in 5.1.3, teacheesvdon children’s identified
interests in defining the collective focus for e&ctveek period, but planning
documentation for individual children often showaeduite different emphasis. |
had assumed planning would relate to childrensretts, and was initially
surprised that many goals for individuals were &mxlion social behaviours, such
as turn-taking and developing relationships:

OBJECTIVE: To explore social concepts and relatfops further with peers

STRATEGIES: A variety of experiences that encauheag to be actively
involved e.g., playdough, stories, constructiorgzbes.
Discussion about certain rules for certain sitoais [Progpl12]

References to individual interests were much rarer:

Provide more props for dramatic play (new and ieting) supporting her
interest in school, school uniform. [Nobk921d]

Analysis of individual children’s planning documatibn showed a predominant
focus on children learning to live as part of tbencunity, and on their relationships
with others. Apple and King (1977) and Jackson §) @@scribe children as being
socialised into the student role; here it seemegldinning focus was on children
learning to be members of the commuriRitchie (2001) argues teachers' goals
“should include a focus ... on fostering childrewsial skills and collective
endeavour” (p.137). This planning focus reflectesthiét in that direction.

Collectively, these lines of analysis indicatedaag to meet the challenges,
strictures and rewards of living as part of a gras the core of children’s
experience and learning in this site. For me this bheen such a taken-for-granted
aspect it had become transparent. Taking a clplefspective helped me to
recognise the significance of one’s relationshifih weers and teachers and also
to understand the challenge involved in moving ftbennuclear family into this
crowded centre community. Early in the data geimardtreflected:

There is huge complexity in social interaction goam here, in working

out who you are, and how you operate in relatiootteers in this place.

And yet we call this “care”, as though they werespi@e beings within the
situation. [9/8/05]



It may be that when a centre community is harmasnend relationships are
largely positive this level of social learning isrled. The written planning could
then indeed focus on individual interests. But hasethis chapter will begin to
show, | had the privilege of observing a settingerehthe underlying dissension
and struggle among community members was visiliies Brought to the surface
tensions that are perhaps always present but test 86 obvious. Here, children’s
learning to live as part of a community, to ride tension between individuality
and interdependence was overtly displayed. Ondlge pthis looks simple. These
were after all children under five and professibnahined teachers. In reality my
presence at staff meetings meant | knew it wasygptex, demanding situation
which drew on teachers’ professional and persdabé.s For many children it
was also complex and demanding, requiring thenisor/ and then adjust their
behaviours to reflect the often ambiguous and edinttory messages they

received from peers and teachers.

6.2.2 The dialectic quality of relationships

The second step to understanding the theme rétathe quality of the
relationships within the community. As the descaptof teacher roles showed
there was a dialectic quality engendered by thriggle to mediate between the
apparently irreconcilable impetuses of establisisiegsitive and empathetic
relationships and maintaining a harmonious commuontthe one hand, and the
exercise of control and power in order to achidwe on the other. This dialectic
quality was found to also characterise many ofitkeractions and relationships
among children. Episodes demonstrating this areritbesl in the third section of
this chapter.

6.2.3 Relationships with others and control/powgikcarriculum concerns

The final step in recognising the significancels theme came with
understanding that not only did these two appayeathtradictory dimensions—
establishing relationships with others in the comityy and the exercise of
control/power over others—characterise many ratatigs, but that these were
constructs children were using in establishingrtiugEintities in the centre and so
were central curriculum concerns for children. Fognrelationships was the
predominant focus for children and teachers. Whedehers’ concern appeared to
be the functioning community, children’s focus veasthe moment-by-moment
reality of relationships with others. This was beart of their curriculum
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experience. The significance of relationships withers is not a new thought
(Corsaro, 2003; McCadden, 1998; Paley, 1986). WiNew Zealand, both
Brennan (2005) and Alcock had noted it, and Le®%2@alls early social
sciences learning, which includes learning aboetorole in groups, “the most
crucial area of the early childhood curriculum” §4.).

While teachers’ exercise of control was a subsydgespect of their relationships
with children, and of children’s relationships wehch other and with teachers,
nevertheless children’s exercising of control/powede it a significant aspect of
curriculum. This was not universal. Peer interawiovere mostly positive and
companionable and a few children were never obdeattempting to exercise
control over others in ways that transgressed earirms, but every child was a
recipient of others’ exercise of control and evelyavitnessed peers exercising
control/power over both peers and teachers.

The label ‘control/power’ was chosen to indicate tange of behaviours
observed. Children and teachers exerted contrioig isth verbal and non-verbal
strategies, to maintain/gain control of resoure@sl, to control the actions of
others. The word power was added because somethmidsen’s strategies
appeared to be an expression of exclusion not aghadhieving any tangible
goal, and occasionally they seemed an overt express dominance. In one
circumstance, described in Chapter 7, teachergrating strategies also
bordered on physical domination.

Identifying the exercise of control/power as a @andor children is not new.
Corsaro (2003) names young children’s second alirgriconcern, along with
social participation, as “challenging and gainiogtcol over adult authority”
(p.118), a theme reiterated by Kyratzis (2004).saoy (2003) also notes two
central themes that consistently appear in desanipiof young children’s peer
cultures: “(1) Children make persistent attemptgaim controlof their lives and
(2) they always attempt sharethat control with each other” (p.118, italics in
original). The analysis in this thesis follows CGang, therefore, in linking the
notions of participation and control. Where thiglgsis differs is that Corsaro
focused primarily on children’s resistance to agludind saw children’s rejection
of others as largely protection of their own plslcCadden (1998) makes a
similar point by identifying children’s need to bble to access people and



resources as a central aspect of their relationaality. While Corsaro (1997)
does also discuss inclusion/exclusion, these dreardral aspects of his
argument. This analysis also differs from Corsarariguing that while the
exercising of control/power was not apparently maceon of every child, it
affected the scope of curriculum for all.

Critical pedagogy had alerted me to the potentalgr imbalance in the teacher-
child relationship; but not to finding that the Wdmg of power would be a feature
of peer interactions. It was only McLaren’s (20@@éycription of the Foucauldian
notion of power coming “from everywhere, from ab@rel from below” and
being “inextricably implicated in the micro-relati® of domination and
resistance” (p.209) that reflected the way powgreaped to be woven into so
many of the relationships. The descriptions heeecfore present a less
benevolent picture of children’s interactions tias been described in other
ethnographic accounts both in New Zealand (Alc@EK5; Brennan, 2005) and
overseas (Corsaro, 1985; McCadden, 1998). Howéwstralian scholars have
drawn attention to such undercurrents of powehitdeen’s interactions (e.qg.,
Dockett & Fleer, 1999; MacNaughton, 2003b).

Having introduced the second theme of the thesiseaplained the steps which
led to its recognition, the final section describesv children’s exploration of
relationships, and the exercising of power/contrdhe roles they took,
influenced the boundaries of curriculum.

6.3 Children’s roles

This section examines ways in which the roles caildaccepted or defined for
themselves influenced their individual and coltegetcurriculum experience.
Some of these reflected age/gender: older boysoéttinch children, non-
sleepers, crawlers. There were established friepsistnd there were looser and
briefer alliances. Because relationships were akrmgeople themselves were the
most significant resources and collectively thegstituted an inherent curriculum
boundary in this site. As people came and wentlibahdary shifted; for
example, the departure of the three oldest gigsifcantly altered the
community.
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Individuals also selected roles: Evie was a seffeated rebel, Cassidy was a
horse expert. Sometimes children were allottedsrbieothers: Alex was often
defined an ‘outsider’ by James, Robert T. was aeiby a wider group. The
data constantly demonstrated the individualityaxftechild’s curriculum
experience; every child’s experience was shapetidoyole/s they had chosen, or
been positioned into within the peer group. It Wil shown that for some children
this had a significant impact.

The decision to focus on children’s roles as fregrab boys/girls and as peer
teachers/learners was made because these werevetgshild took, and
because these roles demonstrated different waykich children influenced the
scope of curriculum. The first two roles frequentijlect the dual intertwining
threads of the second theme. With the descrimtidhe third role the focus
returns to the first theme, the adult-child demtoca

6.3.1 The role of friend

Establishing relationships within the community vegsredominant concern. For
those who were older and/or long-standing attendeesfocus was on their peers.
For younger, newer or less-frequent attenderstioakhips with teachers seemed
equally important. However, the underlying impeteemed to be the same.

My initial impression of peer relationships wasadaleidoscope of smoothly
changing patterns, as groups ebbed and flowedghrte day. Children mixed
widely across age and gender boundaries, a prenessraged by teachers, and
assisted by the fact children came and went ardift times. There was a myriad of
examples every day: Cassidy joined Maxine and Grecee of their constructed
‘spaces’, Alex followed Maxine in a jumping gamé&ere were also more enduring
relationships which significantly defined some dteh'’s roles in the centre.

Conversations with parents and children confirmieskovational data suggesting
how challenging the social intricacies of relatioips with others might be
(Corsaro, 2003). Children were learning about tvas part of a community,
about having and being friends, and were often lalsming about how power
might be wielded within relationships. Parent iatews reinforced the impression
that peer relationships could be challenging. Gie’s mother said her child
never talked about peers being difficult. Thre¢hef other mothers named one
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child, and the other two named two and three chidespectively. Their
responses confirmed physical aggression was aréeatisome interactions.

Three examples show three very different ways irckvbhildren’s relationships
demonstrated that dialectical quality as individuakediated the complexities of
establishing and maintaining positive relationshjigsalso ensuring their
influence and ascendancy.

A model friendship

Maxine and Grace (both 4 years) provided the s&snignodel of friendship.
Grace attended two days a week, Maxine came tlags dnd both had been at
the centre since they were babies. When they battepresent, they were almost
always together, and their families arranged fahlo leave on the same day
although one was starting school several weeks late

Within their relationship, they presented a micioof the tensions being played
out across the wider social group. Observationgesigd they were exploring the
tensions between meeting their individual desiresisting the other, and yet not
destroying the fabric of their friendship. This apped to be personal learning, not
often shared with others; what was apparent tarstivas a robust friendship. A
conversation with Maxine indicated the friendshigswot always easy. After she
had completed the like/dislike research activityaoday Grace was not there, |
asked if there was anything she did not like ablo@tcentre:

“I don't like anyone laughing at me.”

When | asked: “Do some people laugh at you?” sheaieded:

“Grace, Grace's a friend but she laughs at me.”
Researcher: “She sometimes laughs at you?”
Maxine: “No she always laughs at me.”
Researcher: “Does she?”

Maxine: “Yes all day long, all day long, all dagrig.” [17/8/05]

A later observation while they were dressing upagttbthe kind of power tussle
they engaged in, and their care to protect thenétship. Grace wanted a veill
Maxine was using and when she was refused, shatémed:

“I'm not your friend and | won't play with you.”
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She offered two substitutes, one after the othgrMaxine refused both.

Maxine: “You can have it [the veil] after me.”
Grace: “I'm still not going to be your friend, Mix”
Maxine: “But you're playing with me?”

Grace: “Yeah, why wouldn't I?”

Maxine: “You're my friend at my house and your fegusit not my friend
at daycare. But you're playing with me?”

Grace: “Yeah” (in an ‘of course’ tone).
Maxine: “OKk.” [29/8/05]

Often others were incorporated into their playytiwélingly sat with others at meals,
and superficial observations suggested they irtegd@rmoniously with everyone.
However, conversations and observations showed tinere preferred and avoided
children. When completing picture questionnairess@arch strategy 4), they
conferred quietly, and then Grace whispered that, &vie and James were children
she did not like to play witirheir lowered voices suggested they might seathan
inappropriate admission to be making. At times tieggcted others in overt ways,
but more often they expressed rejection in waytswieee nuanced and apparently
unnoticed. One day they were dressing up in antestlmes along with Sina,
Amanda and Charlie. After Sina and Charlie lefa¢érsaid:

“We go in the zoo because we're friends, eh?”
Maxine: “We're all going to have wings on.”
Grace: “So we can all fly together.”

Then Maxine says more quietly to Grace: “But Amaddasn't have
wings.”

Grace: “So she can be in Sina’s and Charlie’sntea(Amanda is still in
the room.)

Maxine and Grace put on the little net capes tleavs as ‘wings’ and one
of them says: “Bye, we're going to the zoo now.”

They run out followed by Amanda. [8/8/05]

Some of my interactions with them, described infg&a4, had allowed me to
feel at first-hand the experience of being ‘othélsdthem and this heightened
my empathy for those children they had identifisdisliked. On their last day in
the centre, when they were adorned in glamorousselips and with Barbie face-
paints, | joined them on the mat to give them tfaiewell letters. Sina, who was
Maori, came to sit on my knee as | talked. Maxindgxba sticker off her letter,
tried to stick it back, dropped it, and Sina pickeab and crumpled it,
engendering Maxine’s verbal wrath. | reflected:
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Knowing how Grace and Maxine feel about Sina magesensitive for
her—these two who already are parading the glanoduhe Barbie-type
white female, and she was in her ordinary old asthheing screamed at
by Maxine, and probably well aware they don't lile. [1/9/05]

This was one of two occasions when | wonderedeafglwas a racial dimension
within the interaction.

This friendship showed the complexity of balanamdjvidual desires within the
relationship. It also revealed the nuanced wayhicivthey exercised power in
their relationships with others. Each incident seerslight, but | suspected the
accumulated effect of the nuanced rejections ctadtisignificant for Sina.

Playing with James
James (4 years) was a dominant figure, often theeeef running-chasing-
shooting games, and a significant focus for Aidyowpent a large part of his time
in the centre aware of, and responding to, eventsed instigated. These three
incidents convey the dislocated emotional qualftjidy’s interactions with
James; there appeared to be no certainty in tlted€inesponse an initiation from
him would receive.

Aidy has a blue cup in his hand and James has engp@e. The water [in

the trough] is blue and bubbly, so | assume it thetergent or soap in it.

Aidy is drinking the water out of his cup. Jamegristending to sip the

water from his, but Aidy really drinks. A teachieom nearby says “Don’t

drink it, you will get sick”. James and Aidy bo#ke a real sip from their

mugs—James first and then Aidy. James continwgsrading to drink, but

Aidy takes several more real mouthfuls. His attanis on James, not the

teacher. | sense that in drinking it, his focusisJames’s approval.
[19/8/05]

James has several waffle boxes on the high platéorinis keen to take up
the rest .... James carries the boxes up one byAidg approaches with
the big ball and says “I got a ball”. James sholito”. Aidy says “Hey
James” and James says loudly “NO, No we don't rige[B/8/05]

Aidy is on the digger. James pushes Aidy off thgatiand he sprawls in
the mulch crying. James kicks Aidy as he lies thieiteacher intervenes
and asks what happened. [9/8/05]

Such observations suggested how gratifying havamge$ as a play companion
must be for Aidy. Rejections and physical violeonoty deterred him briefly. In
contrast to the nuanced way in which Maxine ancc&exercised control/power,
here the strategies were frequently overt anddlsigisimultaneously challenging
both children and teacher.
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While the episodes with James showed how childoerhdcknowingly choose to
ignore teacher-defined norms, Robert T. seemee &iilh discovering the
differing definitions of acceptable behaviour.

On the cusp of being an outsider

Robert T. (2 years) came two days a week. He wafobihis age, was less
articulate than many of his 2-year-old peers, asdlothing set him apart; he
regularly wore elasticised boots and a red wodilgnpulled well down. He was a
child who seemed at that time poised on the cuggeioly defined as an outsider.
The following episode suggests how difficult it wias him to decipher the

different definitions of acceptability.

Robert had been involved in a sustained game asbhikth a girl and he had
expressed his pleasure in smiles and laughterr hatenoved to the challenge
course where Fleur was climbing:

Robert goes up the ladder, and pushes his face ingh hers, leaning into

her, while she is on the red triangle. Fleur ledmsvard and bites his arm.
It does not appear to hurt. [28/9/05]

No-one seemed to notice, but a teacher calledoaeinind him which way to go
and he retreated. He hit Fleur’s bottom a few mdmkater when she was
climbing, but there was no reaction or interventidohe girl with whom Robert

had been riding joined them on the challenge course

When she is half-way over Robert bites her. [Thi¢lgbks across at me,
but | don't intervene. She tries to climb down .t.Rebert is holding her
hand tightly and it is a few seconds before shegsraway. When she is
free, she stands, glaring [at him].

Robert climbed down and appeared to be going tohjer, but she ran inside and
he climbed on a bike.

Rex and Alex are playing with balls and Rex kicksalhthat hits Robert as
he rides his bike .... Rex and Alex laugh and Rdbeks emotionless, but
reverses his bike away from them. He rides off addhe circuit, and a
moment later [a teacher] is saying in a loud andygnvoice “NO, you are
not to do that to people, that is not ok. You aveta do that to people. |
am going to put this bike away.” [They are the opople in the vicinity,
and | assume he either hit or bit her.] She lift® loff it, and roughly puts
the bike over on the grass against the fence. 8lsehim that he can't have
it for five minutes. She seems really angry, asti@atially.

Later he was allowed back on his bike.
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Robert T was a touchstone in revealing how diffiduinight be for children
learning how to develop positive relationships.releeived conflicting messages,
and was still deciphering what was appropriate el with teachers and
children, how to initiate positive interactions wibthers, and how to interpret
messages he received. He attempted to initiateasttens, using models he saw
others use or had experienced, but because mdny efforts were judged
inappropriate, his deeper motivation of engagemaétht others was rarely
responded to here. The pair with the ball constdidizheir own sense of “we” by
laughing. Corsaro (2003) describes children’s gptsrto exclude others from
their interactions as “an attempt to keep contfaheir play,to keep sharing what
they are already sharin{p. 64, italics in original). However, in this gpde, their
reaction seemed more aligned to positioning hinot®r’ than as protection of
their play. While the incident seems minor:

... such moments ... constitute swift lessons in theraon of power,

mere glimpses of what friendship might entail, tgestures of disapproval

or acclaim. This is how children come to understi#air social world and

it is this struggle for effective participation whi makes the term
‘socialization’ seem woefully inadequate. (Jamé&f3? p.328)

If such positioning of Robert continued it would lbely to affect the way he
defined himself within the centre as McCadden (3988ognised. Robert T. was
the clearest case of a child who was positionezhasutsider; other examples
were typically situations where exclusion by oneugrwas balanced by inclusion
within another.

This discussion has suggested how important rekttips were to children. Every
child wanted to be an accepted participant (Coyd£86; McCadden, 1998). Singer
(1996) suggests children’s “interest in one ancéinerthe value of these contacts are
often underestimated” (p.36); these episodes steghjdgt the challenge involved in
forming and sustaining peer relationships mighahenderestimated area of
curriculum. The primary focus of this discussios baen on children’s role as
friends, but these episodes have shown that is§yesver and control were a
frequent ingredient. While many relationships wigkly satisfying, there was also
potential for children to be rejected and dismidsgtheir peers. Finally, these
observations were a reminder of how unique eadti lourriculum experience was.
Observations of Fleur throughout a day showed &ttr qarely intersected with
James, which was a timely reminder of what mighglbesed over in referring to

children’s collective curriculum experience.
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6.3.2 Gender-defined roles

This section describes how older children’s intereslefining themselves by
gender extended the boundaries of curriculum. lithv argued that the tension
between being a participant within the communitgt arercising control was
demonstrated most overtly in the older boys’ superiplay, and in their personal
interactions. Their activities also raised tensiar@ind definitions of
appropriate/inappropriate play which highlighted thacher-child demarcation. It
will be suggested that, for a range of reasonsgémelered role many girls
adopted had less influence on the scope of cuumaul

The significance of gender in young children’s pg@ups is widely reported
(Corsaro, 2003; Davies, 1989; Kyratzis, 2004; MaoiNdon, 2000; Paley, 1984)
and described in Chapter 3. Given others’ desomgtof young children’s
vigorous appropriation of gendered roles (Blaig#¥)% Corsaro, 2003; Davies,
1989; Jordan, 2002; Martin, 1998; Paley, 1984)thed discussion of how these
reflect wider social discourses (Davies, 1989; dor@002), the focus here is on
noting what was atypical in this setting, and oovging how children’s gender
work demonstrated the themes of the thesis, arehdgt the scope of
curriculum.

Modelling yourself on the Action Man group
The activities of a group of older boys, centredlames, provided a highly
visible role model for others. On my first day otvseg:
James rushed up to me and said urgently “Bad Iaéywitch is there.
She's attacking. She can't get me because I'magsgtaring at me

urgently and holding a plastic spade which he hadrbwielding ... like a
gun. [27/7/05]

As well as being fast-paced and exciting, theiyplas often conspicuous
because of their physical and verbal aggressioardsveach other, their
threatening behaviour towards others, and theistaxe to teachers. They were
what Jordan (2002) calls “the fighting boys” (p.22)d Davies (1989) labels “the
lords or superheroes of the playground” (p.122)e Tbose group around James
included Walter, Aidy, Angus, Robert A., Rex, Lewid Alex. Of these only
Walter, Robert A. and Levi attended for fewer ti@ur days a week. Within the
group Rex was an exception. He was the oldestrbtye centre, aligned himself
with the group through his clothing, and often gdrtheir play but was never
observed using physical aggression. He was alssuahamong the group in
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identifying a girl as a friend. His stance appedrede accepted; he moved easily
among groups and seemed universally liked. The pkaof Evie, discussed
below, will show resisting gender roles was notalg/so easy.

Identification with Action Man figures was a strotigeme in the play of these

boys and in their own gender identification. Theynpared Action Man insignia

on their clothing, and used Action Man referenceddfine group membership.
James is inside again shouting “Batman”. Aidy iefatoo and shouts

“I'm Batman”. Levi says “I'm Batman” and Aidy sayslo you're not,
you're not Batman”. [9/8/05]

It seemed the personae were sufficient. No exangblédse boys discussing in-
depth knowledge of Action Man figures were obser¥&tien Rex’s mother
mentioned the Spiderman video he interrupted tatsags not a favourite.

The character of much of this group’s play is desti@ated in the following
episode, one of many similar observations. One mgrdames and Levi had been
involved in a sequence of running-chasing-ridingathad included a consistent
thread of physical threatening and aggression. Arbpbert A. and Alex had
repeatedly aligned themselves with the play, a¢sitmeing absorbed and at times
rejected. At one point, after all five had beenrmgcircuits on the bikes, Aidy and
Robert were standing with James and Levi, whilexAdas some way off:

Levi and Robert A. begin what looks like a friendigsle, with no clear

cause. The boys yell “yeah”. Aidy joins in and poes Robert hard. Alex

[comes over and] also punches Robert. Robert iherground crying—

and continues to cry for some minutes. A teacherfads him and asks
what happened. [22/8/05]

After being reprimanded, Alex and Aidy retreatedtte fort. The teacher
remained with Robert, comforting him and then segdiim inside to have his
face bathed. Aidy stood on the top platform offthié, and holding his arm
straight with his fingers pointed across the playmd, made shooting noises.

Little Caitlin has approached the fort, and insi#tat a teacher support
her. The teacher encourages her: “You'll be alrigidu can go” but Aidy
is standing with his legs askance on the staifBhe teacher says “Aidy,
everyone's allowed”. Caitlin goes past Aidy up shairs to the top of the
fort.

The teacher, standing below, asks Aidy who he dshantells her he is Buzz
Lightyear. He says:
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“l can kill you”. And then a few moments later “ilkyou—with my laser”.
Aidy makes a “di di di di di” sound, which is thewsd that accompanies
the weapon stance, pointing his arm.... The teachesw@ages Caitlin to
come down the slide, sitting down. She asks “How[aaing her own
name] talk to you if you kill her?”

This episode highlights the tension that existedd what constituted appropriate
play. Such expression of power relationships iy [da frequently identified
characteristic of boys’ play (Jordan, 2002; Wat&@)5) but also recognised as an
element of children’s role play in general (Cors&@03; Dockett & Fleer, 1999;
Lofdahl, 2002). Teachers supported the play widsshups such as a Spiderman
costume, Batman masks and long capes and ther@ Batsan poster on the wall.
They frequently allowed plastic shovels, rakes stigiks to be temporarily redefined
as weapons, and on one occasion a teacher assistalling rolled-paper swords.
However, the fact teachers never participatedarstiperhero play suggests the
ambivalence that Browne (2004) reports.

The frequent use of aggression within this playmézachers repeatedly took a
monitoring role, intervening and reprimanding. Tacted to further embed the
teacher-child demarcation, particularly in relatiorthis group of boys. This was
not a role teachers sought; at times it seemetddig actions were intended to
increase this sense of opposition. Aidy’s threatgiehaviour towards a younger
female and his overtly aggressive language toahmafe teacher suggest an
undercurrent of gender positioning within the esgren of control/power that
others have described (Browne, 2004; Keddie, 2008son, 2005). The conflict
that Jordan (2002) contends boys face betweendeacbmoted values of non-
violence and media-derived images of masculinitigdd to violence, power and
autonomy seems pertinent here. It is likely theeabe of adult males offering
alternative models of masculinity in this settiag,in many centre settings,
exacerbated the situation.

The episode also suggests Aidy understood therewados associated with
being aggressive, that it was a way of gaining eygdrwithin this subgroup of
peers. It was striking that his apparently unpradfhysical attack was on
Robert with whom he had largely been aligned thhating earlier play. The
physical force he used escalated the tussle tifeaaht plane. It seemed those
who were most peripheral to the play deliveredgieatest physical aggression
here. For teachers, such acts of physical aggressce entirely unacceptable,
and they strove to channel the play of this graiip more acceptable forms.
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Children were told “You need to play nicely OK?"tlihe reality for Aidy was

that there were conflicting sources of approval defihitions of acceptability. |
wrote “they are like moths to the flame” havingrs&ew irresistibly Aidy and
others were attracted to the meld of excitemetipaa@and aggression James
engendered. Their dilemma was that both definitmnshat constituted
appropriate play had attractions. Aidy struggleéirid a balance between the two,
between being a member of this boys’ community/@nof the teacher-approved
community. Such interactions among these older bagerlined the depth of
challenge they faced as they sought to mediatedhmplex intermix of

conflicting impulses: the desire to establish tihegntities and to gain acceptance
in multiple arena, and the impetus to exert sonmtrobin those arena, which
needed to be balanced by an understanding of titghaways in which the
exercising of control/power might assist or hintkex process.

These boys were influential models for others. Was partly because their play was
conspicuous. In contrast to the girls’ play it iester, louder, took up more space,
there was more verbal and physical aggressionyame teacher interventions (Fabes
et al., 2004). These same qualities were alsoisgkair personal interactions with
each other. The tension between the desire faraieships and the urge for
control/power, and the ways in which they stroveneadiate that tension were
demonstrated most overtly in the interactions isf ginoup.

Other children, and particularly younger boys, wergd into this group. Two-
year-olds Thomas and Jordan, both with older brstimethe group, participated
peripherally at times. Others observed from a distaand experimented with the
roles. Anakin (1 year 8 months) outside in the gtaynd heard one of the boys
chanting “Da, di de da da”. A second later, Anadaind “da da”. | wrote:

He is clearly turned in to them—ignoring the twdggi.. in his vicinity.

Anakin comes up and sits beside me on the seat.Heve he shouts “da,
da”. [4/10/05]

Some younger boys seemed to feel a tension betatgrantion and intimidation.
Cassidy hid behind me when Angus, wearing the dréigod, came running to
the fort.

When Angus has gone he says to me “I hate theterphbate the

monster” in a serious voice.... A few moments latezar Cassidy say “I'm

the monster” and | am so surprised that | say “Didear you say that you

were a monster?” and he looks at me with a littlgle and nods his head.
[17/8/05]
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Later observations suggested Cassidy was contirtaiegplore these roles; he
referred to himself as Batman, and was particulatisrested in the photograph of
himself with a Batman face-paint. Identificatiortimthe Action Man figures was
not restricted to boys. Amanda wore the Spidermasknand Evie chose to have
a Batman face-paint. Very occasionally girls weaet pf their fast-action
episodes, but were more often aligned as the artsidlVhen Aidy, Robert A. and
Walter were role-playing tigers, roaring, and hotgtheir hands threateningly:

Robert ... shouts out: “Watch out, | found some gtHsy're here”.

(Aidy and Walter come out from under the fort) “yhe here, over there.
Get them, quick get them”.

Aidy:  “Rrrrrrr”.

Robert: “Get them”. He throws a hoop at them, dhdn another.
“Watch out, aaaarrrrh”. [4/10/05]

While older boys seemed to be the source of phyagtaession, observations
showed how patterns of aggression rippled beyasdjtbup. A much wider group

of children were recipients of such actions, amdesalso used these strategies
themselves. James stood intimidatingly in froritté Sunshine, Fleur pushed
Sunshine away when she tried to reach into theobtrains, Jeff told me “Robert A.
does lots of mean things to me”, Robert T.’'s mosiugigested Alex would be an
interesting child to study because he bites. Syamples made it clear that the older
boys, through their consistent refusal to aligrr thlay with teachers’ definition of
what was appropriate, and through the way theyaaoted with each other, extended
the boundaries of curriculum for all children inamanticipated way

Pink is for girls

A strongly stereotyped definition of girl-ness, wyemoted most markedly by Grace
and Maxine, two of the oldest girls. Defining orieas female through wearing pink
was as distinctive as the boys’ display of actigares, and was conspicuous among
the other older girls; Mooloo, Dora, Sina, Chaidied Amanda all regularly wore
pink. When Grace and Maxine dressed up in theeeheir choice was often
glamorous: a bride, going to a ball, and they @dyirequested Barbie face-paints.
On their final day in the centre, Maxine dressethugppurple velvet skirt, with a

pink and purple scarf knotted around her bare chest
Grace was even more gorgeous—the white and golthldeolong skirt, a
golden sheer scarf tied around her top, and a golagaricot stiff sheer

length of fabric held in a flowing mound on her tidxy the circlet of little
white rosebuds. [1/9/05]

191



Even in their day-to-day clothes they providedtipeiers with a visually more
stereotyped female model than teachers did, whodljp came dressed in
practical clothes.

Many of Maxine and Grace’s activities reflectedemdered role that revolved
around cooking, and setting up private spaces wihiek filled with
‘possessions’.

| see they have taken possession of the canvasliamd have some

things in there with them. As | walk past Graceaming out saying “We

need some more stuff” and Maxine rushes off sa{Begoack in a flash”.
[8/8/05]

One afternoon they spent time in the sandpit makiakes’ and talking about
what Grace was bringing with her to Maxine’s housser they moved inside
and made ‘muffins’ at the dough table. However,ttire@me of ‘being a girl’ did
not dominate their activities. On many occasiors¢were less gender-specific:
they built a Duplo ‘motor’, rode fast on bikes, ah@ssed up as animals. When
Grace drew what she liked doing at centre, it wpgture of the carpentry table.

While many of the themes of Maxine’s and Grace&yplere replicated in the
activities of younger children, their play did raggpear to be as influential a
model as the older boys’ play. There were sevarssiple reasons for this. Their
play was less conspicuous: it was less movemeatval, they often played
alone, and their play attracted less teacher iatgion. Their play also ‘fitted’ the
context better than the boys’ in several ways. &lwegre more resources that
facilitated expression of their gendered idenggigmorous dresses, displayed
images of Barbie (there were also images of wometon-traditional roles), face-
paints, dolls and accessories for caring for thema, cooking equipment. Even the
home-like aspects of the centre environment angtésence of seven female
teachers supported their play themes. Teachess soenfortable and familiar
with their play, and their approval was reflectedheir easy engagement. A
passing teacher asked what flavour their muffineewgaying her favourites were
citrus. Finally, Grace and Maxine’s influence a& nmodels may have been
diminished by the presence of Evie, who activebrsted the stereotyped gender
role, and who attended every day. Maxine and Gnare present together on
only two days each week and left during the researc
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Evie overtly resisted the stereotyped ‘girl’ rolekine and Grace often promoted.
When she put on a black dress she called herselé®pan. When the teacher
called her “surf girl” she replied “I'm surf boyEvie’'s mother described her as
“just atomboy”, adding that Evie liked blue rather thankpand resisted wearing
skirts. Evie was the most enthusiastic participanhe house-frame building
project, and one of the few girls who occasionplyticipated in the older boys’
Action Man play, although it was typically in a gereral role. She was one of the
few older girls reprimanded for physical aggressamd the girl who most
frequently resisted teachers. Often her aim sedmbd to draw attention to
herself in a way more aligned to the boys’ ageiéing at a lunch table with a
group of older boys:

Evie is crumbling her biscuits on to the table &éimeh eating them. Evie

turns so that she is sitting backwards on her ghaith one leg on either

side of her seat. A few moments later she is ciiagbler biscuit. She

drops bits on the floor and then picks them up eais them. She puts her

feet on the table. She jumps up from her chair@ehs the sleeproom
door and looks in. [18/8/05]

Evie provided an alternative model for other giBbe was the girl whose
behaviours most overtly indicated the tensions @diating the dialectic of being
an accepted member of the community and yet simedtasly exerting
control/power. As with the older boys, her expressiof control/power
sometimes appeared to be the route through whiels@hght approval and
therefore relationships with her peers. Evie apgabaneasy in her role with both
boys and girls at times, and seemed most comferiabiier interactions with the
younger Cassidy. Towards the end of the resedrappeared she might be
yielding to peer pressure when she came to theeent

...dressed in pink skirt and striped pink and whieitt.... Charlie (also

wearing a pink skirt and jersey) got Evie to stapdso she could see it.
[1/11/05]

Sina was the only other girl who regularly residteel gender model portrayed by
Maxine and Grace:

Charlie [female] says “Barbie girl” and Sina says'th not Barbie girl,
I'm Batman girl”. [15/8/05]

While the overt use of control/power was rarelydewit in the older girls’
interactions, the episode described earlier in iwMaxine and Grace used their
‘wings’ to define themselves as ‘other’ reflectiats’ reports of girls’ use of
“more subtle methods for controlling one anoth€&bisaro, 1997, p.154). Itis
noteworthy that the two girls Grace named as pesipedid not like to play with
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were Evie and Sina which echoes comments on theeakstatus of those who
reflect the stereotype (Davies, 1989), and therditlas that may be experienced by
those attempting to challenge gender roles (Da¥89; MacNaughton, 2004).

Children’s interest in defining themselves by geretdarged the scope of
curriculum, and this was particularly so for the/®Although there were also
multitudes of observations of companionable cramsdgr play, for some
children, and particularly James, such interactisase much rarer.

6.3.3 Children as peer teachers/learners

With the description of this third role, childrea peer learners/teachers, the focus
shifts to children’s role in introducing other astgeof curriculum. A range of
indicative examples will be given, and these wdllinked to the first theme, the
adult-child demarcation and the separation frontrésed’ world, because not all
children’s areas of knowledge were equally easijyressed within the centre.

The final argument in this chapter returns to therong discussion of teacher
roles, and suggests that the invisibility to cteldiof much of the educator role

had implications for some children’s view of theiuss as learners in this setting.

There was a myriad of examples of children’s pearring/teaching. Sometimes
a child took a momentarily expert role. Cassidychatl Mooloo drawing with
five chalks in one hand and copied her.

David [10 months] discovers what a good sound #tehl that holds the
door back against the wall makes. He can also jsyreach it which
adds to the challenge of playing with it. ... in amemnt it is Sunshine who
is there having her turn at stretching up and hamglit. [1/9/05]

Children had particular skills they demonstrate#irig a more consciously expert
role. Maxine showed how she manoeuvred her boaytir a hole in the fort,

and others tried to follow. Fleur knew how to wiagdoll, laying out the blanket
carefully on the floor first; it was a skill sheaskd with Mulan.

More enduring examples related to areas of expestisch reflected out-of-centre
interests. It was easier for some of these to peesged than others. Children’s
interest in clothes was a constant and readilyssged interest. Discussions of food
were supported by mealtimes, and particularly eystthool-lunch routine when
older children brought their own food, and by treeWly smorgasbord lunches for
everyone. Interest in vehicles and ‘work’ was fgduatching activity on the nearby
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building site. Teachers arranged for police dogssib having seen the frequency of
animal-themed play. Other areas of interest, horyseenetimes highlighted the
isolation of children from the real world (Brenn@005; Singer, 1996). Cassidy
defined himself as interested in horses. The resswavailable to him in the centre—
plastic horses, horse books, a teacher-made bodkeehieim to share this area of
expertise, but there was no access to a real lases interest in Thomas the Tank
Engine was mentioned by his mother and by teachedsywas seen in his play with
the trainset, and in his solitary dramatic playvidg the trainset and books present
made it easier for him to share his knowledge wailters. His interest in fishing was
less frequently expressed. In the centre he figlidca stick from the fort, and
carried a plastic fish in a container. It was delcher questioning that elicited that
his dad caught a kingfish, that the kingfish bdt fimger, that the fish was too big for
the trailer, that they cut it up, that it was hged the knife through the skin, and that
they ate it, even the eyeballs! [14/12/05)].

There were new interests that arose. James’s sole@ther-to-be’ caused a flurry

of conversations among boys about having babies:

Aidy comes to me and tells me “I'm not a tiger amgre. Cause I'm, cause I've
got a baby. My mum didn't get a brother for me.”

Researcher: “She just got a sister for you?”
Aidy: “No. | am going to have four babies, I'm ggito have three babies.”
Researcher: “Are you?”

Robert A.: “And I'm going to have three babies t¢4/10/05]

Having very young children in the centre gave tliay-to-day experience of the
reality of babies.

Some interests were less tangible but still inftisdnMacauley’s passionate
interest in exploring the environment was oftemarse of inspiration for others.
After he had spent several minutes in engrosselb&tipn of a reclining baby

bouncer, and began to lose interest:

David (who has been watching for some of the tiadegs over the
investigation. [22/8/05]

A few days later it was Sunshine who seemed ingpire

Macauley took three steps to great applause frantéhchers—sitting at
his level and clapping. ...Sunshine seemed to béaadspnd stood up
unsupported at more or less the same time. [30/8/05
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As descriptions above showed, older boys were atitnmodels for younger
children. In a less obvious way younger childrepaaded the boundaries of
curriculum for older children. They provided thenthwopportunities for
expressions of nurturing and tenderness; this dpisaptures the gentleness that
characterised many such interactions:

Macauley had just got up from his sleep and sl his dummy...in his

mouth. He was sitting on the floor in his napkim &shirt. Sunshine...was
sitting beside him. Walter was crouched down beitidéwo of them.

Sunshine was fascinated by his dummy and keptirgpoht, and gently
taking it out of his mouth. When she took it flam Walter would say
“no” but quite gently, take it from her and putiaick into his
[Macauley’s] mouth. Macauley was uncomplaining, fmrmed his mouth
ready for it.

When it was not in, he took the opportunity to sraild verbalise a
greeting to accompany his smile. [A teacher] intaved and said that she
thought he could do without it now, and got Waltehand it to her.
Macauley roared in protest, so she handed it badk/alter who put it
back into his mouth. [4/10/05]

Walter was never observed playing with dolls ot sofs, but babies were a
source of continuing fascination and offered hishannel through which to
express his tenderness.

Macauley’s apparent fearlessness and physicaliferhan conspicuous amongst
the younger children, and it was perhaps thisriierked him out for particular
attention from James. When Macauley’s father pidkedup at lunchtime one
day:

James seems at a loose end. He wanders, and askshdtauley will be
back ... | realise there are no other big boys ug/g205]

What was it that made Macauley a significant figiereJames? Perhaps he felt a
rapport with him, saw in his fearless exploratiore#ection of his own persona as
an Action Man? Perhaps it was his vulnerability ebhinade possible a
companionable relationship in which James’s dontieamas secure? Perhaps, as
for Walter, Macauley provided him with an opportyrto safely express his

gentle nurturing qualities?

Of course, noall interactions between Macauley and other childvere

peaceful. At times he interrupted their play, tiedake equipment they were
using, or wanted to join in when he was not wankaekn his impending approach
could be seen as disruptive:
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The teacher warns Fleur “Macauley’s coming to see fleur, to see your
puzzle”. Fleur cries momentarily as he tries todakpiece of her puzzle.
The teacher says “Say ‘It's Fleur's puzzle™ andeilr’s cry turns to a
laugh. [15/8/05]

Even occasions like these were, of course, leamppprtunities because they
gave children experience in finding socially acedps ways of handling, or
perhaps deflecting, his advances.

The presence of these younger children drew frarottier children a more
varied range of emotions and reactions than woald been elicited in a group
of same-age peers. They offered opportunities éordresponsible, being a carer
and nurturer, being an authority, and being a teladReflecting on the ways in
which younger children enlarged the scope of culuim helped me to recognise
that every child, through their presence in the mamity, was a source of
learning/teaching for others.

Learning the extent of Rex’s interest in electrerfrom his mother underlined
how easy it was for children’s interests to rentadden. Rex’s mother identified
his interest as “playing on the computer”:

He can turn on the computer, knows to wait foragg timer to go away,

use the mouse, link on to the Internet, selectuiates, maximise and
minimise, shift the tool bars around. [2/11/05]

Rex showed aptitude in using the digital cameradhiced for the research, but at
that time there was no other electronic equipmeressible in the centre so there
were limited opportunities for him to share hisextige with his peers. (A teacher
reported she occasionally brought in her laptofiiorto use, and a digital camera
was later purchased.) Knowing it was only this @eation that drew my attention to
Rex’s interest underlined the significance of teagsarent communication in
identifying children’s funds of knowledge (Hedg26807), and served as a reminder
of how many other interests | might not identify.

Analysis of children’s role as peer learners/teexchbowed it was an expression of
the adult-child demarcation. Because the centreawasolated environment, apart
from the real world, not all interests were equeligily shared. Sharing occurred
most readily when resources supported their exipreasd when teachers
acknowledged the interest. However, the many wayshich peer teaching/learning
was occurring suggests potential for future blgrohthe teacher-child demarcation;
this will be discussed in Chapter 9. Because tbedtas been on content rather than
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relationships through this discussion, the linkexticulum concerns of establishing
relationships and exercising control/power wittnoge relationships that were
introduced as the second theme of the thesis lemrelbss evident.

6.3.4 Do children see themselves as learners?

One final theme arising from data analysis of alitds role as learners/teachers
related to the older children’s perceptions of teelves as learners. Analysis
suggested that, for a range of reasons which cefaiearily to the teacher-child
demarcation around the role of teacher as documiedteator which was
outlined in the first section, older children diotmeadily identify themselves as
learners in this setting. The analysis that lethi® conclusion has been detailed
elsewhere (Stephenson, 2008, 2009). In summamg thres of analysis
contributed to this conclusion. The first was thigaquency with which the
language or the concepts of learning and teacherg wsed in teacher-child
interactions although this language was a featliedl teachers’ planning
documentation. Secondly, conversations with caidand their responses to the
New Kid book (Research strategy 6) suggested titegat readily identify what
they or others were learning in the centre, or vilsathers might teach, although
it was clear some saw themselves as learners @n otimtexts. Thirdly, parents of
older children who were interviewed found it harteerdentify what their child
might have learnt than parents of younger children.

The conclusion that older children seemed noteotifly themselves as learners
in the centre was challenging, but not unanticigd€arr, 1997b) and followed
logically from the invisibility of many aspects tfe teacher as educator role,
outlined in section 6.1.5. A consequence of this th& limited opportunity for
teacher-child partnerships around children’s leggnidentifying a link between
older children not seeing themselves as learndifsicentre, and the
visibility/invisibility of the teacher as educatarle was a finding unanticipated in
the literature. This finding has a raft of implicets for how and when the
discourse of learning/teaching is used and who ises children’s role in
discussions of learning and teaching, and perhlapdar the kind of experiences
offered for older children within early childhoodweeation. These lie beyond the
scope of this thesis.
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6.4 Conclusion

The descriptions of children’s roles as friendshags/qgirls and as
learners/teachers, have identified an indicativgezof peer-generated curriculum
content which expanded the boundaries of curriculuthe setting. It seems
likely that in our professional focus on the teachiole we may be in danger of
ignoring these other layers of children’s curricalexperience, and of
underestimating the significance they have fordrkih.

The second emergent theme was introduced in thisteh this recognised that a
predominant curriculum concern for children waskshing oneself within the
community, with a subsidiary, but interweaving tdeelated to the exercising of
control/power. These dual concerns were seen wittidren’s role as friends
and their gender-defined roles. Discussion of chilts role as peer
learners/teachers focused on curriculum contentititeoduced. The first theme,
the adult-child demarcation as a source of cumituboundaries, reappeared in
the discussion on teachers’ roles, and was idedtds a factor that contributed to
some children not perceiving themselves as leaindhss setting. In Chapter 7,
the third and final sensitising concept, the raegiinules/rituals, is used as the

framework for further exploration of these two eget themes.
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CHAPTER 7

RULES, ROUTINES AND RITUALS

I hold that orthodoxy is the death of knowledge¢sithe growth of
knowledge depends entirely on the existence ofjdieanent(Popper,
1994, p.34)

In this chapter the third concept from activityahg the rules or norms, is used as
the lens through which to examine the data. In icemsig how the norms or rules
might impact on children’s curriculum experiendeyas decided to focus first on
children’s experience of centre rules, and thetheir experience of some centre
routines and rituals. Distinguishing between roegiand rituals was not self-
evident; for example, some routines contained IHika elements. Rather it
seemed they lay on a continuum. However, mat-tmegltimes and sleeptime
were selected as typical routines, and the celelraf a fifth birthday was

chosen as an example of a ritual.

In the first section it is argued that adult rulegealed adult-defined curriculum
boundaries, but that children’s resistance to rbteh enlarged the scope of
curriculum, and reinforced the status of powetsalfian element of curriculum.
An unanticipated finding here was that teachersduidren used moments of
resistance as opportunities for negotiation at$ime

The content of the second and third sections amneolidate the arguments put
forward in the previous two chapters. They show bHmvwo emergent themes of the
thesis—the adult-child demarcation as a sourcermicalum boundaries, and the
dual focus on establishing relationships and esiagicontrol/power as aspects of
curriculum—reappeared in a variety of guises whenthird perspective, the rules,
was applied to the data. The research strategi#hghty book’ (Research strategy
7) is introduced in this chapter; see Chapter dmed.4.3 for a description.

7.1 Rules

Children’s experience of, and reaction to, rules @ influence this had on
curriculum boundaries is the first area of analysithis chapter. Rules were a
mechanism through which teachers imposed paranmmteskildren’s curriculum
experience and children, through their reactiothése centre rules, influenced
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those parameters. Therefore this analysis yet agaiforces what has been a
continuing theme through the last two chapterg, ttradult-child demarcation

was a central source of curriculum boundaries.

An element within the second theme of the thesibasissues of control/power
are curriculum concerns for children. This line@dfsoning is reinforced by
descriptions of children’s resistance to teacheivdd rules in this section.
Children’s experience showed there was variatioml@ enforcement and this
influenced the scope of children’s resistance. Somildren also used and
developed their own rules as a way of exercisingrot/power in peer
interactions; however, these incidents were fowntlalve less impact on the
boundaries of curriculum, than children’s reactioteachers’ rules.

Focusing on teacher-derived rules is like stripmffghe skin of community and
seeing the bones of power exposed. This is thedioonganisational structure that
defines curriculum and holds the community togetfiee adult-child

demarcation is clear; the vast majority of rulagioate from teachers, and are
underpinned by assumptions that adult rules arerenttly ‘right’ and children’s
reasons for rule-breaking are inherently misguigi@dksler, 1991). For some
rules, based on government regulation, teachers greactors rather than
initiators, but to children all rules appeared éotéacher-derived. Perhaps only for
Angus, who was aware that teachers were complyitighis parents’ request

that he have an afternoon sleep, was this not true.

Children understood there were rules. Mooloo exygldithe cones on the concrete
were to stop the bikes. She described other centrs as:

“No biting”, and then elaborated “No fighting andorbiting”. When |
asked if there were others she said “That's al29[7/05]

The unfinished storybook about the ‘naughty ch{Rlésearch strategy 7) was
devised to explore children’s ideas about what wagpropriate centre
behaviour. However, children’s suggestions werdtdich “smashed the toys”,
“throwing toys”, “throwing everything”, “fight evetbody and punch everybody”,
“fight her brothers” and be “cheeky” [17/10/05, 20/05]. Perhaps the word
“naughty”, not one used by teachers, was confudihg.suggested ideas and the
reference to fighting brothers seemed more indieati what might be defined as

‘naughty’ at home.
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There was no list of centre rules. Most teacheivddrrules were inferred from
observation of what others did, and from deductworking primarily from
episodes of infringement (Waksler, 1991). Rulesevggroken when they were
broken, or when there was a likelihood of infringamh (If compliance had been
complete, there would apparently have been no.julés only observed
examples of groups being formally ‘taught’ ruleghie way others report (King,
1978; McCadden, 1998) were two teacher-facilitaed-time discussions about
what hands should be used for, and how schoolrehmilgit, although planning
documentation also recorded a discussion aboug.rtlile infrequency of such
sessions is likely to reflect the less formal pesgme, children’s consequent
greater freedom, and the higher adult:child ratioich all contributed to less
need for overt regulation. However, the fact ttatdren were reminded of more
than 60 guidelines and rules during observatiotestd to the high level of adult
control embedded within the apparent freedom (Cler997). Alcock’s (2005)
comment, in relation to similar New Zealand se#irtat children “were subject
to a lot of control and surveillance” (p.244) sugigehis may not be unusual.

These rules, the majority of which would be fanmmilimother centres, were aimed
at ensuring children were safe, the programme ¢gesanoothly, and
relationships were harmonious. Collectively thades set down expectations of
curriculum boundaries. As discussion in Chaptendsed, there were rules
covering the use of the environment (‘No playingha locker room’) and
resources (‘Dough stays on the dough table’), theaagement of routines (‘Put
your cup on the trolley’), and personal possessf{tMisar your sunhat outside’).
Rules relating to how children interacted with eatter ranged from prohibitions
of ‘No interfering with others’ work’, and ‘No tolnng others’ (during mat-time)
to the exhortations “You need to take turns’, ‘Yfeeed to share’. Teachers also
used broad injunctions. ‘Sit up nicely’ was easihderstood because there were
visible models. ‘Make good decisions’, ‘Make wisectsions’ and ‘Play nicely’
were less obvious and raised the question of wtefeition held sway. The
frequency with which teachers invoked rules witmegyroups and in some
contexts underlined the fundamental tension betwesntaining the harmonious
community, yet enforcing rules when that harmonyg Waieatened.

Children’s experiences showed rules ranged frormpeent to temporary, from
immutable to variable, and from non-negotiableypen-to-negotiation. There
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was also variation in how reminders/reprimands wielevered and in the
consequences for infringement. Such variations @aged children to use
interactions around some rules as a site for egme®f resistance to teachers.
This variation largely reflected the source/s onclta rule was founded
(Waksler, 1991). The more a rule drew on cultural social norms the more
immutable it was, and often the more covert itsregpion. For example, it was
an unspoken rule children did not urinate outskted any child done so, this rule
would have been invoked. Rules that were moragtyaunderpinned by social
and cultural norms, or by regulation, were moresgstently enforced. When a
child put a foot on the table during mealtimesytivere invariably told to put it
down, whereas children who forgot to put their neaghe trolley were not
always called back. Children’s experience of ralevariable was heightened by
the fact teachers sometimes developed temporagy.rat a staff meeting a
teacher explained she made a rule ‘No play fightfigr children wrestled on the
gym mats; “If you do it again—inside and time oaotlano warnings” [4/10/05].

For children, a teacher’s personal values wereviltecard (see Figure 9). These
might comfortably reflect a centre rule, favourdtenforcement of that rule, or
be in tension with it. If a teacher’s personalues reflected or reinforced a rule,
the child was less likely to experience the rule@gotiable. For example, while
children were expected to be polite, some teagh#rsmore emphasis on children
saying please. When there was a tension betwesachdr’s personal values and
a centre rule, children were more likely to expecethe rule as variable. For
example, when a child was found to have a possefsim home, some teachers
complied with the rule and requisitioned it whilhers advised the child to keep
it safe.
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Figure 9: Factors contributing to variation in hoghildren experienced rules

Variability in enforcing rules encouraged childresense of agency (McCadden,
1998). Through testing rules, children developertbwn personal response to
them, and began to comprehend the existence oige 1@t varying interpretations
within the context. However, for a novice like RabE., such flexibility
potentially added to confusion about what was pssible. Even when a rule was
expressed as immutable and non-negotiable by teaatieldren were sometimes
still prepared to challenge it. This was conspialpthe case for some older
boys. Their continued bouts of aggression, in #oe fof teachers’ united and
sustained disapproval, indicated the significaheg issues of control/power had
for them. However, it also suggested a fragilitygachers’ control. When one of
the teachers apparently jokingly commented in t staeting “I'm frightened of
James”, it seemed that the balance of power unuang the adult-child
demarcation might not always feel secure.

7.1.1 Children’s resistance to rules

Resistance is a central concept in the writingsridital pedagogues, where
counter hegemony is recognised as the resistarargdtstruggle against
hegemonic control, and is therefore the potentatee for change within the

20¢



system (Kanpol, 1999). In his work with Brazilipaasants, Freire encouraged
them to develop clearer antagonisms between theassahd the dominant group
as part of a process of developing their own idgifianmohamed, 1994). In this
setting it will be argued that children at timespdrasised the adult-child
demarcation for their own purposes of gaining atanege and status among their
peers.

A variety of explanations have been offered forrygehildren’s acts of resistance
within early childhood settings. Firstly, they haween seen as a reaction to
adults’ power (Cobb et al., 2005). Corsaro (19%%y &hildren’s desire to
achieve autonomy from the rules and authority efitachretakers and to gain
control over their lives” (p.131) as a major theofigeer culture. The argument
presented here confirms and extends that explamdtjoshowing how children

did gain some level of control through resistance.

An allied explanation is that resisting adultseslis a mechanism for strengthening
group identity (Alcock, 2005, 2007; Brennan, 208807; Corsaro, 1985, 1997,
2003; Kyratzis, 2004; McCadden, 1998). In a Newl&@wé setting Alcock (2007)
found children’s playing around with rules at mimadts was a way they created a
sense of “togetherness” (p.286). In the centreetivere demonstrations of
resistance that reflected this sense of togetherfmsexample, some older
children’s shared resistance to coming inside fat-time bordered on becoming a
ritualised example of resistance. However, it guad that the reference group was
typically a subgroup of peers rather than the wpeker group.

There are also explanations which focus on thedaosocial purpose. Alcock
(2005) also argues children’s playful subversionuiés, their testing and their
innovating, are ways in which they are developmmgjrtunderstanding of rules
and rule-breaking: “children actively appropriatecreate, and learn rules for
living through ongoing processes of internalisatol externalisation of the rules
of their cultures” (p. 243). Brennan (2007) expesssiore uncertainty about the
motivation for children’s resistance, but suggésksldren’s repeated
transgressions signal to adults that the “fit” bewv cultural expectation and
cultural reality may need realignment” (Brennam)20p.4). While observations
in the centre confirmed such a process of adaptaticurred, the focus of the
argument developed here is on the child’s roléa&t process.
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Teachers’ programme planning documentation shoteyl anderstood and
accepted children would experiment with resistaoaeiles:

Levi is developing a greater understanding of thts/rules at centre and
how far he can challenge these! [Progpl12]

Teachers typically responded positively, and sesmdyt, to children’s resistance.
The youngest children’s negotiations were often-verbal:

When | arrive Anakin is just up from a sleep, amelteacher is taking her

time getting him changed. Telling him before edhg she does, and

letting him slowly readjust to the world. He baksbtenummy” slightly
disconsolately.

She confers with him about his clothes. He pomts football shirt in his
bag to put on, but she shows him it is wet—letsféghit—and then asks if
he wants the white jersey. ... When he alternatsledkes his head, and
then points to it, she puts it over his head, toggawhat his reaction
iS.[27/9/05]

When children were divided into groups for mat-tjrakeur lay on the floor
crying, apparently because she was separated feofiavourite teacher, who then
invited Fleur to join her in “the 4-year-old mane”. With older children the
process of negotiation was more often verbal:

The teacher asks “Cassidy, would you like me tp kiell put your shoes

on now, or would you just like to have morningitegour socks? What
would you like to do?”

He says “Have morning tea in socks”

She says “Ok, but remember if you go to play oatgwml need to put your
shoes on” [26/9/05]

Some children rarely, if ever, overtly resistecctesxrs. As McCadden (1998)
found, girls were more likely to accommodate torhles. There were
observations of minor or no resistance for 12 g@irld 5 boys, but their names are
not the ones dominating these pages. Again as MigPafbund, it is the resisters
who hold the limelight in the centre. And Anakinydar 8 months) and Emjay (1
year 5 months), who increasingly gained confidengeint displays of overt
resistance, served as a reminder that childrentsnpa of behaviour will change
over time. As described in 6.3.2, Anakin’s echanfighe older boys suggested
how tuned in he was to them.

Aidy comes up to me, and roars, and uses ‘clawtdedaowards me.

He tells me he is a “tiger” and “goes off roaring”.

Close by Anakin continues to echo his roars. [4%D/



| note:He knows what you do to be a big boy
Later, when James was sent from mat-time to s#& ohair, he put a box on his
foot like a shoe:

Towards the end of mat-time, Anakin and Emjay gaind wandered over
there. A teacher called their names—she was holdifgby]—but they
did not show any sign of responding. They wanderegast James, and
around to the storage box for collage, where Angliaked out a
cardboard box, similar in size to James’s.[4/10/05]

A teacher brought them back to the mat. Two molates their shared act of
resistance at mat-time was more pronounced:
Emjay and Anakin are sitting close to each othet hath lie on the floor
on their fronts, and in sing-song voices chantdhlah ah aha ah ah”. It
is not clear who is starting but when one stattg, dther joins in
immediately. They do this with pauses, resistingd8wn please”, “Ankin

and Emjay”, “Shhhh”, an adult moving over to sitdige them, a warning
that they need to be quiet because the babiesséeem[16/12/05]

Eventually they were led away to wash their hawddunch.

Analysis of children’s acts of resistance to teaéhwosed rules led back to the
two emergent themes of the thesis. While it wasedlgn Chapter 5 that the
adult-child demarcation was a central source oficuium boundaries, here it is
shown children at times made use of that demarc#biotheir own purposes. By
identifying teachers as the ones-to-be-resistattiren reaffirmed their
membership of the peer group, as others (AlcocR522007; Brennan, 2005;
Corsaro, 1985, 1997, 2003; Kyratzis, 2004; McCaddéa8) have shown.
However, in this setting it was found the referegoeaup was typically a subgroup
with which the child identified. Collective acts i&sistance appeared to be a way
of consolidating the sense of ‘we-ness’ within thadup. Individual acts of
resistance to teacher/s, in the presence of othies, seemed to be aimed at
gaining/maintaining status within the subgrouptiAtes it was clear approval
from the subgroup was of more immediate signifieatih@an teacher approval.
This may be because children never appeared ta tieathers’ long-term
acceptance of them. Some children, however, seg¢orfed it necessary to

constantly reaffirm their acceptance and statusrantioeir peers.
Children demonstrated resistance in a variety gfsyas Brennan (2005) also

found in a similar New Zealand setting. Most fregfilie it was observed in their

actions: disregarding teachers’ requests, delayamgpliance and/or continuing
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the infringement. As Corsaro (2003) also foundldckbin’s resistance to tidying
was an everday example:
There is a call for tidy up time in a child's vaidéne teacher says “Tidy up

time” and then shouts “Everybody put your bikeaghe grass please, by
the fence”. None of the [older] boys respond. [70B)

When another teacher called them to mat-time, éifbyndoned the bikes and went
inside, using the second request as an excusadceighe first. Leaving an area
was not always sufficient.

Robert T. tips the whole crate of Duplo out on#® itiat, and then wanders
outside. Evie is sent by a teacher to bring himkb§26/10/05]

The most unexpected example was demonstrated byjnCaged 20 months, with
food at the end of mealtimes.

Teacher: “Caitlin, you still got it in your mouth?

Three seconds later, Teacher: “You still got ityour mouth? Have a little
drink of water, ok?” which Caitlin did and then ghiere with her cheeks
bulging.

Thirty seconds later the teacher said: “Caitlin,aiew it” in a warning
voice, but Caitlin just sat there.

Ten seconds: “Caitlin, swallow it”.
An adult said: “She always does this”. [12/12/05]

| wrote: An interesting way of exercising power.

Children also expressed resistance verbally. Whteacher asked Aidy,
balancing on a shelf to reach the CD player, tadgetn:

He said “No, | won't” and she ... shifted the boxtbe shelf he was on,
and commented on making it safe. [27/7/05]

Very occasionally a child responded to a reminderimand with a direct verbal
attack. When a teacher attempted to negotiateteamative site for the crates:

He says “l don't like you”.
Teacher: “I don't mind if you don't like me. Youwnttdeave them there”.
[9/8/05]
Children’s resistance was often the public displayront of peers, that others
describe (Alcock, 2007; Brennan, 2005; Corsaro,7).99
Jordan had brought two plastic pigs with him to table, and Alex had
one, which he put into his cup. The teacher tohd td take it out, “dirty”

and he ignored her—and she told him he shouldirikdt, and he did.
[25/8/05]
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The only episode of resistance which united alldren occurred during lunch.
While teachers were busy James turned the lightnaof, with Sina’s help, pulled
the curtains making the room interestingly dim.ed&vfmoments later teachers
pulled them back, and turned the lights on, withmmrhment. James and Sina
repeated their actions. The curtains stayed shuwu beacher switched on the light.
Other children joined in, and every time a tea¢bared it on, a child would find

a chance to run and switch it off. The light wentamd off ten times. The changes
in lighting meant everyone was aware and watchiitly lwcreasing suspense as
the interaction continued. Finally, a teacher vé@ed, explained the fuse would
wear out, and stationed herself by the switch.eF@w hushed moments,
however, these acts of resistance had been trextiod focus for all children, and
allowed many to experience the thrill of transgi@sswithout jeopardising their
own acceptance within the teacher-child community.

It was clear children learned through watching peer

Evie is at the door to the deck—she shuts it s@Rdbcan't come in, and
holds it shut. A teacher opens it. Robert comesimthen shuts the door
so that Angus and Rex and the teacher are stiflidet [18/8/05]

Fleur mirrored the older boys’ resistance to thé-timae call, waving goodbye to

the teacher from the top of the slide.

7.1.2 What might resistance achieve?

There often seemed to be a complex mix of potent@tlivation for children’s
acts of resistance. When such resistance was tedethe significance of the
expression of control/power directed at adults szbta be a strategy of
relationship-building amongst peers. Friends feéd each other:

James puts his socked feet up on the table. Thhdeaees and says

“Please keep you feet under the table”. Rex bripflys his Spiderman
gumboot on the table, but takes it down before aaymwtices. [18/8/05]

There were episodes which suggested knowing actvens disapproved added
piquancy to the delight in a shared activity. Bvael been lifting up one side of
the water trough, but was told:

“Evie, stop it, that's going to hurt somebody'sstbe
When the teacher moved away, Evie and Robert Atired to the task:

Evie: “We're going lifting this up eh? By ourseltes
Robert: “Whaaa, ooooh — I've got it, I've got it”.
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They both laughed:

Evie: “Tip it out shall we?”
Robert: “Yeah”.

They lifted the side again causing water to slarg giggled.
Robert: “Do it again, do it again”. [22/8/05]

Here the act of bravado in resisting a teacherexaging, but it was also a way
of creating an alliance and perhaps gaining appfowa peers. Evie and Robert,
collaborating together, shared a moment of closepamionship.

As indicated in Chapter 6, some episodes of bolgy gpuggested expressions of
male dominance towards both younger female peer$emmale teachers, were
elements within acts of resistance:

James stands in front of Sunshine who is on the-+hiatlegs askance in a

menacing stance. He gazes at her and says “No"randes closer. The

teacher says from the table “You leave Sunshineegpidease”. James

moves straight back to menace her again, his fent #lose to her legs.
[9/8/05]

While other scholars tend to emphasise the sigmifie of resistance for
children’s sense of togetherness, and as an eleshshared peer culture,
evidence here suggested resistance was also impaga way in which children
were experimenting with exercising control/powethivi an adult-dominated
world. Here power was, as Foucault described, sext@nd interwoven into
relationships (McLaren, 2007). Individual acts e$istance, private interactions
between a teacher and child, provided the cleasesnples of children
experimenting with the exercising of power/contrith adults. With no peers
present, it was clear the motivation was not aleobtincing peer status. Often it
seemed the immediate impetus was a child’s levehwafivement. Aidy’s
determination to reach the CD player, as he bathnoghe shelf, was such an
example. Another was Thomas'’s reluctance to lelawerainset and wash his
hands. The teacher put his linked engines up high b

... he still does not leave, and is carrying Bettie Bus. She suggests he
puts it in his pocket to keep it safe through magrtea. [19/10/05]

It seemed that inherent, usually implicitly, wittsach acts of resistance was a
call for negotiation. In the example of Thomas @&sasignalled by his silent
refusal to comply. The teacher’s suggested com@m®miet his implicit request to
negotiate, without relinquishing her broader aingathering everyone for
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morning tea. When Robert A. did not want to takietod Spiderman suit to sleep,
he was allowed to keep it beside him. Occasiorgdiidren explicitly negotiated,
or combined explicit and implicit negotiation. WhRex was asked to put a paper
ball in his pocket, he explained he did not have. drhe teacher told him to put it
up his sleeve:

He does but takes it out again, and asks if hepedrit on the chair.
[12/10/05]

In such episodes the teacher still held the balahpewer, usually proposed the
compromise, and held the right to grant/refusegeréeless children learned
resistance gave them some control, and that trenpalt for negotiation existed.

Such moments of individual resistance are not afescribed by others. Indeed
Brennan (2005) writes “lone expressions of indeped and resistance were
meaningless empty acts without others to witnedssanction transgressions”
(p.207). Here, 1 would argue, lone expressionesistance were in fact moments
in which children explored how they might exeraisatrol/power in interactions
with teachers, and as the examples showed, suishares often achieved a
measure of success. A compromise might be immediatemight be won as the
result of repeated resistance, as the example géig\and the requirement that he
sleep will show. There his repeated physical detnatisns of resistance led
teachers to change the requirement. From Angus&ppetive this was an
acknowledgement that he had some control/poweilimilie situation; for the
system as a whole it exemplified the process diicall adaptation in the light of
resistance that Brennan (2007) identifies. Withim ¢ontext of this thesis, it is an
example of teachers finding ways to mediate thiedii@ tension between relating
empathetically to children and exercising contngrothem.

For a child, achieving an immediate compromise hkasdy to contribute to their
sense of empowerment and could strengthen thedeabilid relationship. More
importantly for this thesis, such moments contioluio the blurring of the adult-
child demarcation which underpinned the rules. Thia contrast to the teacher
reaction to resistance described by McCadden (198182 did not see this
challenge as an opportunity to devermgotiationskills in all the children, but
rather saw their actions asanipulationon their part and therefore a threat,
something to be quelled” (McCadden, 1998, p.6@cgan original). However,
although centre teachers appeared more sympatbetldren’s perspectives,
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they also did not often use resistance as an apmtytfor verbal negotiation. Yet
research by Singer and Hannikainen (2002) indidategffectiveness of
teachers’ use of child-centred mediating strategiete-escalate children’s
conflicts, and they encourage greater use of naimii. Interestingly centre
children were encouraged to, and did, use negotiakills in peer interactions.
James approached Charlie and asked:

“Please can | have these?” He and the other boysehzarried all the

other crates up to the high platform on the folte Says “No” very firmly.
He says “We don't have enough”. [8/8/05]

The most sustained adult-child negotiations headewhe interchanges between
Rex and his mother about when she could leave.eTéesmples indicate the
potential for more verbal negotiation between tessland children, as a way of
supporting children in their experiments with thxemeise of control/power, and of
further moving towards Cannella’s (1997) visiorchfldren as emancipatory
agents with voice in their own lives.

Reflecting on children’s experiences of rule-makamgl rule-breaking has shown
how children made use of the power relationshipsezided in the adult-child
demarcation. As children used their agency tottesboundaries, so they were
also becoming knowledgeable about the exercisimpofer. Brandtzaeg (2006)
suggests children’s relative powerlessness leattetoovert quality of children’s
resistance. This thesis offers an image of child®more robustly proactive, and
shows children’s resistance and challenge was sistent and visible dimension
of centre life. Finally, the experiences of rulekimg and breaking also reiterated
the complexity of judgements teachers must congtardke: “The action is too
quick, the decisions have to be made too fasttlamdituations never seem to fit
theory or prior experience precisely” (McCadder98,%.5).

7.1.3 Children’s own rules

Three types of child-derived rules were observdut flrst were rules created in
the moment to protect ongoing play that others hdewetified (Corsaro, 2003;
McCadden, 1998). Corsaro (2003) suggests excluatimgrs is not a refusal to
share but rather an attempt to protect the ongolisng When Cassidy and Fleur
were inside a circular enclosure laughing deliglyted they bounced a large ball,
Cassidy says:
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“No, you can't get in” firmly and loudly when Anakbegins to climb in.
[25/8/05]

Here the motivation seemed to be protecting thered moments of mutual
enjoyment. In other examples, a stronger elemeiptosver over’ appeared within
the exclusion. When Robert T. was attempting toenet a train that Thomas had
taken from him:

James steps across and says very loudly “Robentt gtay with Thomas’s

things” and stares at him. Angu steps across amtls down and goes
“Grrr” in Robert’s face. James says “You're veryunghty”. [26/10/05]

The episode when Aidy blocked Caitlin’s accessofort (discussed in Chapter

5) is a similar example

The second type of child-derived rules, were rsl@®se children presented as
teacher-derived. Although Jordan et al. (1995arirAustralian study, found
children invoked adult rules with unexpected fraggyg in this setting only four
children used teacher-derived rules to exerciseeptmantrol over others, usually
by drawing teachers’ attention to transgressions:

James shouts out to the teacher “He [Angus] hasegbrough the cones”.
[18/8/05]

The same four children also used rules that souadekdough they were teacher-
defined, yet were never heard enforced by teackiénen Mooloo was at the art
table using the glue and brush, she announced:

“Babies aren't allowed to glue”, but later the tdear says that they are
only not allowed to eat the glue. [8/8/05]

Because Caitlin’s gluing had distracted me, it segiikely Mooloo’s motive was
to regain my attention. When Alex approached agarawing with chalks on

the concrete, took the chalk container from Empyireg “Only one”, then
emptied them all out, the motive was less clears Wa strategy to draw attention
to himself? A request to be included? Or was iregpion of power in a social
context where he assessed there would be no rebnBu

The third type of child-derived rule was the sejtof temporary rules within a
play interaction. Usually there seemed to be naowgion for occasional
infringements. When Maxine and Alex were playingliow-the-leader game she

instructed him:
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“You go this way”, “Follow me” but while he largelfollowed her, he
often took a short cut in the circuit, and camesomewhat in her way.
[29/7/05]

Occasionally there was a greater element of power-o a child’s rule-making
within a play interaction. When Walter and Jamekea their trucks alongside
each other:

Walter ... approaches James and says “Hey mate, hewau?” He and

James repeat this to each other, laughing. Theeetap tyres ... and

Walter goes to pick up a tyre. James puts hisdaat, and says “No, no”

loudly and firmly, angrily. Walter says “They'retr&p heavy”. James says
“It stays here” (loudly) and his foot is still on.i[18/8/05]

Here the shared moments of bonhomie are interwaiénlames’s struggle to
control Walter’s actions, yet again demonstratimgtightrope children walked at
times, balancing the desire for companionship withdesire for control.

This discussion of rules has shown their influeteg,has also highlighted the
ways in which children resisted those boundaried,through this resistance
influenced the boundaries of curriculum. In patacut reaffirmed the importance
of power as a curriculum concern for children. Tdiscussion has also confirmed
others’ descriptions of resistance as a signifiedgnent in peer culture, but has
extended and elaborated those descriptions.

7.2 The centre routines

“Routines” has two overlapping meanings. One ig ‘tbitual way things are
done” and the other, a use particular to earlydbloibd education, refers to the
regular events of arrival/departure times, mat-¢inmeealtimes, sleeping, toileting
and tidying. This latter meaning was adopted hecabse of its greater relevance
to the profession, and because it increased opptesito build connections with
other recent New Zealand studies (Alcock, 2005nBaa, 2005). Because tidying
has been well described (Corsaro, 1985, 2003) iamthspatterns of resistance
were observed here, and because toileting andabidepartures were not group
events, it was decided to focus on mat-times, neadt, and the post-lunch
sleeptime. While the adult-child demarcation wéaenent in all three routines, the
argument here focuses on the second theme ofdhis tthe significance of
relationships with others, and the exercising oiticd over others as aspects of
curriculum. Mealtimes were important for peer rielaships; mat-times were
significant as the forum for teachers’ buildingcoimmunity and shared culture, but
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could also be occasions of high teacher controlagtal child resistance; sleeptime
was the site of both intimacy and conflict betwekiidren and teachers.

7.2.1 Mealtimes

Mealtimes were, par excellence, a time for peeti@iships. Older children sat at
tables, with the highchair children between themldgen usually chose their own
seat, although occasionally teachers used namietaigéine positions. At morning
and afternoon teas a child was given responsiliditgharing the plate of fruit and
toast/sandwiches at each table. Lunchtime begdmohildren and teachers
chanting the karakia (Bbri grace) before a hot meal was served. Speciaiores

of lunch occurred twice a week. One was the popfuardunch’ when children
served themselves from a smorgasbord of finger;fth@dother was ‘school lunch’
when four-year-olds brought a packed lunch from é@amd ate together.

Mealtimes were relaxed affairs for children. Wha#achers had clear expectations
about behaviours, because they were busy, minenggments often went
unnoticed and the cheerful noise level meant teaokerventions were less
obvious than at mat-time. Teachers coaxed but megeiired children to eat.
Children were positive about mealtimes. In idemtifyliked/disliked activities
(Research strategy 3), school lunch was a popblzice with older children, but
was also chosen by younger children who did ndigyaate in it. (There was no

photograph of fun lunch).

Mealtimes were a chance for children to extendigeiahips with peers. While
older children often tried to organise who theywil, younger children
appeared less concerned. At the most fundament| Etting in small groups
allowed children to become acquainted with othieos.new children, like Ruby,
this was important, but even Evie, who had beenigito the centre for years,
paused as she named the children at her table stteereached Jonathan, who

only came twice a week.

It seemed that either she did not know Jonathaatee—or it certainly
was not at the tip of her tongue. [30/8/05]

Realising how often children did not know each gtheames continued to

surprise.
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For a younger child, sitting with older peers offg¢ra chance to be an audience,
and perhaps participant in interactions. Sometitinese were moments of shared
playfulness. A group of boys chuffing in unison eveeminded:

“Excuse me at this train station. It is a bit npi®retend you are coming
into the station.” [19/8/05]

The school-lunch children, sitting in a circle die imat without a teacher, piled
their hands in the middle, then peeled them ofeiguence. As Alcock (2007)
describes, mealtimes were also a site for playirig words and meanings.
Younger peers overheard good-humoured ribald inéerges: “You're a bum,
you're a bum” “Shooky lala, shooky lala”. They alad how their peers captured
attention with their bodies. Rex and Alex demoristtdourps, Sina pulled her eyes
slanting, Angus draped his body across the rubdbrshHOccasionally younger
children were the initiators. When Macauley beganding his mug, other
highchair children joined in and, for a momentyéhwas shared delight as they

banged mugs more or less in unison, before thééeaently intervened.

Mealtimes were an opportunity for children to intoge topics, with less verbally
adept children listening and occasionally contiilgit Often it was the food itself;
Fleur watched as Aidy ate the sausage skins hedcatraps”, and they
compared how many sausages each ate. Mooloo repdovathan for not eating
crusts. Rex looked in Caitlin’s mouth when she seflito swallow. School
lunches were a rich source of interest for oldédotn. Dora showed her biscuit
with hundreds and thousands on green icing. Euiéirooed with Rex:

“That's a pikelet, eh?”
Rex pulls the two apart and looks inside
Sina: “Can | see Rex?” (asks twice)

Rex: “Sticky butter” (three times)
Evie opens up her roll and shows the others theifemde. [20/10/05]

Children also talked about food out of the cerpieza, McDonalds, what they
had for dinner, for breakfast, who had a milkshadeehine. James said: “I've got
chocolate—I eat chocolate at home—I eat chocotateyi bed”. [20/10/05]

Being unwell was, as Brennan (2005) notes, a saxfrcgerest. When the teacher
brought over Alex’s medicine, he said “yummy, yuniragd everyone was
allowed to smell it. James said he had a sore &eddspewed” when he was
away. Rex displayed the mark from his injectior®/{D/05]
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Possessions were a favourite topic; often it wasparing clothes. James
showing his Spiderman shirt led to others displgyumat they were wearing. A
shark design on a t-shirt led to a description sfiark puzzle at home. James
showed his small plastic dragon. Rex’s watch Iéebist to describe theirs.
Mooloo’s comment about buying things led to a casaBon about money:
Mooloo has money at her father’s that she and hethier earned picking

up pine cones .... Rex got $5 at his party, and lghitche watch at a
supermarket. [10/8/05]

Sometimes they talked about centre events. Modalloome a teacher made the
‘angel wings’ she was wearing. After James broagteplica crocodile head to
show, he accused Alex of being too scared to tayemd then admitted he was
scared too when he first saw it. Children regylaHecked with teachers about
whether their name was listed on the whiteboardidetthe sleeproom, which
indicated they would be having a sleep:

Angus asks about the sleep chart, is his name igy?a&ks too. [15/8/05]

They also spoke about family events. Sina talkexitl park she visited in
Japan, and others mentioned parks. Rex said hisrfatd three babies inside his
big tummy, and Aidy corrected him saying only gctsuld have babies.
Birthdays, and comparing ages, were recurring ®suof interest. Maxine said:
“It's my poppa'’s birthday tonight” adding that thegre giving him a book.

While mealtimes were controlled by teachers, ckibdiound opportunities to
exercise some control/power. The close seating treghars observed their peers
resisting teachers. Evie threw a pair of cardbdandculars on the ground and
ignored a teacher’s request to pick them up. Th&y saw children attempting to
exercise control/power over their peers:

James is sitting with Rex and Angus .... When Casg&lgown, James
tells him he can't but an adult intervenes. [7/B)/0

Children enjoyed the responsibility of handing ar@ddiood, but sometimes used it
as a chance to insist on compliance with rules:

When Rex was serving Jeff, he said “fruit” five@srand waited until Jeff
took fruit. [12/12/05]

Children were also bystanders in more sustainesbdps of conflict. Cassidy was
at the table when a prolonged episode of tauntyngaines and Alex reduced
Angus to tears. Therefore, alongside the oppostuhdt eating together offered
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children to deepen their knowledge of each othdrtardiscuss shared interests, it
also allowed children to demonstrate their powel/@nto be observers of such
demonstrations. It was, however, also a place wttaldren showed their

concern for others; when Aidy mistakenly sat inufle chair, he relinquished it
giving her a kiss and a cuddle.

Busy routines meant teachers often missed outkomgg@art in these peer
interactions, as Alcock (2005) also found, althouafbitdren’s frequent invitations
for teachers to sit beside them suggested they wel@mme. Prochner (2001) has
drawn attention to the messages that may be emfeutien the way centre
mealtimes are organised; the fact teachers h&ldhince to sit and talk with
children, rarely ate with children, and even manely were seen to eat the same
food as children, all implicitly contributed to tleult:child demarcation.

7.2.2 Mat-times

Mat-time was a regular pre-lunch event, and there often also one before morning
and/or afternoon tea. Sometimes children were elividto two or three groups by
age, but more often were gathered in a single gnoupe mat in the main room.
There was also a quiet-time after lunch for thastesteeping. For teachers and
children mat-times were explicitly about togethes)experiences in being part of a
community. They were significant as the only oamasihen all children gathered in
a single group, although the youngest children wgmeally peripheral participants,
from their highchairs for the pre-lunch mat-timegddrom the Babysafe for the post-
lunch quiet-time. Because mat-times were timesgf teacher control, they were
overt demonstrations of the adult-child demarcatiimldren’s occasional acts of
resistance to teachers at mat-time emphasisedeharcation.

Children appeared to enjoy the experience of gittigether, participating and
listening. Being part of the group was in itselfexperience of belonging, and also
a chance to learn about your peers. For Katie \ahwemnce a week, it was a chance
to learn who others were, and teachers’ frequanbtinames assisted this process.
Others may have enjoyed it for different reasdfs. Robert T., who often played
alone, the experience of joining in with singinglanusic-making was likely to
contribute to feelings of inclusion. For a youngkeild like Anakin, being part of
mat-time might be a rite of passage out of thedfight and into being ‘big’.



Children’s responses indicated they enjoyed magginm contrast to findings by
others (Wiltz & Klein, 2001). No-one put a sad facemat-time in the
like/dislike activity (Research strategy 3). Ratheavas the first positive choice
both Ruby and Fleur made, and it was among Mulpositive choices. However,
of the three older boys who did the chart activRegx identified it positively the
first time but omitted it the second; and neith@gAs nor Robert A. included it.
(There was no photograph of mat-time in the eavigsion which used a
collection of photographs rather than a chart.)

Usually mat-time included a story and/or actiongsand rhymes. Less
frequently it might include musical instrumentgeacher-led discussion or a
group game such as “Who’s under the blanket”. Temthhoughtful preparation
was often evident and contributed to making maesirpleasurable oases of
teacher-input within the wider context of self-dited activity. Children watched
in suspense as a teacher drew items out one biyamea bag to introduce each
activity. Another produced a puppet to demonstaatens to a song. It was also
often clear teachers were drawing on their knowdeafgchildren’s interests in
their content. A teacher produced a plastic legpand talked about differences
between leopards and lions; a story about stastthgol was read. Elements of
children’s popular culture were occasionally introdd; a teacher displayed a
Batman car and demonstrated its features befoneising “nananananana
Batman!” with the children. While each teacher pkadh their own programme
there was a core content that would be familiantst mainstream New Zealand
teachers.

Mat-times were the most controlled regular centeng and as such were the
clearest communal demonstration of the adult-attécharcation. Visually this
was embodied in their relative positions, with dhehn sitting on the floor, and the
teacher typically sitting on a low chair. Childread little influence on content,
although there was a weekly opportunity for thershiare items brought from
home and they were often asked to suggest songyg.0@ce did a child have a
leading role in a regular mat-time; this was whamds displayed his replica
crocodile head and, supported by the teacher, shave every child. (The
child’s leading role in the fifth birthday mat-tinmgeual is described in the next

section.)

22C



Mat-times were prime times when teachers builtresef community, reflecting
Singer’s (2003) recognition of how such collectexeents can be “powerful tools”
in building “feelings of solidarity between the khien and in the whole group”
(p.73). Teachers used them as opportunities tagitien bonds; they introduced
new children and visitors, farewelled those lea\and talked about forthcoming
events. While planning documents did not explaidfer to “community-
building” there were other references that suggetachers appreciated the
significance of children developing a sense ofrole@endence and
connectedness.

These gatherings were also forums where teacheassect a shared centre culture,
a further dimension of community-building. The ssrprovided shared
references; in the playground a teacher commentedilidren “It reminds me of
Mrs Wishy washy”, a character in a favourite boAkeacher-made book wove a
story around photographs of teachers’ cars. Giildvere delighted to see
familiar stories; Angus greetéthiry MacLarylike an old friend. Mat-time was
also a chance for revisiting centre events. Afterbroccoli was harvested,
children curled up into ‘broccoli’ balls and waitéat the teacher’s touch on their
back:

“Look out, here comes Cookie with the kitchen krifee's going to chop
you off to be cooked.” [12/10/05]

There was a common repertoire of songs. Highcheldren joined in with the
actions for songs as they ate; Sina and Amanda kmeveong well enough to
compose a ribald version together.

Children’s sense of belonging within the commumis often heightened by
having their own moment of recognition. A child mide chosen as a “round bun
in the baker’s shop” or asked to choose a songiyEsreld might hear their name
whispered and receive a ‘high five’ as they depmhrtéearing children call out
“You haven’t done me” when the teacher had ‘unweapfive of the curled-up
animal parcels was a reminder of how important snoments of personal
recognition are for building esteem (McCadden,1998 teacher responded and
went on to unwrap every child. But it was alsonaetifor understanding you only
had one turn, the teacher would not unwrap youewic

221



Mat-times were also significant as the forum wheeedialectic inherent in the
teaching role was most apparent, as teachers stugbitld and maintain a sense
of harmonious community without resorting to exsireg control in ways that
would jeopardise that harmony. Teachers worked ttandake mat-times
enjoyable experiences, a task made more diffiguthb very different
expectations of children in this setting. In costrt play periods, here the
requirement was not to initiate activity, not taraounicate with peers, not to
access resources, and not to move freely. Theimatrequirements were the
clearest example of children learning the expemtatof the student role (Apple
& King, 1977; King, 1978; McCadden, 1998). ThesegeMessons in restraint
many children found difficult. Coercing and coaxtigldren to meet these
expectations was often a challenge. Although teatbgert focus was on
community, the underpinning dimension of teachevgrovas never far from the
surface.

Teachers used a variety of strategies for initiglljetening the group (e.g.,
“Hammer, hammer hammer” which ends with childrensparing) and for
dismissing the group (e.g., naming songs). Sugtsitian routines McCadden
(1998) believes establish the teacher as the atythdfinor disturbances during
mat-times were often ignored or led to positiveregkes of behaviour being
noted. Continued infractions led first to gendeninders:

“l am just going to wait until Robert turns arourahd Alex sits up
straight” [30/8/05]

and sometimes to more forceful comments. The readiof other teachers to step
in with support suggested teachers understood aaing control could be
challenging and were collectively committed to awog the need for overt
displays of control. The teacher’'s embarrassmesthatiting at a child and
excluding him from mat-time, mentioned in Chapteredlected her discomfort in
having momentarily lost her temper.

As noted previously, teachers only occasionallydusat-times as a forum for
discussing behaviour. At these times relationsaipsthe ways in which children
exercised control/power with each other were explicurriculum content.

The teacher ... said how sad she was that she hachs@es used
inappropriately during the morning. [20/10/05]
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In contrast, other researchers indicate teachipgogpiate behaviours is often an
element of such gatherings (Skinner et al., 1998).

Mat-time was also a time when a child might witnetdger children’s resistance
to teachers. This was most conspicuous in the dldgs’ reaction to the call for
mat-time:

A teacher calls “Haere mai ki te whki” [“come to the mat”] and Aidy

and Robert A. shriek. Robert dives through the éuridy shouts “Climb
onto our windows, climb onto our windows” urgen{/10/05]

The two boys ran under the fort. Walter, who wasing down the fort stairs,
also ran under the fort and he and Robert tuckewhselves beside the vertical
ladder, while Aidy perched on the window frame.

A teacher approaches and calls “Boys, haere mé&e kihiriki” as she

comes towards the fort. She begins to count “B, 2" and they shriek

and run behind the fort, but then come around tte.ne calls out “I'm

going in to morning tea, and the others say “Me"tand “Me too” and
head in to the mat.

Children also sometimes resisted the departureepsoitom mat-time:

Angus does not go, but instead looks out the wintléaiter also stays in
the room. A teacher goes over and together sheAagdis look out at the
rain. Then after a few moments she says “Pleasangowvash your
hands”.

Angus: “I'm a policeman”.

She says: “Policeman, please go and wash your Hands
Walter [who is also still on the mat] says “I'm natil Angus”. [18/8/05]

Eventually both boys left to wash their hands a#erchers had begun serving
lunch. Moments of resistance also occurred duriagstime, such as the two
episodes involving Anakin and Emjay described h1.where it seemed their
shared pleasure in their relationship was heigltdryetheir sense of shared
rebelliousness.

Finally, mat-time was a place where the use of jglhaysggression among peers
might be observed. Among the older children theeeawnore examples of both
full engagement and occasionally also of disruption

James grabs Alex who is sitting beside him, andtha® him. Alex cries,

and comes across to sit with a teacher where hairesyior the rest of the

mat-time. Later James hits Jonathan who is sitinfyont of him. But
when the story is on, he is engrossed. [5/8/05]
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For children who were never observed resistingheacor using physical
aggression, being close observers of such episeaesot an insignificant
experience in the ways in which control might belded by both peers and
teachers.

It is important to keep this account in perspectAdéchildren appeared to enjoy
participating in mat-times, and teachers were s&edo children in planning for
and managing them. Nevertheless it was also teavsiere every child was a
close witness to teachers’ exercise of controldoéin’s resistance to teachers, and
at times to children’s use of physical aggressairsst their peers. These factors
contributed to issues of control/power being péaewery child’s curriculum

experience.

While the practice of such teacher-led mat-times faamiliar tradition within New
Zealand early childhood education, there are datsanis in the literature of
collective meetings with greater child input. Refaces in the literature to
children’s participation in philosophical discugssoMacNaughton & Williams,
2004), and descriptions of toddlers taking a legdaie in circle time (Emilson,
2007) are thought-provoking examples of givingdiah a greater role. However,
when centre teachers did attempt to do this, itmeaslways successful:

She is leading a discussion about what are theiaptiings we do at

Christmas.... At one stage there is the sound aignd | hear her say
“You taught him that. You showed him the wrong way

Then a few moments later there is an ultimatuns ${bur choice, move by
Charlie, or join ----‘'s mat-time. You need to makehoice.” [12/12/05]

7.2.3 Sleeptimes

Sleeptime contained extremes. Observations shdweedfter-lunch routine
contained some of the most intimate interactiorie/&en teacher and child in a
day, but very occasionally it was also the sitéarte clashes.

Because the door to the sleeproom was kept clobddren could not include it
in their photographs of favourite places (Reseatditegy 2). However,
children’s preferences in the like/dislike activiigesearch strategy 3) showed
even older children who no longer slept might rernemt fondly. Maxine,
Grace, Mooloo and Evie all identified the sleepraoositively; Maxine said: “I
like having a sleep”Among the children who still had sleeps, RoberaAd
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Ruby identified it positively, while Mulan and Cabgdid not select it. Angus
was the only child who put a sad face on the ste®pr and his experience will
be described to show how issues of power couldrbe@dominating feature of
the sleep routine and cause untenable tensiotmftbrchild and teachers. It will
also show how children may attempt to exerciserobimt ways that are not
playful or oriented to their peers.

When children went to the sleeproom after lunch,atmosphere was conducive
to rest. The muted colours, drawn curtains andldjihting contributed to the
sense of calm. Mattresses were laid out, along @dgth for younger children. As
children came in teachers guided them to their bébadren lay themselves
down, were tucked in and perhaps talked quietlyr veéachers and children
around them. Teachers ensured children had sontektuaiithin the sleep
routine. Aidy was allowed to keep an engine beside his bdan was asked if
she preferred a cot or a bed.

Most children came readily to the sleeproom, ardfdtiowing description
captures how pleasant the typical routine was liddien:
The two teachers pat backs, and piano music plaggraiously—it is very

peaceful and calm, and the music draws attentioayainom the still
audible voices of children and adults in the refsthe centre.

It is at times possible to hear individual voickat mostly it is a remote
sound.... One by one children go to sleep. Ametizeisast to go to sleep,
and that would have taken ... around 40 minutes. Weageful process —
probably no more than 10 soft comments “Lie down“Be quiet ...”, all
gently and quietly spoken, and all accompanied itk rubbing.
[7/10/05]

This routine allowed each child to feel a teachegsthing physical touch; both
going to sleep and awakening were potentially tifoephysical and emotional
closeness between teacher and child. For a chitdne longer wore nappies, and
who did not initiate contact with teachers, thightibe the only gentle close
physical contact in the centre day.

Sometimes, despite teachers’ efforts, childremdidfall asleep:

A teacher came through carrying Mulan out of tleeproom. Earlier |
had heard her come out and consult about the fattulan was not
asleep yet. This time she says “she won” as she past me. [5/8/05]

As her language indicates sleeping could beconstieground; this was most
disturbingly observed in an episode with Angus. plisents were firm in the
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requirement that he regularly slept; a teachernteddiis mother frequently rang
to check teachers complied with this request. @agi®ns suggested the
requirement had become a source of tension for &nghbich mounted during
mat-time and lunch routines. The following episadaveys the intensity of the
physical and emotional struggle, and the powerlib#t adults and child exerted.
Angus:

...goes to his bed, but gets increasingly restlggstting up, waving his

legs, talking, rolling around, and sometimes wadkaround.... The second

teacher spends some time with him, patting hirmice him down, then
moves to the babies. [12/10/05]

Later, as he struggles, an adult uses the bedsltdhestrain him. He says:

“I don't like you”, “Bad Jelly will get you”, “Bad Jelly will cut you up
with knives”.

When another teacher took over, she curled aroimdand negotiated that if he
lay still and silent for 10 minutes, he could gpt He agreed, and she gave him
her watch, but he still moved frequently and talkedand off. She says “Do you
want me to restart it?” but in the end he was a#idwo take his clothes to a
teacher who talked about making good decisionsendtie helped him dress. This
was not an isolated event:

As | go to leave | see Angus in his singlet, sqeetero his locker crying
his heart out for mummy. [1/9/05]

Nor was Angus the only child who resisted slee@intimes:
Walter had to be carried shrieking through to #eeproom. [22/9/05]

At a staff meeting teachers shared their deep en€xse teacher described
spending an hour getting Walter to sleep, and said:

“I hate it because | feel | am not a nice persofd,horrible person”.

Another teacher referred to a similar episode witigus and described
her role as “unethical”. She said “I felt quite aal, but was holding down
the bedding to restrain Angus”. [4/10/05]

After long discussion teachers agreed they wouthathildren to get up if they

were not asleep within a certain period.
Such episodes were the most overt teacher-chishetaobserved. Brennan’s

(2005) reference to “lone expressions of indepeoel@md resistance [as]...
meaningless empty acts” (p.207) seemed inadequdtésisituation. Rather,
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Angus’s resistance was an intense and privateelfativaged with teachers; he
appeared to have little regard for how his reastimight be received by peers.

Teachers’ expression of their intense discomfotthwhe situation, as they tried to
balance the parents’ request with their sensitifatyAngus was the clearest
articulation of their uneasy mediation of the dadiletension that underpinned so
much of their work in the centre—maintaining a baabetween their sensitive
relationships with children, and the need for thertake a controlling role.

7.3 Rituals

Finding the point of demarcation between routines tuals seemed somewhat
arbitrary. Birthdays, trips, Christmas and famibcsl events were defined as
rituals, in that they were out-of-the-ordinary piad events, which were of
particular significance to both children and teasheéBrennan (2005) uses the
term “traditional events” and describes teachereeehts such as birthdays,
Halloween and Guy Fawkes. The centre ritual desdrhere, the fifth birthday,
was significant because it was an occasion thatany ways cut across the
arguments that have been presented through thesedhapters. Firstly, it was an
occasion when the physical and social isolatiothefcentre was temporarily
reduced with the presence of Mooloo’s parents @p#ting through the
afternoon. It was an occasion when the teached-damarcation within the
centre was diminished, individually for the birtlydgirl in the prominent role she
was given in the mat-time, and collectively in #ie@ared emotions as teachers and
children farewelled her and the family. The sigrafice of this section is that it
offers a glimpse of how centre life might be, amovdes a platform for the
discussion in Chapter 9.

7.3.1 The fifth birthday ritual

The significance of birthdays and growing oldergagrecognised in other
settings (James & Prout, 1990; Paley, 1986) was lseee, but fifth birthdays
were of particular importance because they als&euba child’s departure from
the centre. (In New Zealand children typically s&mhool either on, or the day
after their fifth birthday.) However, as well asnkiag the birthday and departure,
the ritual can also be read as marking the chitdissition from being a young
child in the confines of the centre to being adhdd in the wider world of



school. On Mooloo’s birthday her clothes symbolitieat transition. Her long
hair was loose and | noted she was:

... wearing a t-shirt with a sparkly motif, a floudcealf-length skirt, and
black shiny boots. She looks very grown up.[19)8/05

It was an emotional day for her. Several timess&®ned upset, and at one stage
she cried. At lunch she joined in the conversatibout birthdays but ate nothing.
She was upset when not chosen to leave quiet-tistedven on this most special
of days, she was implicitly reminded she is onlg ana community of many. Her
parents arrived about 2pm, and having them tharéicypating in the centre
community, highlighted the significance of the aioa, and offered Mooloo a rare
bridge between home and centre life. As they ssiar) she alternated between
demonstrating skills, like climbing the rope laddéen returning to sit with them.

Afternoon mat-time began very typically with Moologearing the birthday hat
she had made during the morning, sitting amondrstfor the story; but for the
rest of the event she sat on a chair beside tlcbéean front of the children, an
overt demonstration of her new status. Her podfolas displayed page by page,
before it was handed to her parents. Then,

Mooloo is asked if she wants to choose the soregd&&s want to but can't

think of any, so she is asked to choose a frienidind of one. Evie

suggests “Bob the builder”, then “Twinkle, twinkleMooloo can choose

children to leave the mat. She names some chiltitgrgthers she points
at — | wonder if she knows all their names? [1983/0

The ritual concluded with the cake that her parbatsbrought, which was
produced after the usual sandwiches and fruit. Wealoo had blown out the 5-
shaped candle children spontaneously launchedttgppy birthday”. While
pieces of it were being handed around, a teachar g@oloo the card that had
been made. Some children dispersed, but othersrgalthvith teachers to make
their final farewells to the family.

The uniting of teachers and children in this rituialthe sadness of the farewell
and in the pleasure of the birthday celebratioraenbd the wider teacher-child
community; teacher-child divisions were temporablyrred in the shared
emotions the occasion evoked. But hearing teadaenssay to children about
other events “Oh, it happened on a day when yoemehere” was a reminder

that children who did not come every day often etssignificant events. A child
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attending daily might feel part of a cohesive ewaivcommunity; for a child who
came less often the experience could be more fiettu

There were also other layers of meaning embedd#dnhe ritual. The handing
over of the portfolio underlined Mooloo’s transiifrom the familiar world of the
centre, and her role of ‘centre kid’, out into thieler world of school. Chapter 5
began with a description of the physical and sast@htion of the centre, which
restricted contact with the community and with Iriga’. Now that argument
comes full circle. That same isolation now meanbhMo was very unlikely to
have any further contact with the teachers or witist of the children in the
centre unless her parents initiated it. She nfigdtfamiliar peers at her new
school, but even this was uncertain as the ceméng thmilies from a wide
catchment and departing children went to many diffeschools.

For the children remaining, the ritual was a rereirithat one day each of them
would leave the centre, that membership of thisroamity was transitory, and
that another wider world lay beyond. Some childoerked forward to the
maturity it implied, and this may have been refekcin children’s use of the word
“school” to refer to the centre. Jeff says “See Hogvl am, I'm a school boy
now”. Rex, who was closer to school-entry age, m@sso sure; his mother
reported he did not want to turn 5.

But most significantly, this ritual seemed to comtaithin it the seeds of
suggestions for doing things in other ways in thetie, in ways where the adult-
child demarcation was more frequently blurred. Dgston in the final chapter
will build on those seeds of suggestion, in conandethe implications of the
thesis for the profession.

This discussion of the fifth birthday ritual brinigsa close this chapter, and the
analysis based around the concepts of rules, esudind rituals. This also completes
the analysis using the three sensitising conceptgrdfrom activity theory. Taking
each of these perspectives in turn has shown tize wavhich the assumed
demarcation between adults and children was a foedtal source of curriculum
boundaries that limited both teachers and childBemit has also shown that teachers
found ways to blur the demarcation, and that obildbften and robustly challenged

it. Taking these three perspectives has also higfield that relationships with others
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were at the heart of curriculum for children. Thrldconstructs of establishing
relationships with others, and of exercising cdraver others, were central to
children’s task of establishing their identitieshwn the centre, and so were concerns
which children introduced into the centre curricaltAlthough there were many
other ways in which children influenced the scopeuoriculum, the focus on the
exercising of control/power was the most unexpected

To return to the image of concentric circles whigs used in the first chapter
(p.2), these three chapters have explored thebateaeen the first and second
circles, the area that constitutes the unintendeplanned and often
unacknowledged aspects of curriculum, and haveideresi how children
experienced and influenced the boundaries. Thea&pter describes what lay
beyond the outer border, what constituted the cwiculum (Eisner, 1985), and
how and who defined this.
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CHAPTER 8

THE NULL CURRICULUM

As | was walking up the stair

| met a man who wasn't there
He wasn't there again today

| wish, | wish he’d stay away.
(Mearns, 1875 — 1965)

In this chapter attention shifts to what was exetlifom curriculum and to how
that process of exclusion occurred. The subsidesgarch question guiding
analysis here is:

What potential aspects of learning and teachirey, the null curriculum,
are being excluded from the curriculum that youhdren experience
and enact?

Discerning the boundary between ‘appropriate’ andgpropriate’ was
challenging because it required looking for absenitgtening for silences.
Consequently it must be acknowledged that at tiimeslata here were less
substantial than in previous areas of analysisatiog the data sometimes felt
like catching feathers. It was made more challegdiecause it required stepping
outside my own assumptions, as well as those gbrtbkession. Yet abandoning
assumptions meant curriculum possibilities werettally infinite”

(McCutcheon, 1997, p.189). In order to containttyec the “curriculum
universe” (Flinders et al., 1986, p.38) was defiasdwhat was present or on the
fringes of being present, but was disregarded,d@ehiclosed down or denied by
children and/or teachers. This reflected the didiniof null curriculum adopted
for this thesis:

Curriculum that arose, or potentially arose, in thetting, but that children
and/or teachers deemed to be inapproprié@hapter 2, section 2.1.6)

In thinking about what might be null curriculumtime centre, making
comparisons proved a useful point of leverage. Byasans of early childhood
education in the literature made international cangons possible, and these
often offered alternatives to familiar practicesdikersity of services within New
Zealand, with different philosophical approacheswith a shared commitment to
implementingTe whiriki, made cross-service comparisons possible, for eleamp
making comparisons with Montessori or Steiner sg#ti There were, and still are,
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perplexing questions. Where is the distinctiomieen inappropriate and
irrelevant? How do you distinguish between whaldrbn have learnt not to do,
and what they define as inappropriate, or is therdifference? What else in my
own null curriculum was preventing me from seeing@?

A central argument presented here is that there diffiering definitions of what
constituted null curriculum. Previous descriptitlase assumed the
teacher/policy maker (Carpenter, 2001), and perhbgasthe parent
(McCutcheon, 1997), as the agent/s of exclusiohth®icommitment to
children’s voices in this thesis meant they weeeltiyical starting place. It
quickly became apparent that what was null curacufor teachers was not
necessarily so for children. It was also found thdividuals varied in their
interpretation of null curriculum, reflecting thecsal mores of the other worlds in
which they moved, and the identity they were cuiyesstablishing/inhabiting
within the centre. That teachers’ and childreréfirdtions differed is a reflection
of the first theme of the thesis, the adult:chishdrcation, but more particularly,
it is a demonstration of the second theme, becthesdifferences between
definitions of what constituted null curriculum aeolargely from children
resisting adult norms as a way of strengthening tven peer relationships.

What was null curriculum for children, and whatythmerceived to be null
curriculum for teachers, are considered first. Wimatstituted null curriculum for
teachers is then described using the frameworkwotfent, intellectual processes,
and emotions. Aspects of curriculum that seemédi ton the border between
appropriate/inappropriate for teachers were latléberderline’ (see Figure 10).
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Figure 10: The differing boundaries of null currlom for children and teachers

8.1 What was null curriculum for children?

No references to children’s/students’ definitiomsioll curriculum were found in
the literature, but this was my starting place. Ehddren themselves set
boundaries to the curriculum? They appeared swkath their interests and
ideas it seemed unlikely anything that potentialigse would be discarded as
inappropriate. Althougkhese were not strong trends in the data, two &s et
seemed to be null curriculum for children were tth@idies and naming another
child as disliked.

8.1.1 What was null curriculum for all/most childfe

Children’s own naked bodies were largely null aautum, a finding anticipated
by Sanson (2007, 2008) in writing about dance,ianiderature addressing issues
around children as sexual beings (e.g., Silin, 1S6tees, 2003; Tait, 2001).
Children frequently changed in the locker room, maitedness was a momentary
space through which they were moved/moved themseN®re seemed to be
tacit agreement that unclothed was not ok. Wher,EBSa often the rebel, stripped
to the waist she was told by a teacher:

23¢



“I don't want your body to get burnt by the sumeled you to go and get a
t-shirt on.” [26/10/05]

Although children changed together, were in thétwatm together, watched
others having nappies changed, they almost nevemeamted on each other’s
bodies, which was in sharp contrast to the sharedest in clothing among older
children. A rare exception was when James lookec¢hddavid’s pants and said
“David has a bum”Yet in the 1980s running naked through the hoseamas
unexceptional event in my children’s centre expergs, and a photograph from
the 1930s shows naked “sunny bunnies” in an Auckliandergarten (H. May,
personal communication, October, 10, 2008). Whilietiled exploration of
these changing perceptions lies beyond the scoffesathesis, the depth of shift
seems to indicate more than protecting childremfexposure to the sun. Wider
concerns arising from issues of child abuse (Dunt@88, 1999) and the
increasing discourse of risk within society (Ta@@01) are also likely to underlie
these changed notions of acceptability.

Yet, observations in the centre suggested a latgiusity about others’ bodies
existed. Cassidy was curious Jeff's doll did nateha button” on its stomach. Two
sisters, on separate occasions, conducted almusatexaminations of my face.

The fact that Charlie, who was taking photograghawmurite places (Research
strategy 2), said “No” when Evie took off the teyeér of the pregnant woman puzzle
so the baby in her belly was visible, was a shfeVidence that for Charlie if not for
Evie, the clothed figure was more acceptable. &t took her own photos with the
naked figure and baby showing. It seemed only acfalgiren showed curiosity about
others’ bodies; most were not curious or had lehnuo to express such curiosity.
Given the reported evidence of children’s curioalbput bodies (Isaacs, 1933; James
et al., 1998; Prout, 2005) the latter seems mauaspile.

On the five occasions when | asked children ifehgas anyone they did not like
to play with, their responses suggested this nbghan uncomfortable topic.
Grace and Maxine whispered together, before Grduspered three names in my
ear. Cassidy’s first response was a very quickrapdated “No”, although, as
described in Chapter 6, he later talked of hatmgristers”. Sina and Rex both
answered with a “No”. Yet parents readily nameddcten whom their child
complained about, and it was not uncommon for caridhemselves to exclude
others. Was children’s reluctance to label peefawaurably to an adult a tribute
to the energy with which teachers worked to cregtesitive feeling of
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community? My sense that children felt such coratgras in the centre were
inappropriate suggested they had absorbed thigroatien. However, the fact
that | only asked children this question on fiveasions reflects my own
discomfort, my own assumption that the communityusth be harmonious. My
unease may have been conveyed to children. Orateeccasions when children
did express negative feelings to me about otheey, those private moments; Jeff
and | were alone when he told me “Robert A. doesdb mean things to me”.
Earlier chapters have included examples of childvgplicitly and implicitly
rejecting others, but only once was a child hearskty “I don’t like you” to a
peer:

When Aidy called “Come on, come on guys, do you tedook at my

brand new truck?” Evie said “No we don't becausedea't like you eh,
we don't like you” and followed it with a cacklelatighter.

Aidy’s response was to move away with his truckirsgry

“I'm going to put my truck away ‘cause it's broke? It's broken. Stupid
old truck.”

He abandoned it, climbed onto the fort where Angas, and called down to
Evie:

“You're naughty, we're going away from you.” [18/08]

His departure and his rejection of the truck inthdathe impact of her rejection;
his use of “naughty” suggested he recognised la¢ersent as inappropriate in
this context.

Two factors may have contributed to children’s cence to express dislike for
others. Other researchers have noted the chastictly positive, non-
confrontational approach teachers habitually taikbk Wwith each other (Nuttall, 2004;
Norberg, 2006) and with children (Brennan, 20050dfow & Fasoli, 1998), and the
maintenance of a harmonious group has been igehti a deep-seated value within
early childhood (Brennan, 2005; Rivalland, 200He Bame positive teacher
behaviours, and the prioritising of community hanyavere evident in this centre,
meaning that the roles teachers took would haméoreed the inappropriateness of
expressing dislike for others. Children’s apparehictance to label others as disliked
playmates may also be an indication of their dotmganotivation to establish and
maintain social relationships (Corsaro, 2003);aswargued in Chapter 6 that
relationships were the core of curriculum for ctelain this setting.
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8.1.2 What was null curriculum for some children?

Was null curriculum shared across the whole grdughibdren, or were there
differences reflecting age, gender, or individuald®e only age-related aspect of
null curriculum was the unexpected finding, outtine Chapter 6, that the
concepts of learning/teaching seemed to be nuliccwm for older children.
There seemed to be no other age-related diviseygrid the limits imposed by
physical mobility and verbal skill. Younger childrewithin the limits of their
mobility, had free range of the environment for tafstheir waking day, and
were peripheral participants in mat-times. Theoeadly, older children had
restricted access to the gated Babysafe areahéybften visited this space, and
those toys often migrated past the fence. Oldddme@n were occasionally offered
a cot to sleep in. Two-year-olds Jordan and Thones sometimes part of the
superhero play.

Were there differences in what constituted nullicutum that reflected gender
demarcations? Observations had shown that supepleesona, and the boys’
superhero play, was not entirely null curriculumdals. One distinction was that
when girls participated they never physically dtetothers. The fact that there
was only one occasion when an older (aged 3 oirivgs observed hitting
another person suggested physical aggression iméguh aspect of the boys’
interactions that girls defined as inappropriaterddand Charlie’s reported
enthusiasm “to do play fighting” when the gym matse available, suggested
light-hearted rough-and-tumble play was not unatatse at least to them.

In contrast, some of the older boys (aged 3 ante¥¢r engaged in some
activities favoured by girls. Alex, Walter, Janssl Rex were never seen playing
with dolls. Neither was Evie but then, as Chaptshéwed, she energetically
resisted the stereotyped girl role. There was auwig doll in the centre, but she
was occasionally present in girls’ conversatiortge dnly time boys talked about
Barbie, was in a ritualised response game Rex, sagd Aidy played with Dora,
which provided further evidence of their positiagiof dolls, including Barbie, as
not-boy and not-acceptable:

They have set up a routine where she says “Yowvea @arbie” and they

cover their faces with their hands immediately. s it about 15

times—with pauses—and they react with glee each iivinen she pauses

Angus says “Come on, come on, come on girl” andssags it up again.
[16/12/05]

23¢€



The pattern of boys dissociating themselves frotivities perceived to be girls’
is widely reported (Browne, 2004; Corsaro, 2003¢l¢ie, 2000; Paley, 1984)
indicating that gender may be a frequent ingrediedefining what constitutes
null curriculum for an individual.

Glamorous dress-ups were another aspect of tree wiokld that was null
curriculum for some boys, although flowing capesenaften worn as superhero
insignia. For many girls, a focus in dressing-upage-painting was to look
beautiful, but the aim for boys was typically tqapr fierce and threatening, as
Jarvis (2007) also reports. This was also demawestia their menacing hand-
clawed gestures, their use of tools and arms as, glaeir blocking body stances
and their excluding verbal messages. (Howevey, dirkparticipate in having
their hair gelled by a teacher one afternoon.) s€hwo kinds of resources, dolls
and glamorous dress-ups, seemed to be null cwmncédr many boys.

There are inevitably questions that remain unansgvdReflecting on the
determination with which many older boys exploreelit ability to threaten
highlighted the challenge boys faced in definingntiselves as male in a woman-
dominated world. Was being a male null curriculu@ifts had nine female adult
role models in the centre, boys had none. How wthédcentre have changed if
there had been a male teacher? Or if all the adatidheen males? While the
patterns of boys’ behaviour seen here are widglgnted (e.g., Corsaro, 1997,
Fabes et al., 2004; Longwell-Grice & Letts, 200atdy, 1984; Watson, 2005), it
seems likely that the void in male role models mpastly explain why so often
boys seemed to explore their maleness in a stgredtyay focused on being
‘other than’ females. Did teachers’ commitmentt@o&onal warmth and
harmony and their avoidance of overt control sgi@®accentuate aggression as

the ‘other’, and therefore non-female, behaviouthis setting?

Were there individual differences in children’sid@fon of what might be null
curriculum? Comparing children of similar age @ed suggested there were.
James seemed often to be motivated by a desintoot, and for him, being
weak or a follower among his peers was currentlycurriculum. Rex, the oldest
boy in the centre, also wore Spiderman regaliajaimeéd in the running/shooting
games but he regularly interacted with girls and waver observed hitting or
being hit. His actions showed he chose to defingighl fighting, which was part
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of the curriculum currently on offer, as inapprapei and therefore as null
curriculum. There are a myriad of other examplagivyet again reinforce the
individual nature of each child’s experience. Earlinalysis had emphasised how
vastly different a day might be for two childrereré analysis underlined the
differences in what children might currently defeebeing
inappropriate/irrelevant for themselves.

8.2 What children considered to be null curriculumfor teachers

The second aspect of null curriculum lies on theraary between appropriate
and inappropriate. It is the topics and languagielen assessed as beyond the
bounds of appropriateness for teachers, yet cloogeet, often as an expression of
resistance. Teachers’ reactions varied. A stromggimnee reaction confirmed that it
was inappropriate, but more often teachers acceptatlleast tolerated the
language. Given the strength of exclusion arouechétked body, it is perhaps not
surprising that all these topics related to theybddhe use of scatological
language was the most obvious example.

The ways children sometimes used “bum”, “wees” ‘gubhs” suggested they
believed teachers defined them as inappropriatenMames was rebuked he said
“gross as”, and elaborated “gross as wee, pooh; before riding away

[18/8/05]. Only occasionally did a teacher’s reactindicate these words/topics
might be null curriculum:

“If you say those words again you'll have to gddies’ [9/8/05]

Chanting such ‘forbidden’ language together wasag of engendering a feeling
of togetherness. Aidy, Robert A. and Walter chafiledger bum stink” as they
kicked the back wall. Sina’s and Amanda’s refrain:

“bum bum bum bum?” then “pooh pooh, pooh pooh” [18/05]

was a rare example of girls using language in daiway. Older boys used this
language in taunting others: Alex and James murdiy@u’'re poohey” to
Angus. However, children also used this languagelfitonsciously as part of
their regular conversation: “I need to go pooh’itgg wees”. Teachers used it
similarly; for example, an entry in Cassidy’s naiek read:

We are encouraging Cassidy to tell us when he bas @ pooh in his
nappy. [Nobk47201]
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But teachers did not use this language in referemtigemselves, in fact it was not
a topic they discussed. An exception occurred vehtacher read a story about
Mr Mole trying to identify who had produced a styarshaped pooh (Holzwarth
& Erlbruch, 1993). It seemed scatological languamgght constitute borderline
curriculum for teachers—aspects of curriculum theknowledged but rarely
extended because they ran counter to wider soaegsnlit therefore seemed there
was misalignment between children’s and teachensgptions. Although
teachers occasionally classified such languageagpropriate this was highly
dependent on circumstances. But it seemed chifdrerd it satisfying to define
this language as forbidden and make use of itts @fcdefiance to adults, and in
strengthening peer bonds. Others report similarofisuch language (Alcock,
2007; Kyratzis, 2004). Using it to taunt peersskere occasionally, is also
noted by Corsaro (1985).

References to other bodily functions seemed sityitdurred. Mooloo came to
me to show me a glob of something on her handsieberibed as “sneeze”,
which | understood as an effort to shock, partidylevhen she ignored
suggestions to wash it off. Boys demonstrated Ingrmand made comments like:

“My mummy burps”, “My mummy farts” [9/8/05]

in ritualised exchanges. Teachers typically ignaredistracted children when
they were aware of such exchanges, and did natsidteir own bodily

functions. Again however, a teacher read a stooyth dog whose overpowering
farting saved the day (Kotzwinkle & Murray, 200hus acknowledging
children’s fascination with such topics. It seemeading books provided teachers
with a ‘safe’ way to engage with borderline topileat were at odds with social
mores and perhaps with their personal values.

Boys’ references to female bodies, pregnancy artld ini their exchanges
suggested they sometimes positioned these asdfiehi topics.

“My mummy's titties”, “My mummy has two babies &rh.. “My
mummy has three babies”. [9/8/05]

Babies and births were a hot topic for teachenermia and children because a
family was looking forward to a multiple birth. Taeers readily followed up
children’s references with conversations that fedusn such details as whose
mother was pregnant, when the baby was due, antherhieé might be a boy or
girl. The details of how pregnancies begin—intersewand the formation of the
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ovum—were never mentioned. These were, as wilkkea elow, details that

were null curriculum for teachers.

8.3 What was null curriculum for teachers

What constitutes null curriculum for teachers isewehother discussions of null
curriculum begin (Carpenter, 2001; McCutcheon, }9%iere was a variety of
ways in which the boundary of teachers’ definitadrappropriate curriculum
could be deduced. There was content teachers deddeam children,
possibilities they closed down, topics childrerseal but teachers deflected,
aspects of play they tolerated but rarely engagéd and teaching/learning
routes they did not take.

8.3.1 What was natull curriculum for teachers

The first finding was that teachers blew away margconceptions about what
might be null curriculum for them. They enteredittie children’s world and
largely delighted in their ideas and interestsr é&s@mple, teachers represented
children’s popular culture in the centre, so emsyit was not an area of null
curriculum as others had so frequently reporteddf-2002; Giugni, 2006; Jones
& Nimmo, 1994; King, 1978; Ryan & Grieshaber, 200%Yhile watching TV or
videos was not a centre activity, elements of vehétren liked to watch at home
were reflected. Images of Batman, Barbie, Nemo,niéithe Pooh, the Australian
music group Hi 5, and the New Zealand rugby heemalUmaga were on the
walls. There were Spiderman and Batman dress-ngsTaomas the Tank
Engine trainsets. Children and teachers sang tBelBuilder”, and listened to
“Bad Jelly the Witch” and “Théion King”. Many of the videos and TV
programmes children mentioned as favourites wevereal in this range.

Long-standing traditions have shaped ideas abauahteg practices and content.
Two areas of particular contention have been ttreduction of school-type
learning and the role of teachers in children’stve art; in these areas my
preconceptions about what might be null curriculuere dispelled. While there
is continuing debate over introduction of acadesuilsjects into early childhood
education, including the formal teaching of readang writing (e.g., Katz, 2007),
in this centre instruction in letter formation am@ding was not null curriculum.
While it was not a frequent event, there was aldysal chart recording an

24C



episode where children had practised the letteafttd planning documentation
included references to children taking early stagearning to read:
During Yellow group mat time we have been using‘beginner reader”

books. The sentences in the story are repeatedphwith a slight
variation, and are simple and short. [Nobk921d1]

A recommended role for teachers of encouragingibtiintervening in young
children’s art has until recently been acceptedtpra for New Zealand teachers
(Brownlee, 2004). With increasing emphasis on sadtaral teacher practices,
and growing awareness of the model of the artgli&eggio Emilia (Gandini,
2005), a more proactive role for teachers had beencated (Farrant & Wright,
2007). At times these teachers took that more wraalole, working alongside or
collaborating with children. Teachers and childwerked together creating an
underwater mural; a group of girls gathered arcaebacher who was drawing,
commenting and suggesting details she might adch Spisodes were striking for
the sense of camaraderie between teacher/s amdechilvhich enhanced the
feeling of teacher-child community.

The remainder of this discussion on what constitumell curriculum for teachers
is organised into the three areas that providedrémeework for the literature
review in Chapter 3: content, intellectual proceg&gsner, 1985), and affect
(Flinders et al., 1986). Further aspects that wetenull curriculum for teachers
are touched on through this discussion.

8.3.2 Content that was null curriculum for teachers

Choosing to conceal potential curriculum conteatfrchildren provided the
clearest examples of what constituted null curdoufor teachers. There were
two examples of this.

The teacher came to the door of the deck with dungein a piece of

paper. She said “Guess what they found in the niléim adult said “A

pooh?” and she said “No”, and spelt out “A bird’shd”. She said that
she assumed something had eaten the rest. [28/9/05]

Her decision to let children believe it was catrexeent, rather than a mutilated
dead bird, was an example of the desire to pratatdren from the unpleasant
(Silin, 1995). Although she told me dead birds badn shared with children in
the past, observations showed death was a toghdesararely broached. This
was in stark contrast to the frequent referencatitmting, dying and killing in
the older boys’ play (Corsaro, 1985, 2003; Pal&g4l Watson, 2005). Even in
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the familiar mat-time rhyme of “Five little monkéywhich the crocodile
“snapped”, it was a child who made their fate extplsaying “This is where the
dead people gods she moved the monkeys to the corner of the niadroard.
Such teacher uneasiness around the topic of deatidely reported (King, 1978;
Silin, 1995; Woodrow, 1999), and linked to imagéstuldren as innocent and
needing protection (Woodrow, 1999).

That the two-child car, which was a permanentatatiy feature of the
playground, could move was concealed from childidre unexpected discovery
of its potential came when visiting schoolboys mdshbhildren around in it during
the carol-singing evening. This was a conspicucasngle of a consistent teacher
practice described in Chapter 5, the defining of legiuipment could be used.
Defining the car as stationary meant children cawdtlexplore the relationship
between the movement of the steering wheel, tymd trajectory, experience the
physical exertion needed to shift it or the resality of steering to avoid others.
While defining it as stationary was professiondlistifiable in terms of
management, supervision and safety, it neverthelessd off a potential aspect
of curriculum for children.

As noted above, some curriculum topics introducgdtbldren were tolerated but
not supported by teachers. While teachers sawcpaating in children’s activities
as part of their role, their role in relation tgsuhero play, as noted in Chapter 6,
suggested ambivalence. When a teacher assess@ththavas too aggressive she
refused to tie a cloak around a boy’s neck but baidould wear it tied round his
head “pirate style”, and the gym mats were put aiwastop children wrestling.
There was only one observation of a teacher takilegding role facilitating

noisy wild animal (lions) play with the older boyBid teachers’ lack of
participation in superhero play indicate it wasslealued, and bordered on being
null curriculum for them? Did they sense, as Wat&905) and Browne (2004)
suggest, that in this play boys were defining thelues in opposition to female
teachers? There are ideas within the professidredtiure of strategies for
engaging with superhero play (Carlsson-Paige & mei®90; Watson, 2005).
Could teachers have challenged those elementsezftédming and physical
aggression that sometimes occurred within the si@perplay if they had engaged
with it more proactively? Did these teachers haitheir involvement would not
be welcomed? Certainly they were not invited tdipgate.
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The use of ‘guns’ is banned in many early childheddcation settings because of
their connotations with violence and killing, anechuse of their role in boys’
demonstrations of power (Davies, 1989). Here, h@anehe older boys’ use of
hands, arms and a range of resources to reprasesninas usually accepted as an
integral part of their play. Again, teachers’ orlygagement with them was in a
monitoring role, suggesting this also was bordertarriculum. On the occasion
when a teacher helped children make rolled paperdsyshe took only a
supervisory role in their use.

Physical aggression was sometimes a feature of bies’ play. Although it is
regularly reported as a characteristic of boysygfabes et al., 2004), physical
fighting is so at odds with assumptions about vishatlued in early childhood
education (Gonzalez-Mena, 1997) that it may seesurakio consider it potential
curriculum. Observations showed rough-and-tumbdg plas an area bordering
on being null curriculum for teachers, as it wob&dfor most teachers in New
Zealand centres (Watson, 2005); it was usuallypgdpoccasionally ignored, but
never extended. It is, however, not inconceivablenagine children’s interest in
physical combat being supported in ways that megieéend and complicate their
interest in physical prowess: demonstrating taerkdm kicks, practising how to
fall and roll, introducing a punch bag. Watson &p0escribes children and
teachers making a superhero video in which childoéstplayed “stylised

fighting scenes” (p.37). Again, one wonders hoviedént it would be in the
hypothetical centre with only male teachers. Thdifig that rough-and-tumble
play may have benefits for brain development (HsgB803) is cause for
thought. Even more interesting, in the contexhs thesis, is Jarvis’s (2007)
comment that rough-and-tumble play offers childtenchance to practise
“spontaneous and autonomous competitive and caatipelinteractions
simultaneously, developing complex social skillatttundamentally underpin
primate adult life” (Jarvis, 2007, p.185). Unexpetly, that wording provides
affirmation for an aspect of the second emergesrhthof the thesis: the argument
that a tension between being accepted and exegasintrol characterised many
relationships in the centre.
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Children’s use of sexual allusions suggested tmelerstood this was null
curriculum for teachers, and indeed teachers didespond. The fact Mooloo
waited until | left the room before she said irtte tape recorder:

“Please, welcome to our house, please, you hagernte to kiss me
(pause) and then ----- [indistinguishable] you eavon’t you, please
marry me” [17/8/05]

suggested she saw it as risqué. Most frequentlyadetiusions were used in peer-
group chanting sequences. Sina and Amanda’s inga@song included:
“boyfriend, boyfriend,” and “my mummy got a boyfnié called Papa” [16/12/05].
James, Rex, Alex and Walter, on the top of the famatticipated in an exchange

interspersed with wild laughter:

“My mum put on lipstick and kissed my dad”.

“My mum kissed my dad”.

“My mum and my dad kissed and she had lipstick”.

“My mum put lipstick on my dad and then they ldssg.4/12/05]

The site they chose and their laughter indicategt #aw these topics as less/not
acceptable to teachers. The fact Rex called “HégoAl do you know what?dnd
repeated the last statement showed he at leasbtike it as inappropriate to
share with a non-teaching adult. As in all aspetthildren’s defining of null
curriculum, definitions of inappropriate/appropedtom home contexts would
have influenced their assessment of the demarcetithe centre.

The topic of sexuality was not broached by teach@ngen the deeply embedded
social mores, it was not surprising to find teashdid not refer to children’s, or
their own, sexuality; this reaction is widely refeat (Blaise & Andrew, 2005;
MacNaughton, 2004; Robinson, 2005; Surtees, 20@&3chers’ silence in
response to actions and allusions that were patgnsiexual from children
suggested teachers positioned children as asdxoakver, as noted above, there
were no observations of children exploring theindvedies nor, perhaps
surprisingly, of children masturbating. But childreid use their bodies to express
their emotions physically. When Evie and Cassidyewegether in the little tent:

Evie lies full length on top of Cassidy for a feaments, then they lie next
to each other in the cushions, giggling and laugh{22/9/05]

Children hugged each other. Angus and Dora chobkawe their photo taken
giving each other a full bear hug. Children huggddits; Aidy gave me a full
frontal hug when | was sitting on the mat and kdsse on the lips. | recognised
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unease in my own reaction to children’s sustaimetdraces, but children’s
willingness to share them suggested teachers rhgghomfortable accepting
them. One further aspect of sexuality relates ¢éartiages of sexuality portrayed.
Recent articles have challenged teachers to paatiaigler range of family types
and sexual orientations (Gunn, 2006; Robinson, 2B§an & Grieshaber, 2004;
Surtees, 2003). In this setting there was nothiaty¢hallenged the pervasiveness
of heterosexuality, although teachers’ sensititatyand acknowledgement of,
children in reconstituted families suggested theyl have supported other
examples of family diversity if this had been pafrthe wider centre community.

Although teachers’ efforts and energy allowed tivgges of real life to creep in,
as was indicated in Chapter 5, many aspects aktidevorld were null
curriculum. There were five aspects of data thatiéed on this topic: visitors,
outings, children’s interests, teachers’ interasid children’s involvement in real

tasks.

There were many visitors—parents, siblings, graneifig, teachers’ families, past
teachers, tradespeople, health professionals—Ihyiadiew actively interacted
with children: the policeman who brought the dagtgacher’s aide who came to
work with a child, the health nurse, and teacheingddren, who were invariably a
focus for attention if they were present. But theexe many other people who
might have come: school teachers, school classgs,door neighbours,
musicians, artists, potters, story-tellers, acttansiily members sharing traditional
food, stories or songs. Such visitors would havaimished the isolation of the

centre from the wider community.

Trips out of the centre were highly controlled buensely exciting events. Older
children visited the school, several groups visédeglalled garden within the
worksite grounds, a group visited the construcsib@ in the parking area. Even a
30-minute trip in which children travelled no mahan 400 metres offered
opportunities for picking daisies, running racdsnbing trees and jumping from
them, playing hide-and-seek, and collecting dropgaedellia flowers and gum
nuts to use in collage. Seeing the excitement gée@¢iamong children at the
prospect of even such a short local trip underlined confined the centre might

feel.
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A further aspect of the real world related to clelis interests. Identifying and
working with these was a priority for teachers, asitdescribed in Chapter 6, only
those interests that overlapped with the rangepéreences regularly offered
were easily supported. Aligned to the invisibilitfysome children’s interests, was
the lack of visibility of teachers’ interests. Attiigh teachers included
photographs of themselves and their families invthanau (family) book (a
resource teachers were making that was to inclbdéographs of teachers’ and
children’s families), in other ways it was surpmiginow little they shared of their
own interests and skills, a finding reported frothhes New Zealand settings by
Manning (2008). Evidence within the centre showerest or skills in: art,
baking, carpentry, Christmas light displays, gandgnguitar playing, horse-
riding, and photography. Teachers told stories atbair families, family
members called in occasionally, and one teacheedhhotographs of a family
trip to Disneyland. However, when | reflected omtdtle children knew about
them, and their out-of-centre lives, it seemedhesxz might not see their own
interests as appropriate curriculum content.

The scarcity of real tasks for children, and theiited access to ‘adult’
resources, were described in Chapter 5, yet thee \d participating in such
activities is recognised (Jones, 2005) and exangi{es in other New Zealand
settings. For example, from visiting students intoes, | know children in Steiner
kindergartens regularly bake bread and that theshwidzsshes in Montessori
centres. The only real task that was regularly plthe curriculum for centre
children was tidying, and yet this task was onédeén resisted. Was this because
it ran counter to their enthusiasm for continues/plOr was it because it
provided a focus for playful expression of resis&ato teachers?

In each of these five aspects of the data thatchrt@e issue of the real world as
null curriculum, teachers were proactive in extegdhe scope of curriculum for
children. They did invite visitors, organise trigsijpport children’s interests and
share their own, and introduce real tasks. Howstiersetting apart and
separation of young children from the adult worlasvgo structurally embedded,
that their best efforts could do little to briddmat division.
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8.3.3 Intellectual processes that were null curhica for teachers

Were there intellectual processes, as Eisner (188jgests, that were
marginalised by teachers in this setting? Thedineasoning used in

constructing an answer to this question winds thinailne following topics:
teachers’ engagement with children’s social skilig, kinds of learning prioritised
in written documentation, pressures contributiness emphasis on some aspects
of children’s thinking, opportunities for childrenparticipation in decision-
making, and teachers’ role in challenging gendenresttypes.

A recurrent theme throughout this thesis has beeognition of the energy and
commitment with which teachers worked to createsitiye community. In their
sensitive and empathetic relationships with chiidieey modelled social skills,
and collectively and consistently they reinforcled heed for children to learn to
consider and co-operate with others, to modula# twn desires, and to adapt to
centre routines. This emphasis on social skillscwhalso featured in teachers’
planning documentation, indicated their commitmterifostering children’s

social skills and collective endeavour” (Ritchi®02, p.137), and suggested they
recognised the importance of children’s peer refeinips.

It seems important to try to discern, beyond thegoon social learning, what
other intellectual processes were advocated anctg@l Twelve children shared
their portfolios (Research strategy 5) and these lh@en used, along with
observations, as the primary data sources heraubedhey provided a collection
of learning stories and images intended to caghe@merging skills, strengths
and interests of each child. Comparing the podfolith teachers’ six-weekly
plans, and with children’s notebooks, showed th#f@es covered a wider range
of teaching/learning, with less emphasis on sadidls. What did they suggest
was valued?

The first impression was that artistic expressi@s Wwighly valued. Each portfolio
contained a significant number of children’s artkgmmproportionately more than
might be expected from watching children’s day-&y-dctivity. These were
mainly paintings, but often also a variety of othezdia (e.g., collage, drawing).
Children often turned these pages without paugietjaps because many
paintings were folded and so not clearly visiblelydwo children indicated an
artwork had particular significance for them. Plgoéphs of creative works such
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as block constructions and cardboard box creatiare more likely to receive
comment. Other forms of creative expression captlass frequently were dance
and music. Teachers’ use of stickers and hand-draetifs, such as stars and
smiley faces, to decorate the pages provided atitqarovoking counterpoint to
children’s artistic expression. Sina paid morerdits to these decorative
elements, particularly the stickers, than to hen antwork.

A varied range of physical skills, such as cuttvith scissors, threading beads,
swinging, climbing and ball skills were prioritisedphotographs and
accompanying notes. Written text explained childeeme developing such skills
as accuracy, precision and competence in manipalakills, hand-eye and foot-
eye co-ordination, agility and balance. There weferences to children
developing dispositions such as determination,igtersce, accuracy, competence
and concentration, reflecting teachers’ profesdioamnmitment to using the
dispositional framework underpinning the learnitayg assessment framework
that links with theTe whiriki goals (Carr, 1998, 2001). Many of these reference
were in the context of physical tasks.

There were frequent references to exploration asspact of children’s learning,
reflecting its position as one of the five stranfi$e wlariki. There were
descriptions of children exploring materials and thanging state of substances,
such as sand and water, and to exploring mathplaysics concepts through
activities such as cooking, bike-riding and sanglpldis focus on exploration
reflected teachers’ philosophical commitment tddrein’s freedom to make
choices and access materials and equipment asch@ddeexploration
possibilities seemed vast for young Macauley whe juat learning to walk. For
Rex, who had been at the centre for years, it séeha the social world might

offer the greatest remaining opportunities for-gelided exploration.

Fewer portfolio entries referred to children’s oideas. In comparison to the
many references to “exploring”, there were onlyasional descriptions of
“discovering”, or of children developing their owlmeories. Examples included
descriptions of: a fascination with a particulargtieading a child to recreate it
with blocks and art materials; a child ‘readingolis independently; children
exploring transporting and trajectory schema. Wihenscope of data was
extended to include all planning documentationtfieryear, there were further

24¢



examples of children’s intellectual skills. Foraexple, Aidy’s knowledge of the
Thomas the Tank engines and of the words and nefiSiche Lion King” were
noted, a pattern of trajectory schema was idedtfioe Robert T, and a
conversation about families was recorded to ilatstiCassidy’s depth of
understanding and mathematical skill. However, @Edocusing on children’s
thinking were in the minority in the portfolios anther documentation.

Observations showed many examples of teachers ieggadh children’s
thinking. Frequently used strategies were: pointinggs out to children, “When
you put your hand in, water comes out”; sharingrtben thinking, “It isstuck”
[one container is stuck inside another]. “Bangingn the table, what will
happen?” [as the teacher bangs it on the table attempt to dislodge it]; and,
most particularly, asking children questions, “SevHong will it take you to get
all the water from that trough into this trough®Vhat happens if you put one
more in there? " The prioritising of questioning was unsurprisingight of
references in the literature to the predominand&isfas a teaching strategy
(Bernstone, 2007). In quiet moments of interacbetween one or two children
and a teacher, such questions often prompted ehildrrecall events and share
ideas, and there were many examples of sustaitistiyseg exchanges. When it
was busier the teacher’s attention often shiftddrieea child answered or reacted.
Indeed, at times there did not seem to be an expp@atfrom either teacher or
children that there would be an answer. Askingairestion seemed sufficient. It
was rare for a child’s ideas to be challenged,ssthose ideas impinged
negatively on their behaviour within the community.

Observations had also shown examples of teacharsmgtknowledge and/or
demonstrating a variety of skills to children. leaample, teachers did such things
as: demonstrate sign language, use te raariMind Samoan language, read a
book about magnets, show how to draw smiley fatissuss a poster about
transport, describe the physical actions for swiggdiscuss what was happening
on the building site, create a book about horsesmahstrate the use of a funnel
and waterwheel, point out the features of the aldegaw. They taught new
songs, rhymes and games at mat-time and read @udelbf stories. However, as
these examples indicate, teachers rarely sharegta df content knowledge with
children. The teacher-made book about horses wagaeption. The overall
impression was that teachers did not pursue chilsitbinking with the same
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assiduousness and purpose that characterisedfpeoach to social learning.
Yet my professional judgement was that these teachere committed
professionals who were providing a programme tr@aildscompare very
favourably with other early childhood centres, amel positive Education Review
Office review they received endorsed this.

What factors might contribute to a relative lackadus on children’s thinking?
At a concrete level, the use of photographs innding children’s learning (and
they were the feature of portfolios children foundst attractive) tended to result
in a focus on activity. It is harder to photograpbhild being curious, reasoning,
or planning. Environmental aspects also workedregahildren focusing on
challenging intellectual activities. The multiplsstlactions in the busy
environment, the periodic requirement to tidy upd éhe lack of space to store
ongoing constructions were not conducive to comaéioh or to long-term
projects. The many demands on teachers meantisiggand supervising
routines, and monitoring behaviour sometimes tagk@dence in their
interactions with children.

There are also more philosophical issues that mag mfluenced teachers’
responses to children’s thinking. The first reldteteachers’ attitudes to school-
type learning. As mentioned above, there is a witdeld resistance to the
infiltration of school-type teaching methods intrlg childhood education. The
following passage is often quoted, almost as a raguastifying the position:

Just because children can do something when tleeyoaing does not

mean they should do it.... You can see in day cangegand

kindergartens young children working on worksheeteading from flash

cards. You can make children engage in rote cogmtirtarge numbers

and do exercises reading the calendar. But thardomean you should do
it. (Katz, 1988, p.29)

It is possible that commitment to protecting trelitions of early childhood, and
the role of play in children’s learning, made tearshuneasy about taking a more
intellectually focused role with children.

Aligned with this is the question of whether teashfelt confident as purveyors
of subject content. Within New Zealand a needrforeased teacher content
knowledge has been identified (Cullen, 1999; GayR2€03; Hedges & Cullen,
2005).
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Currently, it appears that subject knowledge mapdre of the hidden (i.e.,
underemphasised), or null (i.e., consciously exai)dcurriculum offered
in early childhood education. It may also be a mggeglement of early
childhood teachers’ professional knowledge. (Hedg&sullen, 2005,
p.17)

Bernstein (2000) distinguished between discoursggpes of knowledge.
Horizontal discourse is segmented, local, oral, @retyday; and vertical is
‘school discourse’, hierarchical using specialisetyuage. Here it seemed that

vertical discourse was largely absent.

An English study suggested teachers tend to centtatking skills with problem-
solving (Robson, 2006; Robson & Hargreaves, 20@8)raay not consider their
role in supporting children’s thinking in detail¢gRson & Hargreaves, 2005).
Might the same be true of New Zealand teachersl@his creative thinking
(Robson, 2006), imagination and creativity (Rob&addargreaves, 2005) seemed
well supported in the centre. They were supporiethe provisions for dramatic
play, by the supply of open-ended resources arntidyelative freedom children
had in using these. Children’s verbal playfulness lsumour, aspects that Alcock

(2007) also identified, were further manifestatiohnsheir creativity.

In contrast, it seemed critical thinking might leeg effectively promoted; the
description, in Chapter 3, of strategies Davis-8e#2000) adopted to support
children’s critical thinking provided a useful dtag point for considering this
issue. Changes Davis-Seaver made in the arrayrgadisation of resources were
already largely duplicated in the centre, but weeehers using the other
pedagogical strategies she introduced? Teachersals® questioned children
when reading books, but did they encourage chiltivdyoth predict and identify
the grounds for their prediction? Often the presswf mat-times made in-depth
guestioning unviable; it was more likely to occairsmall group situations, but
even then pressures of other children wanting boeks, impending mealtimes
and rostered duties often mitigated against supkhdef discussion. When
children had conflicts, teachers sometimes adapiedole advocated by Davis-
Seaver and others (Danby, 1997; Rivalland, 200@)esrcouraged children to
reach their own solutions through a process ofudision. When physical
aggression was an element, they intervened moogpgegely with their own
solutions, a reaction to conflict others describar(by, 1997; Gonzalez-Mena,
1997), which meant on those occasions children wet@ble to practise reaching
their own resolution. Finally, did teachers extéisgatheir own thinking and talk
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about children’s thinking? This did happen. A tesratiscussed her thoughts
about rules needed for the rolled-paper swordsrbedettling on “Being sensible
with them, not being scary”; a teacher describeflléx the strategies he was
using in doing the alphabet puzzle. But such examplere not frequent.
Collectively, these lines of analysis suggestettiodin’s critical thinking might be
less effectively supported than their creativekimg.

Two further aspects of children’s thinking weregutal curriculum in the centre.
Children invested much time and energy in explogagdered roles, but were
their stereotypes challenged? Children were givanyrthoices in the centre, but
did they have opportunities to participate in diecis affecting the whole
community? Recognising how strongly some childresmpted gendered roles
led me to consider whether challenging childre®sdgr stereotypes was null
curriculum for teachers. Teachers presented altemimages of being a female
with their practical clothing, their behaviour, ateir support for Evie who
challenged the image of girl-ness accepted by sti&milarly, although they
supported boys’ gendered positioning through ttedérance of superhero play,
they also displayed images of men in nurturing rowktraditional workplace
settings. At the time, the teachers’ level of supfar the differing positions
adopted by Evie, Maxine and Grace, and by Jamefardseemed appropriate.
Reflecting on the data since has led me to receghis depth of gender work
taking place, the challenges confronting childrémowattempted to resist
stereotyped roles and the disproportionate amduetcher time and energy the
older boys absorbed. The need for teachers toettgalchildren’s gendered
behaviours and thinking has drawn recent atter{iiteer, 1998; Hughes &
MacNaughton, 2001; Keddie, 2003; MacNaughton, 2@001). It is suggested
that when teachers’ practices are underpinneddigcaurse of children as
innocent, which signals a response of care andnssgeness, they are unlikely to
confront gendered issues of violence and aggre¢&oashaber, 2001; Keddie,
2003). Centre teachers by and large accepted ehiklgender stereotyping as an
expression of their interests and worked to supibete. Adopting a more critical
approach would have led them to put a higher gyiam challenging stereotypes,
and the inequities inherent within those (e.g.,iR&0chsner, 1999). In this
setting, that deeper level of engagement and cigdléo the stereotyped gender
work occurring could be said to be null curriculum.
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Recent literature on children’s rights (Brandtzaf)6; Dalli & Te One, 2002;
Smith & Taylor, 2000; Taylor, 2000; Te One, 2008032) has highlighted
children’s potential role in participating in ddoiss that affect their collective
lives. Children were often asked their opiniongytlwere asked what activities
they wanted, which dry clothes they would put ohatsong they wanted to sing.
Although mat-times, particularly for the older chién, were sometimes used as
an opportunity for discussion, they were not used decision-making forum.
Many decisions that affected children were madéauit their input. Children
were not asked their opinions about fixed or rgllmorning teas, where trips
should go, who could be invited to visit the centvbat new equipment should be
purchased, or what they might like to be the fdougheir learning. Within the
context of New Zealand centres this is unremarkabl&act these teachers were
more proactive in seeking children’s opinions thaamy. However, descriptions
of children being part of decision-making (Brostr,g006; Clark, 2004; Paley,
1981; Pramling Samuelsson, 2000) in Chapter 3iase8t3.5, offer models based
on the reconceptualisation of children as thoudipéople (Cannella, 1997,
Emilson, 2007; Laevers, 2005; Rinaldi, 2006). ThHieence between those
descriptions and the role centre children werergtaies us back to the themes at
the heart of the thesis. While much of what hapdéan the centre was focused
on supporting children’s social skills of living thin a community, the role they
were given in decision-making reflects the inegyadf their partnership with
teachers. Underpinning the genuine warmth and compship between children
and teachers there was, as has been shown infthesdhapters, a clear
demarcation of power (Boyce, 2001). This is unrésalale; educational
institutions are built around such assumptions atimuroles of teacher and
student. In a critique of contemporary early childd curriculum, Silin (1997)
describes the tension teachers experience betweergs‘childhood as a separate
life period requiring specialized protections amdfpssionalized care” and as “a
time for full participation in the ongoing life ¢the community” (p.233). The
responsibility and pressures of caring for youniidebn, and the traditions of
early childhood education inexorably led teacher®tus on the first aspect, and
the second consequently received less priorigedimed children’s potential role
in participating in decision-making that affectéeit lives in the centre remained
part of the null curriculum.
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8.3.4 Emotional dimensions that were null curricaltor teachers

The emotionally warm and positive manner of teaslleiscribed by Brennan
(2005), and their promotion of “a culture of tenuess” (p.124) were also features
of this centre. The converse of this, which Brenalso found, was that teachers
rarely expressed negative emotions; this was thexein aspect of the null
curriculum. As suggested in Chapter 3, there drergtrecedents for this finding;
Nuttall (2004) and Norberg (2006) both describeheas avoiding disagreements
with colleagues. Because being warm and respomstiechildren is a
fundamental tenet of early childhood teacher pcadnh New Zealand, to raise
other possibilities seems akin to heresy. Yet thestjon Woodrow and Fasoli
(1998) ask again seems relevant; how beneficiafas children to grow up with
such perpetually unselfish, cheerful female rolalats?

Were other potential emotional aspects marginalsezkcluded by teachers? The
following discussion considers the teachers’ roleroviding children with
opportunities to experience excitement and physisk) and to engage in

spiritual and religious experiences.

The excitement older boys generated in their fastd chasing games, and their
unquenchable enthusiasm for such play, raisedubstipn of whether teachers
support activities which allow children to expegerexcitement, and even risk.
For a young child like Robert T., momentary teacheolvement could generate
excitement. His delighted reaction to a teacheystey in front of his bike was
described in Chapter 5, and when a teacher irgtigp@ntaneous chasing races to
the fence, he participated with excited laughteacdhers taking an active role in
activities that generated excitement with oldetdren was rarer; the single
example of a teacher facilitating wild animal piass referred to above. More
often it seemed these children generated theirexgitement. However, this also
raised the allied question of the experience &t &ven the increasing
regulations covering children’s safety, were teaslable to find ways that
allowed children to experience physical risk, amelfeelings of confidence that
can come from confronting it (Maynard, 2007; Steysos, 2003)? Do New
Zealand female teachers value opportunities fotexent and challenge as
highly as Norwegian teachers in forest kindergar{@mentioned in Chapter 3,
section 3.4.3)? There were many moments outdooes wbhunger children felt at
risk. Fleur called for help from the challenge is®j Anakin asked for help on
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the triangular climber. For older children therersed to be fewer opportunities
for feeling risk, although Mooloo did retreat withitaeaching the top of the rope
ladder, and James fell off his bike when he wase@ang fast. On balance, it
seemed excitement and risk were not prioritiesdachers, but neither were they
null curriculum.

Were spirituality and religion null curriculum féegachers? The exclusion of
religion seemed likely given the legal commitmensécular education in New
Zealand. However, the Biblical motifs of ark, rabmband dove on the curtains,
the regular karakia (kbri prayer) before lunch, the carol singing, thierences
to church-going in a teacher-led discussion, plog#time story in which God
was a character were all ways in which religiolissans were incorporated into
children’s centre experiences both overtly and dbwe

The place of spirituality in early childhood eduoat(Bone et al., 2007) and
schools (Kennedy & Duncan, 2006) is an area ofgasibnal discussion that is
particularly significant in light of th&e whiriki aspiration for children to grow up
“healthy in mind, body, and spirit” (Ministry of Edation, 1996, p. 9). In the
centre, elements of “everyday spirituality” (Borteak, 2007, p.344) might be
seen in the regular &ri prayer, the occasional touch of putting flowensevery
table, and less tangibly but more significantlyhe depth of emotional rapport
between children and teachers. Teachers in Kenaredlypuncan’s (2006) study
described relationships as a key element in tip#itgality, but also felt
spirituality could only be at the core of the teacbhild relationship if teachers
were aware of, and nurturing, their own spirityalldlowever, spirituality in this
setting was sparsely acknowledged in comparis@tamer kindergartens
(Oldfield, 2001) where moments of group celebratiad reflection are woven
into the daily, weekly and yearly programme.

8.4 Extending outwards

Given that the null curriculum is boundless, thisralways more that could be
said. The sections above have indicated aspectgatulum that were
potentially present. This section, drawing on ayeaaf sources, suggests other
aspects that might have been included in thisnggtti
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There were content areas and topics that were masladed. Conservation was
not discussed; children did not take part in reéagcbr composting. Rhymes
were chanted, but poetry was not read. Classicalawas not played outside the
sleeproom, and there were no activities of focuséehing to music. Children
moved to music occasionally, but dances were nmfhta Board games were
rarely played.

Descriptions of children in Scandinavian forestddrgartens roaming in large
and sometimes unfenced areas of forest, invistbtedachers, highlighted the
supervision requirements New Zealand regulationmbsa. Were experiences of
independence and autonomy null curriculum?

Although teachers encouraged discussions, parntigwdoen older children had a
separate mat-time, there were no examples of tieeddi philosophical
discussions that are described in the literaturagiNaughton & Williams, 2004).
Were there broader issues of social justice anidlseguity (Robertson, 2006;
Silin, 1995) teachers might have raised?

A wealth of cultural and ethnic diversity amongldien and teachers ensured that,
broadly speaking, cultural/ethnic difference wag pacurriculum. Puzzles, books
and posters carried a range ofdvli and Pacific Nations images, andidfi motifs

were incorporated into wall displaysabti and Samoan languages were heard, and
used by children in songs. Teachers made occasefeatnces to racial and

cultural differences, but was every child’s culturaritage acknowledged?

This section completes this chapter, and also tbgeptation of the findings. In
Chapters 5, 6 and 7 the focus was on the ways ichvahildren experienced,
influenced and enacted the boundaries of curricularthis chapter, attention
shifted to the boundary itself, to what might camge the null curriculum, and
who and how that was decided. Through these foaptelns it has been shown
that two factors were of particular significancedefining the boundaries of
curriculum. The first was the demarcation betwedfdeen and adults, and the
second was that two areas of particular curricuiocas for children were their
relationships with others, and the exercising oftad/power. The next chapter
summarises the arguments that have been preseontesiders the implications,
and indicates potential areas for future research.
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CHAPTER 9

COMING FULL CIRCLE

The wheel is come full circle
(Shakespear&ing Leal)

With this chapter, the thesis comes full circlesehtihe research questions are
revisited and the findings and arguments reviewéose findings are then
positioned in the broader context of the collectoaaversation’, described in
Chapter 1, which is emerging among recent New Zeladmualitative theses.
Finally, implications for the profession are indiea.

In Chapter 1 a list of aims for the thesis werespnéed. Throughout this chapter,
these aims are revisited in order to assess hagtefély they have been met.

Aims for the thesis

* Provide insight into where the boundaries of cutdim lie

» Describe the process of demarcation, and show hddren
experience and influence this process

* Within the context of the above, offer insight iftow
indirect/unintended aspects of curriculum are eepeed, influenced
and enacted by children

» Provide insight into children’s thoughts and fegfirmbout their day-to-
day experiences of centre life

Broader purposes were to:

» Contribute to accumulating research knowledgeuafi@ulum
implementation in New Zealand centres in the e2tfycentury

* Build on and extend the foundations laid by othemxploring
strategies for including young children as acpeeticipants in
research

* Be a strategy of dislocation for others in assgstlmem to re-examine
assumptions about early childhood education.




9.1 Reuvisiting the research questions

The central research question was:
What are the boundaries of the curriculum in thdyeehildhood setting, and how
do young children experience, influence and erfeetd boundaries?

This was explored through three subsidiary question

* How do the hidden aspects of the curriculum, whiehimplicit in the ways
the setting is organised, the kinds of resourcewipled, and the behaviours of
the adults, affect the boundaries of the curricubimatt children experience?

* How does the informal and less noticed or unackedged learning and
teaching that occurs among children affect the ltawies of the curriculum
that they experience?

* What potential aspects of learning and teachirgy, the null curriculum, are
being excluded from the curriculum that young aleitdexperience and

enact?

To examine the implications of the findings, eatkhe subsidiary research
questions is revisited, before the central resequestion is addressed. In the
process the two central themes that emerged thrdatghanalysis are described.

This account must begin by acknowledging that céidn the centre were
typically engaged, enthusiastic and happy. Theywéered a wide range of
activities and for much of the day could chooselframong the resources and
areas available. Teachers were sensitive and ttfolightheir responses to
children’s needs and wishes, and they appeared todbivated by a deep
commitment to the children, and to their care ashacation. Although to a casual
observer it might be the freedom with which childreoved and chose that was
most compelling rather than the ways in which tlegperiences were limited, it is
nevertheless a logical necessity that if thereasraculum there will by

definition be boundaries to that curriculum. Thisgis was undertaken in a spirit
of curiosity to explore what those boundaries miggtand how children
experienced, influenced and enacted them.

25¢



9.1.1 The adult-child demarcation as a source oficulum boundaries

The first research question asked ‘How do the ‘Bidéspects of the curriculum,
which are embedded in the ways the setting is asgdnthe kinds of resources
provided, and the behaviours of the adults, atteetooundaries of curriculum?’ |
have argued that the assumed demarcation betweés add children was the
most significant source of curriculum boundarieghdugh this may seem self-
evident, that is in fact characteristic of the daurriculum; it is “not something
that we must look behind or around in order to cleie most cases it is plainly in
sight, and functions effortlessly” (Gair & Mullin2001, p.23).

Defining children as ‘other than’ adults is linkexdthe image of the child as
less—Iless competent, less thoughtful, less skitlad;leads inexorably to the
assumption that adults are the decision-makershitdren are those for whom
decisions need to be made, and that educationthemeith age, are routes by
which children will eventually bridge that geneostal gap and become
competent, thoughtful and skilled older people (@dia, 1997, 2001; Cannella &
Viruru, 2004; Dahlberg et al., 1999). Defining clnién as ‘other than’ adults is
also linked to the assumption that children haveat®in, or contribution to
make to, the ‘real world’ of adults. These beliafe deeply embedded within
New Zealand society, and can be seen as a ‘reditnatlv’ (McLaren, 2007)
which underpins assumptions about children, abduta&ion, and about the roles
adults and children play as teachers and studémisther times, and in other
cultural contexts, different underpinning beliedsult in different relationship
patterns between younger and older (Rogoff, 2Q88)vever, the broadest social
levels of analysis are beyond the scope of thisisheather the concern is with
how those wider social discourses about adultscandren influence the
pedagogy of early childhood education.

The assumed demarcation between adults and chidiemanifest in the
physical and social isolation of the centre, aretdfore of children and teachers
from the wider community. As Singer (1996) recogsion the one hand such
isolation reflects the child-centred approach, wiité inherent valuing of
children’s education, but on the other hand it ltssn separation from the
mainstream of life. This isolation limited the wagswvhich teachers could
respond to children’s interests. For example, teechecognised children were
interested in adults’ work, it was a focus in theatlective planning, but the
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physical isolation, the staff ratios and the legjistl regulations around excursions
meant that they were often only able to resporttliginterest in peripheral ways.
An unanticipated finding was that the adult:chiehtarcation was reflected
within the structure of the centre. It was seenspdally in the distinction between
adult-only and communal areas, between adult-adgurces and those provided
for children, and in the differences between thesavhich teachers and children
took within the centre community. Further, | arguleat the ways in which this
generational division was embedded within the eesitructure and organisation
was in tension with, and influenced, the teachaidity to implement
sociocultural practices with children. Centre doemtation confirmed teachers’
commitment to the principles dfe wtlariki, and to working with children in ways
that reflected the sociocultural understandinggamotes. But the wider social
assumptions about adults and children appeareautateract these efforts. The
demarcation between adults and children was agtensifeature that appeared
through much of the data, and was the first emertipeme of the thesis.

A subsidiary finding that arose from detailed cdesation of teachers’ and
children’s roles was that the teacher role of ethroaas largely invisible to
children (Stephenson, 2009). This was linked tdfitiding that older children did
not tend to identify themselves as learners ingbting; when they identified

hard things they were learning they tended to lledbaentre experiences such as
learning to write. Conversations with children lasyt shared their portfolios also

generated very few references to learning.

There were incidents where the teacher-child deatiarcwas blurred and these
offer kernels of opportunity for future change.p&riout of the centre and visitors
coming in diminished the physical and social igolat When teacher/s and
children shared moments of genuine emotion togeétsein the ritual of
farewelling Mooloo, there was a sense of authdgtamd shared experience in
which age was irrelevant. When teacher/s and @nléngaged together on tasks,
there was an opportunity to work in a more collaltige way. This seemed
particularly significant when it was defined as eamingful task, ‘real’ to both
adults and children, such as building the housedralnvolving children in
regular tasks which teachers habitually perfornsedh as patting children to
sleep, further blurred the assumption that chilgriayed while teachers did the
real work. Some tasks also offered children actesssources defined as ‘adult’
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in the centre—the knives for spreading biscuits,ldhttery-powered drill—and
this provided a further way in which the generadilashistinction was diminished.

These findings demonstrate how the aim of providisight into where the
curriculum boundaries lay has been met within bisis They highlight the
difficulties that we in the profession continugdce in making fundamental
changes in the way we envision children and teaclsrch changes are made
more challenging because familiar attitudes arestaotly reconfirmed by the
visible physical dependence and lack of verbal gigeeof the youngest children.
This thesis has underlined the difficulty of attéimg to unwind habitual ways of
thinking and to blur the categories of ‘adult’ dodild’ in the work of early
childhood education.

9.1.2 How did the learning and teaching among c¢bkitdaffect the curriculum
boundaries?

The second subsidiary question asked ‘How doesfbanal and less noticed or
unacknowledged learning and teaching that occumngrohildren affect the
boundaries of the curriculum?’ A first step towaahswering this was the
finding that relationships with others were at li@art of curriculum for children,
and that this was the matrix within which childiveloped their identity within
the centre. A second step came through findingaftBalectic quality
characterised many of the relationships withindéetre; on the one hand there
was a positive focus on establishing relationshipls others and becoming/being
part of the community, and on the other hand thexg a concern with exercising
control/power within those relationships. It wagwead that every child appeared
to be exploring the construct of relationships vathers, peers and teachers, and
becoming a part of the community, as part of adapyoject of establishing/
defining their identity within the centre. Whilewas not clear that every child
was exploring issues of exercising control/poweaingnclearly were, both with
teachers and peers. The fact that some childrencisgd control/power in overt
ways and in public forums such as mat-times ensigsseeks of power were a
significant aspect of curriculum for all childremhether as a wielder, a recipient,
or a witness. Although teachers, who held the lz&ari power, characteristically
used positive approaches in gaining children’s d@anpe, the exercising of
control was a frequent, albeit often masked, aspieitteir interactions with
children. The finding that power was a pervasive iaterwoven feature of
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relationships was unexpected, but refléatse’s (1992) redirection of attention
from the dualities of dominant and subordinatethe “‘exercise of power at the
micro levels” (p.61).

Having identified these two elements—a positiveuoon establishing
relationships and becoming/being part of the comtyuand a subsidiary
concern with exercising control/power within thas&ationships—as persistent
threads intertwined in very many of the interacsitwoth between teachers and
children, and among children, | argued that theseewentral concerns of
children, and therefore curriculum content whiceytintroduced. Without
children’s concern with the exercising of controMger, teachers’ preferred
strategies would have ensured issues of power nethaiovert. As analysis of
rules showed it was only when children were, wittynor unwittingly,
noncompliant to adults, that issues of control/polaexame overt. The
recognition that these two elements were curricutemcerns for children was
identified as the second emergent theme of thesthElse teacher-child

demarcation was an integral element within thisrbe

It was argued that for children, resisting teaclsersed two different purposes.
First, children often resisted teachers for thein@urposes of reaffirming their
position and status within their peer group as msti@lcock, 2005, 2007;
Brennan, 2005; Corsaro, 1985, 1997, 2003; Kyragfi®4; McCadden, 1998)
have shown, although it was found here that thereete group was typically a
subgroup rather than the wider group of all peBush acts of defiance were
typically short-term acts in front of peers, anteafsuggested peers’ approval
was of more immediate significance than teachassipproval. Secondly, it was
argued that children’s resistance at times allotheth to exercise some control
within the adult-dominated world. Individual actisresistance, private
interactions between a teacher and child, providectlearest examples and
teachers’ responses showed they recognised chadesistance as a gesture
towards negotiation, and typically responded te tAvourably. While the power
imbalance remained with the teacher, who typigathposed the compromise,
and who held the right to grant/refuse, childrearhed that resistance gave them

some leverage, and the potential for negotiatiosted.
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There were also other, more obvious ways in whitgldien influenced the scope
of curriculum. A central one was their interestlgfining themselves by gender.
Stereotyped images of what it is to be female aabkmwere promoted by

children, with only a few appearing to resist thosles. With hindsight, |
recognise that for many of the older children, th&s a third avenue through
which they were exploring and establishing theemiity within the centre, along
with building relationships and exercising powenfzol. Indeed, the exercising
of power/control was an integral aspect of the geed role some older boys were
adopting. However, for younger children the interegender was less evident

and so it was not identified as part of that secemérgent theme.

Finally, individual children brought their own iméssts into the centre. When the
environment, physical and social, was conducivii¢éoexpression of these, the
funds of knowledge (Hedges, 2007) children browgtiérged the curriculum for
their peers. Even in the absence of real horsessi@as knowledge about horses
was shared with others in play with the small ptalsorses, and in sharing books
about horses.

9.1.3 What was null curriculum?

What potential aspects of learning and teachieg, mull curriculum, were
excluded from the curriculum that young childreperenced and enacted? In
asking this question, the thesis has raised igba¢sre infrequently addressed;
indeed no research with a focus on the boundafiegraculum in early
childhood education was located. In preparatioritierresearch, a review of
relevant literature was undertaken, and this nssffiprove useful to others.

In introducing this area of findings, | acknowledgeat the nature of the question
meant data were less substantial. However, it &8s that, although there was
broad consensus about what was null curriculuntethvere also differences
between teachers’ and children’s definitions. Bameple, the body appeared to
be null curriculum for all, but the ways in whichildren used some language
associated with the body, including sexual allusjondicated they considered it
to be null curriculum for teachers. Individual€fohitions of what constituted

null curriculum for them personally reflected tlemtity they had established
within the centre. For example, playing with da@[speared to be null curriculum
for James. It was argued that children acceptecdmundaries, such as the
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invisibility of the body, but actively resisted etts. Two common forms of
resistance were bringing items from home and usiisgpproved’ language.

A number of preconceptions about what might be cwiticulum for teachers
were overturned: religion, popular culture and iag reading were all, at least
on occasion, part of the centre programme. Oth@as of curriculum that
children introduced, such as superhero play, appearbe borderline curriculum
for teachers, tolerated but rarely actively extehdéndertaking analysis from this
perspective reinforced earlier findings and shotirad the wider world of adults
was by and large null curriculum, despite teacheffgrts to bridge this gap. In
describing what intellectual processes might béeurriculum, the discussion
referred particularly to children’s critical thimig, considered whether their
acceptance of gendered stereotypes might be chatleand suggested the role
children might play as decision-makers within tkeatce. In considering what
emotional dimensions might be null curriculum, tabitually positive persona of
teachers, the opportunities for children to expexerisk, and the place of religion
and spirituality within the programme were discuaksse

9.1.4 What are the boundaries of curriculum, and/fim young children

experience, influence and enact these?

In reviewing the findings in relation to the subarg questions, the answer to the
overall research question has been summarised. \Howadongside the specific
findings revisited above, other arguments emerdgadiwhinge around the
understanding of curriculum as complex (Hagger§ggl, 2003).

Recognising how greatly each child’s experienceusficulum may vary was the
first way in which the complexity of curriculum wdemonstrated. Each child is
likely to have a very different experience of cautum, even on a single day in a
single setting. Children move individually, in subgps, and even when they
come together they may have entirely different expees of a collective episode
such as mat-time. It is likely that taking a teaetentric viewpoint often leads to
the range of variation in children’s experiencenigedverlooked. James (2004)
warns against using the ‘child’ in talking aboutldien’s collective experience; |
am wary that the habitual use of ‘curriculum’ asiregular implies all children
collectively share the same experiences. Thisglamnonstrates how untrue that

image is.
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The second way in which the complexity of curriculwas demonstrated was
through recognising the complexity of children’sisblives. Singer (1996) writes
that children's “interest in one another and tHaevaf these contacts are often
underestimated” (p.36); the episodes describedinhdieate that the difficulties
involved in forming and sustaining peer relatiopshnight also be an
underestimated area of curriculum. Conversatioiis parents and children
confirmed observational data that suggested hoWectygng learning the social
intricacies of relationships with others could B®(saro, 2003; McCadden,
1998).

To return to the aims this thesis set itself, hdiwatively do these findings and
arguments describe the boundaries of curriculumtiaagrocess of demarcation?
How effectively do they show children’s role in thocess? How much insight
do they offer into how indirect/unintended asp&détsurriculum might be
experienced, influenced and enacted by childrenéViths the nature of
gualitative research to produce findings that adécative rather than definitive,
this thesis has generated a number of insightshiomothe unplanned and less
obvious processes of doing and defining curricubatur within a centre, and has
described ways in which children influence thesepsses. Given the broad
scope of the question, and the under-researchadenatthe topic, it is not
surprising that questions still remain. Howevee, thct that many aspects of the
themes and findings were consistent threads witl@ranalysis, regardless of the
perspective adopted, is an indication of their reheérobustness. (These questions
are addressed again in section 9.3.)

9.2 Taking unfamiliar perspectives

In drawing the thesis to a close it is appropriateeflect on how the theoretical
framework and strategies of dislocation have cbatad to the investigatioihe
central thrust that underpinned the selection efttieoretical framework, the
methodology and the use of sensitising conceptshiedsach required me to step
outside my assumptions and expectations, and iffleeetht and unfamiliar
perspectives.

9.2.1 The theoretical framework

The theoretical framework selected combined therdtecal perspectives of
critical pedagogy with the philosophical undersiagdf children’s roles from
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the sociology of childhood. Neither of these wemiliar approaches. Critical
pedagogy was the context in which the researchtipnssvere framed, and it was
the source of literature and research on the aectstof the hidden and null
curricula. Although a focus on the assumptions@maler differentials that
underpin early childhood education may seem abehase within the profession,
others have indicated its value (Keesing-Style®22&ilderry, 2004).

“Schooling, even nursery schooling, is one of teetal ways that society
organizes power and influence. Recognizing thisnadiaat early education
should not be exempt from a more political analg$igs program” (Silin, 1995,
p.105). Brandtzeeg (2006) has highlighted how aodise of empowerment can
distract from wider dimensions of power, that wawince ourselves “that a child
who can decide how to dress or what to eat, i§dpamg power’; even though
that same child is sent to a day care instituti@reday” (p. 91). At the level of
the educational institution, the framework of c@li pedagogy assisted in
identifying the ways in which the apparently berdembdiscourses of early
childhood education overlaid a deeper discoursehvpositioned children as
other than adults. This in turn helped me to urtdasthe ways in which this
deeper discourse was influencing and restrictiegsthuctures and practices of
early childhood education, and was therefore araksburce of boundaries to the
potential scope of curriculum. But critical pedagagas also useful in
understanding the significance of issues of powedrantrol at a micro-level
within the setting. Gore (1993) challenged critipalagogy for perpetuating “a
simplistic dichotomy between empowerment and ogoes (p.59) and argued
for a shift towards “a problem of multiplicity amdntradiction” (p.61). Recent
writing by McLaren (2007), influenced by the workFoucault, was useful in
understanding power as interwoven through relakipss Therefore, at both the
macro- and micro-levels, critical pedagogy offeagitamework for understanding
issues of power and control within and beyond #&re.

However, there were areas where my assumptionsxgetience blinkered me.
Kincheloe and McLaren (2005) warn that “oppressiaa many faces and that
focusing on only one at the expense of others, (€elass oppression versus
racism), often elides the interconnections amoegith(p. 304). They also argue
that “mainstream research practices are geneedihgugh most often

unwittingly, implicated in the reproductions of 8m1s of class, race, and gender
oppression (Kincheloe & Steinberg, 1997)” (Kinclee® McLaren, 2005, p.304).
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| am aware that racial issues were not prominentyranalysis, and yet there
were two occasions when | wondered if there wasl@ament of racial
discrimination within an interaction, which makes oonscious of how much |
suspect | missed. | would see this as a limitadibtine thesis.

The second and intersecting framework used witherthesis was the sociology
of childhood. This was important initially as a soeiof research strategies in
supporting the methodological focus on young ckidiHowever, it gained
additional significance with the identification thie first emergent theme, the
influence of the adult-child demarcation. Furtheading in this area reinforced
the importance of generational issues in understgrahildren’s lives (Mayall,
2000) and underlined the complexity of childrendsiioning in the modern
world (Mayall, 2002; Prout, 2005; Wyness, 2006).

There was unexpected resonance between the tweviiaiks. Both contributed to
my theoretical understanding of the significancthefdemarcation between teachers
and children that was identified. Critical pedagoffgred a way of understanding it
within the field of educational institutions, arétsociology of childhood showed it
to be a reflection of a wider social phenomenonhBontributed to the
microanalysis of the relationships between teacmuischildren within the setting,
and to my growing understanding of how wider sodistourses were embedded
within the structure and organisation of the ceritréurn, this indicated why
implementing the sociocultural practices inhererite wiariki might be so difficult;
both critical pedagogy and the sociology of chilith@ighlighted the issues of power
inherent within the assumed adult-child demarcaiibith were in tension with
sociocultural approaches. Siting the thesis aptinat of intersection between the two
frameworks proved to have been a robust option.

Other theoretical frameworks could have been usetility theory was originally
considered as a third dimension, alongside criiedagogy and sociology of
childhood, but the complexity of managing a thiessety framework did not appear
to be warranted by the additional benefits it wdwdgle brought. Instead it was
decided to use the three elements from activitgrihas sensitising concepts; this is
discussed below. Foucauldian concepts appearezhsingly pertinent as the theme
of power and control emerged during data analifgiever, the framework of
critical pedagogy offered a focus on issues of p@pecifically within educational
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contexts which meshed with the thesis topic. Bexatiical pedagogues have
increasingly acknowledged Foucault’s work (Kinclegl2004; McLaren, 2007) it
was possible to incorporate concepts such as @imaeeof truth, and the notion of
power not as possessed, but rather as somethich wlexercised and interwoven
into relationships, without changing the theoréfiGanework.

9.2.2 The strategies of dislocation

Strategies of dislocation (introduced in Chaptesetion 2.4) were not a concept
that | had met in the literature. They were stri@ethat were created for the
purposes of this thesis, to assist in seeing tlietsires and practices of early
childhood education with untrammelled eyes. Eaduired taking an unfamiliar
perspective to consider a very familiar contexihe Tirst was a focus on what
constituted the hidden and null curricula. The seowas foregrounding the
perspectives of children. The third was the usihefthree concepts from activity
theory—the physical resources, the roles, anddbgnes, rituals and rules—as
sensitising concepts (Bowen, 2006) in the anabsdas a focus in writing
Chapters 5, 6 and 7. Although weaving these elesrtegether was at times
conceptually challenging, collectively they consaneinforced the requirement
that | step beyond my assumptions. Although eactpeetive revealed new
aspects, the central themes of the thesis werenaidi in each. For example, while
the second theme of the thesis was not introdungdChapter 6, the description
of the teachers’ control of the environment, anti@# children resisted this at
times, was an early indication of the significan€éssues of control/power within
the setting. One indication of the success of adgphese strategies is that the
findings generated were both unexpected, and soatawitomfortable.

9.2.3 The focus on children’s voices

Increasingly research in early childhood educaiti@iudes children as
participants and informants (e.g., EinarsdottiQ2®007; Greenfield, 2004,
2007; Hedges, 2007; Smith et al., 2005), and ortbeoims for this thesis was to
‘Build on and extend the foundations laid by othiarexploring strategies for
including young children as active participantsasearch’. This section describes
how each of the child-focused strategies (introdunesection 4.4.3) was used
and offers insights that might assist other redeasc
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Strategy 1: What children call this place

The folder of photographs of sites within the cemtas designed for initial getting-
to-know-you conversations during the first daythe centre, with a subsidiary
focus of discovering the names children used facgs. A number of children
participated, but only six were identified, as Isvaill learning names. Even very
young children were interested. Information wa®reed in notes during and
immediately following conversations, as | was r&dnt to audio-tape during those
first days of relationship-building. The interactoalerted me to the importance of
‘stepping back’ in my listening. For example, Inaiathe significance of bags—
Charlie volunteered who owned three of the bags/stipin the locker room photo,
Sina knew who owned the yellow pack visible abdwedhanging table.

Strategy 2: Child-led photo tour of the centre

Child-led photo tours were initially planned as avof exploring children’s
thoughts about the environment. They began witdgaest to show me the places
they liked, their favourite places. Thirteen chgldrchose to do photo-tours (seven
girls and six boys, aged 2, 3, and 4), three undkntnore than one, and one boy
did three tours. Three children (aged 2 and 3)estal | take all the photographs,
some children elected that | take some so thatdbeld appear, but for many older
children being in control of the camera appeardaketan attractionTwo-year-olds
enjoyed the chance to see themselves immediatgbylying the ‘quick view'.

This strategy generated information about childsgméferences. Tallying the
photographs showed just under a third were of plac®f objects with no person,
or only peripheral/distant figures. The other thioes contained people, with equal
proportions showing the child leading the tour,iobg people in a centre context,
and close-ups of people. The most photographedtssiplaces were books,
bikes, general views of the playground, swings, thiedfort structure. Although
most children chose to move outside to take tliwst photographs, and the
majority of individual tours contained more outddloan indoor shots,
collectively there were more indoor photographds Bmomaly reflects the
number of indoor photographs James took, and Ediession to take a large
number of photographs of her portfolio as partefphoto tour.

The tours also opened up a much wider range of @iagasignificance for Grace of
her friendship with Maxine was indicated by heowaihg Maxine’s choices to
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guide her own selection of sites, and by her reégodsiow “What did Maxie say?”
when asked why the tunnel was a special place sRexhe-based interest in
electronic equipment was evident in his enthusisnand expertise in using the
camera. The significance of people was underlinetth® frequency with which
children took photographs of others, although tiglification of the process by
children may in part be explained by the emphasigemple in customary family
snapshots and in centre documentation. Restritimmgumber of photographs
and/or providing a clearer rationale, (for examptdlecting ideas for a new
playground design (Clark, 2007)), might have lethtwe easily quantifiable data.

A selection of photographs from each tour was edrand returned to the child.
Initially it was intended to print every photograjgimd for many children this
occurred, but sometimes the number taken madentpisctical. Using the digital
camera meant, however, that a full record of e&add’s photographs could be
preserved. Returning the folder of photograph&écchild provided further
opportunity for discussion about why some placeewpecial, but sometimes also
led to quite different data. It was when Mooloo walking about her photographs
that she told me she didn't like it “when Jameddare”. While some children
appeared to treasure the folder—Sina carried It gt all morning—my
impression was most children valued the procesakaig photographs more than
the photographs themselves.

Strategy 3: Photos and stickers>photo chart and caers

This evolving strategy was designed to exploredehil’s reactions to centre
activities/events. Fourteen children undertookativity, two of whom completed
it twice, and one did it three times. They rangedge from 2 years (two girls) to
4 years (five girls and two boys), and even yourmtddren delighted in the
container and counters. Occasionally this actiwi#g done with one or two
children in a retreat room, but more often in thr@mroom surrounded by other
activity. This had the advantage of engaging othddren, which could become a
disadvantage if they were impatient for a turn. ¥&ting the photographs to a
chart meant less space was required, and the uatiiod of happy and sad counters
introduced a clearer element of decision-makingld@n enjoyed the novelty of
equipment, and being in charge of the process. foe®it was clear children
understood the happy/sad distinction—Mulan (2 y8arsonths) placed counters
“slowly and thoughtfully”, often using naming thiapes and used only two sad
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faces. Other times | was less sure—Evie’s congapeared to be to include every
photo. Using a tape recorder to capture interastweas useful, and | named photos
as children placed counters which provided an aretiord of the order of their
choices. Taking a photograph of the completed gitatographs was a quick way
of recording the placements before another chitghbeBecause a majority of
photographs were of indoor activities/events, i wd#ficult to draw conclusions
about indoor/outdoor preferences. | was also atiareuality of the photograph
probably influenced children’s selections; for exdana distant photograph of the
fort was not selected by any child, and yet thevi@s frequently photographed
during tours. The most popular activities/eventsentbe Babysafe, the display of
books and soft toys, the dress-ups, the schoohlgathering, and the car in the
barkchips. Only girls positively selected pictucéshe challenge course,
carpentry, and painting and drawing. Only boys gy selected the picture of
the collage area. There was no clear pattern ingkeof the sad/dislike category,
except that most children chose not to use it; adlpf the 169 choices made

were sad/dislike.

Again, the interactions often provided more inteéngsinsights than the tallied
choices. The photographs were chosen as depidaiivfias/events but children
often re-directed my attention back to the sigaffice of people—Ilooking for
themselves, identifying others. It was after coripigthis activity that Maxine told
me Grace laughed at her (described in 6.3.1). @Asskesponse to being asked to
make a selection highlighted how my assumptionstcaimed the scope of
children’s responses. He circumvented the absdruarges in the photographs by
placing a plastic horse on the photograph of thegidand putting all his stickers
there. Had | insisted on my intention of one stigker photograph | would not have
understood his meaning (Stephenson, 2009a). Whbkidarepeated the activity,
their selections changed—Rex did it twice withiweek, duplicated seven of his
original 24 choices, added three new ones, antiymusad faces on what had
been positive choices. This was a useful remintidreodanger of overestimating

the significance of any individual response.
Strategy 4: Picture questionnaire

The picture questionnaire—a 4-page document, 2tigmssper page, with space
below each—was introduced to offer children a ckanaespond through
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drawing, and was intended to explore both theati@hships with peers, and their
perceptions about their own learning. The questoar®:

e Things | like to do at centre are

* People I like to play with are

* People I don't usually like to play with are

» These are things that | am really good at doing

* These are things that | still find hard to do

* Things that | have learned while | have been atreaare

* | have shown other kids how to

e Things that | like to do at home.

Reluctance to initiate discussion of disliked peaeesle me hesitant to introduce
this; it was used with only four children, thredgiaged 4, one boy aged 3. Two
girls worked alongside each other, the others \wezeented with it individually

in a withdrawal room. Audio-taping the interactiomas valuable, although Sina’s
interest in the tape exceeded her interest in digvand | could have dispensed
with the artwork. No one completed the questior@dour questions would have

been a more appropriate length.

Strategy 5: Sharing learning portfolios

Sixteen children (seven boys and nine girls, agadiéen 2 and 4) either offered
or agreed to show me their portfolios, and thremv&d me theirs three times. The
strategy of using a camera to photograph favopatges was introduced after the
first children approached were unenthusiastic. dieadvantage of using the
camera was that interest in photographing at titmels precedence over the
portfolio—I even had to turn the pages for Aidyasihg portfolios was almost
always done in the quiet room where the portfoliese stored, often with other
children watching, commenting and/or waiting fduen. Whenever possible the
interactions were audio-taped, and the transcoptise conversations plus the
children’s photographs provided detailed data. Fligtegy might have generated
more conversations about learning if revisitingtfmdios had already been a
frequent centre event, as it has since become.

Strategy 6: The New Kid book
The book was created using clip-art, but also ihetlia photograph of all the
teachers and children as a reminder to childremhaf might be potential teachers
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(see section 4.4.3 for the storyline). The newvkas a genderless figure to give
children freedom in identifying and naming her/hifhe intention was that a
child would name the new kid, answer the printedsfjons about who would
teach her/him what, and receive their own versiaih® book, containing their
responses. However, using the book showed it didhold children’s attention,
and at least one child was confused by the fachéwekid’s appearance changed.
(This was then amended.) It was used eight timéh,boys and girls aged from
nearly 3 to 4. Although it prompted some interegtomments around
learning/teaching, it was not a strategy that childrequested; | suspect more

professional illustrations and production would édawreased its appeal.

Strategy 7: The Naughty book

This book had a similar format and suffered from same problems regarding
guality of presentation (see section 4.4.3 forstoeyline). Children seemed to
struggle to think of ‘naughty things’ a child migit in the centre, and so it was
used only five times with boys and girls aged froearly 3 to 4.

Strategy 8: Informal conversations

These were a constant—almost always when | wagprasthe communal areas,
children chose to interact, keen to have accean xlult who had no other duties
and was interested in spending time with them. Mamwersations related to the
immediacy of what the child/children were doing,ahwvas not audio-recorded,
although I typically jotted down details which Iganded on later. | re-learned
how many insights came from spending time with id¢ckalking within the
context of their play (Stephenson, 2009b) and #reebts of a prolonged data-
generation period (Stephenson, 2009a). On eadh agempted to spend some
time without any equipment, interacting with chédr as they wanted, as
reciprocation for the time they spent with me. Bgrective notes were often
made of aspects of these interactions.

Strategy 9: Observations

As described in 4.4.3, observations were the matviiile they lack the panache
of more child-focused strategies, observations \@erery significant source of
data, and often provided a context which helpedax@mprehend children’s
responses. Angus’s decision to put a sad faceesléeproom would have
seemed less significant if | had not observed thigygles; | never knew why he
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also put one on the zoom slide. Cassidy’s decigigiace a plastic horse on a
photo of the sandpit, and put all his stickerseahraade sense when | reflected that
in 12 of the 28 observed episodes which included hie had initiated references
to horses.

| believe this thesis has built on and consolidatkdt others have done in a
number of ways. Firstly, a point of difference wittuch earlier research is that
every child attending the centre was a potentigigpant. (Although six children
were identified as focus children towards the ehdiata generation, the most
significant difference in data collection for thesas an interview with a parent;
to the end all participants were important.) Thaswartly a matter of equity; all
children were offered access to whatever privildgeg might consider
involvement in the research had to offer. But isvaéso a response to
MacNaughton’s (2003a) question, cited in Chaptérotv will | honour those
children whose voices struggle to be heard?” (p.Kdas wary any process of
pre-selection might highlight children whose voigesre already dominant. It
was fortuitous that parents’ reactions overturngdnmitial plan to include only
children aged 2 and over. With hindsight, not ude all children on age-
related grounds would have sat uneasily with tloader aims of this thesis.
While no data in response to the child-focusedesias was recorded from
children aged under 1 at the start of data-gemeratihey shared ideas effectively
in non-verbal ways—for example, Macauley’s dete@ation to get outside.

Secondly, this thesis demonstrates the benefgp@iding a prolonged time in
the setting (Corsaro, 1985, 2000; Hadley & Nen@@42 McCadden, 1998;
Paley, 1984, 1986, 1990). This meant there was fiomeslationships to develop
and for children to approach me when and how thege. It meant there was a
chance for all children to choose to engage irrésearch strategies and to repeat
them if they wished over the months. And whenewvehill repeated a process,
there were inevitably changes in their responsashwihbelieve contributed
additional depth and complexity to their origine§ponse. This suggested how
much the immediate ‘here’ and ‘now’ influences #ddtk (or an adult’s)
responses, and how precarious it could be to @sdusions on single research
interactions. It was only with this deeper contiekkknowledge that possible
implications of children’s comments were recognjsed | always knew there
were others the teachers would have understoode\Wtare are inevitable
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weaknesses in using a single setting for resedrsbemed the benefits of
prolonged involvement in the setting outweighedée

Thirdly, this thesis has continued the recent famu$inding ways to include
children as actively as possible. This was se¢harcare taken to make the assent
process for children authentic, and in the rang&trategies used in talking with
them. The child-focused strategies were deviselinvthe context which allowed
me to use what | found children enjoyed, whilehat $ame time following up
successive research hunches. It became clearashgthjoyed strategies that
maximised their control, and the digital camera paicularly important here,
especially for older children. As Clark and Mos8(2) found, using a range of
strategies was effective because children coukts#te activity they preferred.
However, taking a respectful approach meant | uesaware that children often
preferred to spend time with me, without the footithe research strategies.

Fourthly, | learned the importance of ‘steppinglbacStepping back from my
preconceived plans, and allowing children to gufdeprocess (for example, not
insisting that they only photograph places), fridesn to respond in unexpected
ways. Stepping back from the data (Stephenson,&G0®wed often
unanticipated messages to be heard. With a moo#fispesearch question, or
one which was more easily explained to childrechsstepping back’ might have
been less necessary.

The tools themselves were important. The digitai@a was invaluable for
recording visual data quickly which could then lesvdloaded, coded and
revisited, and it was also useful for recordingttgn records which could later be
transcribed. Having a colour printer meant chiltsgyhotographs could be
printed and returned on the next visit. The tapenger was important for
recording interactions and allowing children toisgvthem.

This thesis has led me to reconsider the emphéasimwesearch on children’s
perspectives. | introduced children’s perspect{u@d.1) as including both
children’s knowledge (listening to and hearing wtiaitdren say) and taking the
perspective of the child (observing and interactinitp them, and on that basis
imagining and identifying with how they think anekf). While the former is
increasingly and rightly gaining prominence, | a&dor the value of marrying the
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two approaches together. The data gathered heg lusih approaches provided
greater depth of understanding and insight intlllen’s thoughts and feelings about
their day-to-day experience than either could havsolation.

Finally, a comment written after a challenging s&s®f looking at children’s
portfolios should dispel any illusion that data geation was an untroubled
process:

Issues persuading them to take turns, Amanda finahiy cards and unpacking
them, Aidy finding us and coming in and runningaator up and down the back
of my head making loud noises, Cassidy wanting aognp.. Maxine losing
interest, and consequently Grace losing interestefpcher] doing a drumming
session immediately outside the door, the tapeingnout (and | thought the
batteries were dead so didn't turn it over) etc, §9/8/05]

9. 3 In the context of other recent New Zealand tlses

Qualitative research is, by nature, a complex m®tkat reveals multiple realities
and truths. While the generic inductive qualitaiysproach was used to ensure
that emerging themes and categories were groumdibe idata and therefore
credible, the findings cannot be replicated becawsether study will ever engage
with the same aspects of reality. Cullen (2003b)\d@rattention to the limitations
of small-scale qualitative studies such as thid,@raue and Walsh (1998)
suggest “much interpretive work falls short throdagiture to connect to the larger
context” (p.10). One possible response to thes$iges is to compare the
findings from this thesis, with those from othecest qualitative studies
completed in similar New Zealand settings. (Théssés were introduced in
Chapter 1, section 1.2.) Collectively, these hawwided an unprecedented depth
of insight into current practices, and links toghdiave been profiled throughout.
The further step is now taken of considering thectgsions from this thesis
within the context of this collective conversatiamd identifying areas of
alignment and difference; this provides a dimensibexternal triangulation.
While this pool of research is limited, each reskar has taken a different focus,
drawn on different areas of international reseaadld, used different theoretical
frameworks and methodologies; collectively theskedinces contribute to the
significance of identified common themes. The taet the data for this thesis
were collected in 2005, and the initial analysiswampleted before | read the
theses by Alcock (2005), Brennan (2005), Berns{@007), and Hedges (2007),
increases the significance of the areas of aligimmethe findings. The following
discussion will therefore demonstrate how thisigbkas met the broader purpose
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of contributing ‘to accumulating research knowledgeurriculum
implementation in New Zealand centres in the e2tf{century’ and in particular
to the emerging collective conversation among &eemt qualitative theses.

9.3.1 Alignment of findings

Many points of alignment emerged. Some were pahtketail:

- Arecognition of mealtimes as a significant forton
consolidating children’s peer relationships andatigeer culture
(Alcock, 2005)

- the importance of shared rituals such as birthday®inforcing
children’s sense of belonging (Brennan, 2005)

- teachers’ differential engagement with childremterests
(Hedges, 2007).

But there were more significant areas of alignnaamt difference that were not
always so overt.

One less obvious area of alignment is the growargidence to critique and
challenge, which has made it easier for each sam@escholar to take a critical
stance, not as a criticism of individual settingst rather for the insights it may
offer the profession. As Giroux (2001) warns, ia ttontext of the hidden
curriculum, analyses will “gain some theoreticaleage only when they move
from description to critique” (p. 47) and addressduler underlying issues. The
culture of critique others had established maéasier for me to select a topic
that would potentially challenge aspects of pra&ctind tradition, and to present
critical findings and less benevolent images otieelife.

| have argued that there are unresolved tensiartedghers in the interplay
between wider social assumptions about the roleslolts and children and their
commitment to implementing socioculturally orienf@dctices with children.
Whereas Brennan (2005) relates teachers’ struggteglement sociocultural
understandings to the structural arrangementgueathat at a deeper level, those
arrangements are a reflection of wider social agsioms around adults and
children. In arguing this, | am referencing eartientributions from McLeod
(2002) and Nuttall (2004). McLeod (2002) shows slgmificance that differing
constructions of the child have for leadership arx@hagement practices, and yet

how rarely those underpinning images of the chielansciously recognised,
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acknowledged or discussed in centres; she recagttisecan lead to a lack of
congruence between philosophy, centre structurésamtre activities. Nuttall
(2004) identifies how pressures of work and a irsang of collegiality can lead
teachers to side-step tensions and ambiguitidein beliefs and practices; she
describes teachers glossing over the differenctésinnotions of curriculum, and
discrepancies between these and their enactmentméulum. Collectively, these
findings suggest misalignment between professadfbelnd the reality of

practice continues to be a concern.

| have argued firstly that the structures of eaHijdhood education settings
isolate children and teachers from the wider comtguand secondly that the
demarcation between adults and children is embodaligtin the architecture and
organisation of the centre itself. Brennan (2008) aeaches the first of these
conclusions, and her findings lead her to quegtierstructural arrangements
which separate children and teachers from the wademmunity. Hedges (2007),
acknowledging Brennan (2005), also recognisesithiéeld opportunities for
children to be part of adult settings, and propdkas“the physical structure and
activities of an early childhood centre could bé@eeed to be less institutional
and separate from the adult world” (p.271). In castt Wright's study of two
home-based settings showed that “moving out ohtme and into the
community was a significant and integral featuré¢hef environment” (p.176).
There is, therefore, a growing strand of critiguaak questions the traditional
physical and social isolation of early childhoodieation centres. None of these
scholars has directly addressed the second ptre@rgument that was presented
here; that the demarcation between children antisadas also embedded within
the centre structure and organisation, althougkdaspf findings from both
Brennan (2005) and Hedges (2007) provide some lpenap support.

| have argued that offering children more oppotigsito engage collaboratively
with teachers in tasks that are meaningful withe¢entre community is one
strategy for blurring the teacher-child demarcatdlong similar lines, Brennan
(2005) comments on the authenticity of moments wkanhers and children
were engaged in ‘real life’ interactions and coseagions (p.210). Hedges (2007)
suggests teachers could engage publicly in relevark activities that are likely
to be of interest to children such as using a sgwiachine, marking the roll,
writing shopping lists, or buying equipment. Wright2003) description of
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children’s participation in a range of authentiskimthat are more frequently
available in home-based settings suggests thdagdim children may derive
from such opportunities.

This thesis has underlined the extent of the pamvbalance between teachers and
children and argued it is masked by wider socisiiagptions about the positioning
of adults and children, by teachers’ use of pasisitrategies to gain compliance,
and by traditional early childhood education digses of empowerment and
choice. Others have approached the issue of poevgaherally. Both Jordan
(2003) and Bernstone (2007) have drawn attentiampdicit power-orientations in
teaching strategies, and highlighted difficultieadhers seem to face in shifting
their practices to include those such as co-coct#ruand negotiation which allow
children a more equal role. The finding in thissikehat teachers avoided overt
displays of authority, and habitually used posistrategies affirms findings from
Brennan (2005). Although only early results arelaiée from Te One’s
investigation of how teachers and children percehilelren’s rights in early
childhood settings (Te One, 2004, 2005), and h@sehights are enacted, her
work is likely to provide further insight relating power dynamics.

A second dimension of power investigated in thestb relates to children’s
responses to teacher-derived rules, and the fisdindgd on arguments proposed
by both Alcock (2005) and Brennan (2005). Whildarfan’s resistance to rules
was not a central focus for any of the three stydienevertheless emerges as a
significant aspect of findings in each. The premoadce of rules, noted in this
thesis, was a feature Alcock (2005) also commemtshdore significantly
children’s resistance and the reasons for it weeenes that emerged for both
Alcock (2005) and Brennan (2005). Alcock (20053@itved many examples of
children’s playful subversion of rules, which slees as a process by which
children adjust to those rules, and to notionsu#s and rule-breaking in general.
However, she also recognises the importance dftegsie for children’s
developing sense of peer agency. Brennan (2008),arMocus on enculturation,
concludes children’s resistance provides oppolgsifor teachers to clarify, and
to adjust the fit between individual desire andugrexpectations. So, more
strongly than Alcock (2005), she positions resistaio rules as a potential avenue
for change within the community. The argumentgppeed in this thesis offer
support for both perspectives. The finding thaistasce was a way in which
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centre children reconfirmed their peer status aethbership aligns with
Alcock’s finding regarding peer group agency. Th&es also support for
Brennan'’s finding that resistance may be linkeditange, although our lines of
reasoning differed. | argued children’s resistapagticularly when expressed in
one-to-one interactions with a teacher, was oftemgplicit request for
negotiation, which teachers frequently acknowledggdiaking a compromise.
Therefore, while my argument focused on the indiglcand Brennan'’s focused
on the system-wide function of resistance, therm@kfor change through
resistance was common to both.

| have argued relationships were the core of cullra. Alcock (2005) also
highlights the significance of peer relationshgsggesting that the focus on
individuals means these are often overlooked. &ntyil Brennan (2005) found
that “children’s need to affiliate with others peesed as the basis of most
interactions” (p.209), and argues “relationshipsenmbe essence and the basis of
enculturation” (p.205). However, in keeping withr nesearch focus on
enculturation, her interest was more particulanyt@acher-child relationships,
and indeed she proposes ‘teacher-and-child’ aarthief analysis for
sociocultural research. My findings suggest thisrgwioritises the role of the
teacher, and underestimates the importance ofipteeactions.

Both Hedges (2007) and Brennan (2005) argue fargmton that children are
interested in complex issues. Hedges (2007) bedieki#ddren’s interests need to
be interpreted in ways that allow “meaning-seeldbgut deep and serious issues
of citizenship, culture and identity” (p.268) to ineluded. The argument in this
thesis that issues of relationships with others gtkercising of control/power, and
often also gender, were constructs children weirggua establishing their

identities, and were central curriculum concermsyiges support for Hedges.

At a more fundamental level, there is considerabgment between the
identified themes in Brennan’s work and in thissiseBrennan (2005) notes that
the themes of “relationships and relating to otharsl “agency and resistance to
participation or acceptance of social suggestigps'07) are thematic elements
that appear repeatedly through her data. Thisigeeswunexpected resonance with
the second central theme of this thesis—that @shaidj relationships and
exercising control/power were central curriculurtemests for children. However,
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Brennan adds a third element, “tools and tool (gef’07), which was not a
feature of the current analysis. Unexpectedlyt&lig (2004) findings also
provide a point of resonance with this theme, latren to the teachers. Drawing
on the work of Wenger (1998) she introduces thepvazesses of identification
and negotiability; identification is the processefonging within a community,
and negotiability is “the ability, facility, anddéimacy to contribute to, take
responsibility for, and shape the meanings thatenatthin a social
configuration” (Wenger, 1998, p. 197, cited in Nillit2004, p.170). Although her
focus is teachers not children, her discussionn&ss with the description of the
two constructs children explored in the processsthblishing their identities
within the community.

9.3.2 Alignment of methodological features

This thesis contributes to the growing expertiseesearch that foregrounds
children’s voices. Like several other New Zealandlative theses, the emphasis
was on children’s perspectives (Brennan, 2005; Gireld, 2007), but even more
particularly on what children were doing togeth&icOck, 2005). Both Brennan
(2005) and I, for similar reasons, took the stillgual decision of not

interviewing teachers or including teachers’ voj@sa way of foregrounding the
voices of children. Collectively these theses arébng up clearer pictures of
children’s experience in early childhood educasettings, and allowing some
children’s voices to be heard. A residual uneasing that other researchers may
be selecting, as | overtly did, centres that aeatified as ‘high quality’ for their
research, and that voices of children in less feafole settings may still remain
silent.

This thesis also contributes to the growing redeaxpertise in participant
observation (Alcock, 2005; Brennan, 2005; Hedg68,/2 Stephenson, 1998), but
more particularly in the use of participatory aarioes with young children
(Brennan, 2002; Carr, 1997b; Greenfield, 2007; Hsdg8007; Te One, 2005).
Other New Zealand work, beyond this group of theiseslso relevant here (e.qg.,
Carr, 2000; Smith et al., 2005). The work in tihiedis contributes to a level of
expertise in using participatory research stratethiat is of international
significance. In turn, such work builds on earfaw Zealand work (Hedges,
2002a; Cullen et al., 2005) in which the respotisigs and issues inherent in
undertaking research with young children were st
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9.4 Implications for the early childhood educatiorprofession

In this section potential implications for the pes$ion arising from the findings
are described. In writing this, | have considerikteaels of the profession—
teachers, teacher educators, researchers and puwkgrs—in offering avenues
forward, in an effort to avoid Gore’s (1992) critiof critical pedagogy as
engendering its own regime of truth, which mayrectessible to all but
academics.

9.4.1 The complexity of curriculum

In Chapter 1 a need for research that focuses witalum was identified,
particularly in light of growing interest in indiceaspects of curriculum (Alcock,
2005; Brennan, 2002, 2005, 2007; Carr, 1997a, 192000; Hedges, 2007).
Although the focus in this thesis has been on thendaries of curriculum, it has
highlighted the complexity of curriculum per se.g@lvations suggested the
curriculum children were experiencing was far widad more complex than is
perhaps often acknowledged; it seems likely thaaodult-centric focus leads us
to overemphasise the significance of teachers rargers of curriculum, and to
underestimate children’s role in the process. Tioai$ on curriculum boundaries
and the role that the adult-child demarcation pliayehow these were defined
highlighted the notion of curriculum as contesteddgerty, 1998, 2003). The
boundaries were indeed a site where “dominant ahdrdinate voices define and
constrain each other, in battle and exchange” {(&ir@997, p.133), a setting in
which generations struggle “to define themselvabstae world” (Pinar et al.,
1995, p.848). A further contributing factor to t@mplexity was the variation in
individual children’s experiences of curriculum. ag, it is likely that a focus on
the collective group of children may mask how digantly individual children’s
experiences differ. These insights underscorenipoitance of curriculum as an
area for continuing professional attention. Bus titention needs to be directed
to the messiness and complexity of curriculum alslidn experience it, to
curriculum as “about life itself” (Hill, 2005, p.26rather than to the neat packages
of teacher intentions.

9.4 2 Addressing generational issues

Teachers had warm, loving relationships with cleifldrYet | have argued these
were underpinned by wider social assumptions wpagitioned children as lesser
and ‘other’ than adults. Mayall (2000) writes:
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Adults have divided up the social order into twgengroups—adults and
children, with specific conditions surrounding thees of each group:
provisions, constraints and requirements, laws$itsigesponsibilities and
privileges. Thus, just as the concept of gendebleas key to
understanding women's relationships to the socgdrpso the concept of
generation is key to understanding childhood. (Mag800, pp.120-121)

| have argued that the influence of such generatitiinking can and does
operate within early childhood education to struetilne ways we think, and the
possibilities we can envisage. The discovery of keeply the assumptions about
adults and children were entrenched within thecstine and organisation of the
centre, and acted to embed the power imbalanceskbeatteachers and children,
was an unanticipated and thought-provoking findvigLaren (1998) identifies a
structural contradiction facing schools: “the sdHoactionssimultaneouslhas a
means of empowering students around issues ofl gosiece and as a means of
sustaining, legitimizing, and reproducing dominelass interests directed at
creating obedient, docile, and low-paid future vessk (McLaren, 1998, p.172,
italics in original). Here, analysis suggests theran inherent contradiction
between the professed focus on empowering childmethan embedded structure
which acts to reinforce generational boundariessandisempower them. While
acknowledging the tension that exists “between egand dependency” (Smith
& Taylor, 2000, p.4), when working with children wiperhaps cannot yet walk
or talk, acknowledging the pervasiveness of thgifrme of truth’ that positions
children as other and lesser is a step towardsettensideration of children’s and
teachers’ potential roles. The following suggestioglate to ways in which that
typically unquestioned teacher:child demarcatioghhbe blurred.

This research reinforces the need to debate th&iqnéWhat image of children
is implied by this practice?” As alluded to abotrere is increasing evidence
(Gibbons, 2005; Hill, 2003; McLeod, 2002; Nutt&lQ04) that more attention
needs to be paid to teachers’ beliefs, to how &@otan identify the image of the
child that is reflected in their practices, howytltan confront and resolve
contradictions between this implied image and thefessed beliefs, and how
they can identify misalignments in their collectiveliefs as a team.

Identifying misalignment between the implied imagehildren and the professed
philosophy has particular significance in lightoointinuing findings that the
profession is struggling with implementing the seciltural principles offe

whariki (Bernstone, 2007; Brennan, 2005; Cullen, 2003ataig 2003; Nuttall,
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2004; Hedges, 2007; Hill, 2001, 2005). It seemslyikhat the assumptions
around the generational demarcation between aadt<hildren may be
impeding teachers’ attempts to implement theseciplies and may counteract
teachers’ commitment to the image of the child@smetent, thoughtful and
skilled. While the arguments put forward in thiedls may contribute to
awareness of the social forces at work, this n&ebte a continuing area of
attention for the profession.

A focus on issues of power and control, and howelrere exercised by teachers
(Boyce, 2001) may be an uncomfortable but valuabda of professional focus.
In particular, there needs to be a deeper undetisiguof the ways in which
teachers can empower children, but with recognibibiine inherent complexities
within this concept. The notion of empowermentlftsaplies adults as powerful,
and children as less powerful (Gore, 1992; NutflD4), which is inherently at
odds with advocated sociocultural approaches. Eurésearch, building on the
work of Jordan (2003) and Bernstone (2007), whighlages teachers’
effectiveness in implementing strategies that teradult:child demarcation, and
diminish the associated power imbalance would &rr#ssist teachers and teacher
educators in understanding what positioning childite competent and capable
learners can look like in practice. As Bernstaz@d{) and Jordan (2003) have
shown, teachers may not appreciate how infrequehtlgren are offered power-
sharing, rather than power-allowing opportunit@sandtzeeg (2006) argues we
convince ourselves that the choices we offer caildrllow them to be powerful
“even though that same child is sent to a day icesteution every day” (p. 91).

A continuing focus on how children can be giverhauatic opportunities to
experience responsibility and control and be pas#d alongside teachers as
competent and capable would help to blur the teadhtl power imbalance.

The social isolation of early childhood settingsnfrthe wider community is one
aspect of the adult:child demarcation. Malaguzfersfus the image of a child as
“rich in potential, strong, powerful, competentdamost of all, connected to
other adults and children” (1993, p.10). Curresguemptions about the isolation
of teachers and children from the wider world maldfficult for children to

have this conncection with the world of adults. I@t&n in this centre were
fortunate because there were opportunities for tteewsit the school, the
building site, and explore the grounds. Do othéidcbn have the same
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opportunities? Wright's (2003) image of the homedzhcare setting extending
into the wider community provides food for thou@trt those in group care
settings. Recognising the structural boundariesehiat, and the social
assumptions and legislated requirements that undgr@m, indicates the
importance of finding ways in which these boundadan be adjusted to enable
children and teachers to more easily move in tlgemivorld outside the centre
walls.

Are there ways in which more of the real world t@brought into early
childhood settings? Bringing visitors into a cengr@ne way of connecting
children and teachers with the wider world. Againgse children were lucky;
teachers recognised children’s interest in theideitworld and responded, for
example, by inviting the police to bring the polaegs to visit. Who else could be
invited? Could a truck and a group of workmen ga(Ministry of Education,
2004b)? Are there ways within the centre of givihgdren a greater role in so-
called adult tasks? A fortuitously timed visit tdintessori centre allowed me to
see a boy (admittedly aged 5) choosing to undettakéask of ironing and
folding all the laundered table napkins, which ted to wonder about what other
centre tasks children might do. Again, childrerhis centre were fortunate; they
had opportunities to be involved in authentic jebsh as gardening, constructing
the house-frame, baking. Do children in all centrage such opportunities? Can
children prepare food, fold washing, stack the wesher, put up wall displays?
As noted in Chapter 1, some examples already d¢kiste are descriptions of
children making mosaic tiles, cooking jam, growpwatoes (Ministry of
Education, 2004b), making videos (Watson, 2005)dewkloping technological
expertise (Ramsey et al., 2006).

One further aspect of bringing the real world itite lives of children is re-
considering how so-called ‘difficult’ topics arertdied. Should children be
shielded from issues of death, disaster or sickh8sholars (Brennan, 2005; New
et al., 2005; Silin, 1995) suggest children areraved, and concerned about, such
authentic life issues. Should we share with chiidres larger problems facing the
world, such as global warming? There are no sirapkvers to these questions,
but the contention (McLaren, 1998; Silin, 1995t ttemchers take the concerns
and questions of students as their starting plewéges a useful platform for
discussion. What is a teacher’s role in the sasgles in which children are daily
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engaging around friendship, inclusion and exclusg@mdered roles, and the
exercising control and power with peers. Gendantidecontinues to be an area
that attracts significant interest in early childdaesearch (Blaise, 2005; Davies,
1989; Jordan, 2002; Kyratzis, 2004; MacNaughto®020/artin, 1998; Paley,
1984) although less so recently in New Zealand (8l02001). Given the
disproportionate teacher-time and energy whictotter group of boys absorbed,
and reports of similar groups in other settingsddo, 2002; Keddie, 2003)
indicates this as an area for both professionakeselarch focus. Those who
advocate a transformational approach to curriculeug., MacNaughton, 2003b)
argue teachers have a responsibility to interveoeemroactively in children’s
inequitable practices. Observing how easy it wasliddren to be positioned as
‘outsider’ by their peers, seeing how firmly chédrwere entrenching the
stereotypes they had met in other areas of ths Wwithin the social world of the
centre, and recognising how difficult it could lme €hildren who attempted to
resist these, has led me personally to shift togvarthore transformative
approach to curriculum.

A further way of blurring the adult:child demaraatirelates to increasing
children’s participation in making decisions th#eet their centre lives. Teachers
frequently consulted individual children about th@ieferences; it is only a
further step to allow children collectively a maignificant role in centre
decisions that affect them. Offering children saaiole would parallel changes
occurring in Scandinavia where practices are sigftowards “a situation where
children actually influence and participate in piary of the education process”
(Brostrém, 2006, p.230). Those examples (Emilsof726tigy, 2005) may
provide further ideas for how children can be gigesater influence within
curriculum, and suggest methodologies to use igares on this topic.

Giving children greater input into decisions leats the arena of children’s
rights, which is an emerging debate for the Newla®hprofession (Te One,
2004, 2005). Laevers (2005) suggests the consegsi@h respecting children’s
rights are only just becoming apparent. He beli¢lasan attitude of respect for
children “goes beyond being ‘nice’ to children. Bvphase in history where
rights were given to a certain group of peoples thent along with a deeper
struggle and a dramatic change in the view of tbdd¥ (p. 21). The distinction
Mayall (2002) draws between actor and agent isfaelp suggesting the way
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forward. She describes actor as implying “childaes of the social world: beings
rather than becomings” (p.236), whereas the usgeht implies that “children
have an influence; their views are taken seriou@y236) and that they make a
difference. Currently it seems we in the professmay still be struggling in
making the transition to seeing children as benagjser than becomings.
Acknowledging and allowing children to be agents] advocating for them to
have this role requires taking a further step.

9.4.3 Recognising the complexity of children’s gbleres

The complexity of children’s social lives withingltentre has been a continuing
feature of the findings. While teachers were ntgrviewed, it seems likely that
the complexity of children’s social lives may nbways be obvious to adults.
Although the complexities of teacher-child and pemsial interactions described
here were just a tiny fraction of those that ocedrduring the research period,
nevertheless they illustrate the intricacies arallehges children faced in their
relationships. James (2005) conveys a sense ahtdisscribing children’s
identities as “precarious” (p.323). She suggests tensions between
individuality and conformity, between equality amérarchy create a delicate
framework around which children’s identities aneisy” (p.323). Her words
evoke such struggles as Robert T.’s attempt togagath others, Aidy’s efforts
to align himself with James, and Evie’s rejectidrth@ gendered roles. Very
quickly my generational assumptions that childreswsial lives would be simple
because they were young were dispelled. In manygWwaing unpractised in
social skills, in the process of building relatibips with peers, and being non-
conformists to social niceties, made their relatops more challenging.
Understanding the complexities children face higjtts children’s relationships
and the processes of children establishing themtitdes within the centre
community as important areas for professional tienThe complexities of peer
relationships described here provide support fo€Cktiden’s (1998) assertion that
teachers need to engage proactively with childrea are having difficulties
establishing themselves in the centre milieu. Teectypically work proactively
with children who are involved in conflict, but dther children whose behaviour
attracts less immediate attention need their suppstras keenly? Like Alcock
(2005), I believe there is need for more resedrahfbcuses on children’s peer
relationships, and on how centres function as conifties.



The importance of particular parts of the centrgware highlighted by this
thesis. Teacher-led communal group times, suchatigimes, are very significant
opportunities when teachers can ensure all childrenv each other, but also can
build a shared centre culture which will contribtgechildren’s sense of collective
identity and to their feelings of being a partlwdtt community. The informality

of mealtimes needs to be acknowledged and valuagame setting for
children’s interactions; it is a time when theinse of themselves as a group of
peers with their own interests and culture canwadilealtimes offer teachers an
opportunity to engage with children and follow th@genda (Alcock, 2005).

9.4.4 Adopting an attitude of openness

Finally, and most fundamentally, this thesis denrass the importance of
continuing to encourage openness, questioning abdtd at all levels. It is
important, Laevers (2005) argues, for educatioradets to adopt an ‘open
framework’ approach, and for teachers to constagk/themselves “how the
organisation of the day, the materials and aatision offer, stimulating impulses
and sensitive responses, can raise the qualitfeadflthe child and support its
development” (p.22). | would argue that the prof@sss a whole needs to adopt
the same questioning approach. Although it is fbs$0 consider that the issues
raised here around the teacher:child demarcatmahtree influence these have on
curriculum, are problems imposed on early childheddcation by wider social
assumptions, there are many ways in which we,msfassion, unwittingly
reinforce those assumptions. Adopting an opengaledtioning approach which
encourages debate and critique is a way to guaitstghe profession becoming
a closed community in which “old and tired knowletd§Edwards, 2000, p.188)
is recycled. A growing confidence to critique amcliienge has been seen to be a
characteristic of recent New Zealand research;important that these attitudes

are encouraged at every level of the profession.

9.5 Final words

In these closing paragraphs, three things remaue teaid: these concern the
teachers, children, and the final purpose of thesis. The overarching intent of
this thesis has always been forward-looking, witlege to future potential rather
than present critique. However, it has done this)ploring the experiences of
children and teachers in a single centre in wagsrtiray appear at times critical of
that setting and those teachers. | want agaimeagnd, to acknowledge the
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enormous contribution of the teachers whose daditaind passion for the
profession and for their work with young childrexl them to agree to participate
in this research. | am sensitive to the fact tlérs may take what | have
intended as critique of the profession, and dismhigs criticism of the team. The
following words from Waksler (1991) are a timelymader of what the close
scrutiny of research might reveal for any of us:

In what follows, readers might be tempted to ddgcahe teacher’s

activities, policies, etc. | want to emphasize thatkind of close

observation in which | engaged necessarily brindght those features of

everyday activity which are commonly concealedpigul, covered up,

explained away, etc. If every piece of my everylifgywere brought forth

for public scrutiny, behaviors would be discloskdttl myself might well
deny or want to deny. (Waksler, 1991, p.100)

This thesis has argued for a reconceptualisatidheofole which we as adults,
allow for children within early childhood educatidn doing this, it is reflecting a
deeper social change that is taking place. At #griming of the 2% century,
Prout (2005) suggests there is a feeling of theasooder “fragmenting under the
pressure of rapid economic, social and technolbgltange” (p.7) and of a
blurring in “the distinction between adults andldten” (p.7). He believes these
changes require new approaches that move beyorditeas such as ‘children
are actors in their own right’ and urges for reatign that childhood is “like all
phenomena, ... heterogeneous, complex and emerdg&otit( 2005, p.2) and that
understanding childhood will require “a broad seintellectual resources, an
interdisciplinary approach and an open-minded mooé enquiry” (p.2). In a
very small way this thesis may be seen both aflectien of, and a contributor
to, the process of blurring the distinction betwadnlts and children, and as a
small step towards the kind of open-minded prooésnquiry that Prout

proposes.

Finally, in the process of reviewing findings, aligg these with findings from
other recent New Zealand theses, and identifyirgsafor future focus, all but
one of the aims for this thesis have been revisifgdte one remaining purpose
was for the thesis to be ‘a strategy of dislocatmrothers in assisting them to re-
examine assumptions about early childhood educatidaw well that purpose is

achieved remains to be answered.
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Appendix 1: Information sheet for centre managementteachers and families

[VUW Letterhead]

Exploring the scope and boundaries of the curriculum

In this research project | am interested in exploring the scope, and the
boundaries of the curriculum that is experienced and enacted by children in an
early childhood setting. The definition of curriculum in Te Whariki is

...the sum total of the experiences, activities, and events, whether
direct or indirect, which occur within an environment designed to foster
children’s learning and development.

(Ministry of Education, 1996, p.10)

As early childhood teachers, we spend a great deal of time discussing and
reflecting on the “direct” experiences, activities and events that are planned for
children. In contrast, relatively little time is spent considering the “indirect”
aspects. While | want to record details of the “direct” learning, |1 want to move
beyond it and focus on the other things that children are, or are not learning
while they are in a centre.

= Some of this less obvious learning will be conveyed in the environment
of the centre, the kind of equipment available, in the way the centre is
organized, and in things that teachers do and say. Collectively, these
aspects have been called “the hidden curriculum”.

= Some of the less obvious learning will also happen between children,
and therefore peer group interactions will also be a focus.

= Finally, | want to explore the boundaries of the enacted curriculum, and
consider the “null curriculum”. These are the things that society, or the
profession, or the teachers in the centre, have defined as not relevant
or appropriate to the curriculum

In all stages of this research project, my primary focus is to capture the
children’s perspective, and the children’s voices. | want to describe the
curriculum, as it is enacted, from their perspective. | will therefore not be
focusing on the teachers’ perspectives.

While | plan to do this research in a single setting, my aim is to raise questions
and provoke discussion about curriculum that is relevant to the whole of the
early childhood profession. | am envisaging that the particular setting and
children will provide me with illustrations of many aspects of early childhood
education that are universally accepted.




Details about the research process

This research project is being undertaken for my Ph.D. through Victoria
University. My thesis supervisors are Professor Helen May (-----) and Dr Jim
Neyland (----). The research has been approved by the Faculty of Education
ethics subcommittee.

The sources of information that | plan to use in this research project are as
follows. Initially 1 will collect information from:

= Children’s portfolios

= Teachers’ planning documentation

= Centre newsletters/information for families/whanau

» Photographs of the environment.

As | develop a rapport with children | will begin gathering information from
them. | plan to try various strategies, and find what seems most appropriate:
= Observing children (at times when they agree to it)
= Talking with children, either singly or in groups, as it happens within
the flow of the session, and only with their agreement
= Giving children the opportunity to take photographs within the centre
as a way of identifying what for them are significant areas/equipment
» Using photographs (taken by me, or by children) as prompts for
conversations with children (at times that they agree to)
= Completing a questionnaire with individual children using smiling and
frowning faces (only if and when they volunteer) as a way of exploring
if, and what, they consider they are learning in the centre
= Audio recording of children’ conversations (with children’s agreement)
= Child-led “tours of the centre”.

Towards the end of the data gathering | may develop a few case studies of
particular children, if this seems appropriate. This would be done with the
knowledge of the educators, and of the parents/caregivers. Semi-structured
interviews with the parents/ of these children would b requested to gather
additional information on children’s of-of-centre interests.

It is anticipated that the data that | gather will be analysed using a software
package for qualitative data analysis called NVivo, which involves coding data
and searching for underlying patterns. All the data will be stored under
password on my home computer, and files will be destroyed 3 years after the
presentation of the thesis.

I would be very happy to come and talk to you in more detail about my
proposed research

Alison Stephenson
---- day
---- evg




Appendix 2: Permission letter to Centre Management

(There were only minor differences in the wordimgpermission letters for adults
working in the centre and for parents)

[VUW Letterhead]

June 2005

Kia ora

| am planning a research project that looks astiope and boundaries of what
actually constitutes curriculum in one early chddld centre setting, and which
will focus largely on the perspectives of the creldl The flier | have included
gives more information about the kinds of thingat tham interested in finding
out. This project is for my Ph.D., which | am doithgough Victoria University,
with Professor Helen May and Dr Jim Neyland as opesvisors. The project has
received ethical approval from the School of EdiecaEthics Sub-committee of
Victoria University. | want to focus on what hapgen one childcare centre that
caters for a mixed age range of children. | beliewvould be ideal and |
wondered if you, and the teachers, would conshisrrequest.

I have included an information sheet about theare$e and also a copy of the full
thesis proposal that has been approved by Victdmigersity. There are a few
points that | would like to clarify.

The time in the centre

I would like to complete the information-gatherimgghe centre between July and
late November 2005, as | am able to take leave frgnposition at the University
for the second half of the year. Initially | wodikle to visit the centre for a few
hours over several days at the time when | sentheutonsent forms to families
and children. Having this time in the centre wilih me to become familiar with
the routines so | can plan my research in waysfihiat with these. It will also

give the children and their families a chance t@rmmee, and to ask any questions
they may have.
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While it is not easy to predict how long data gatigewill take in an

ethnographic research, | anticipate that once inbiéag project | would be in the
centre relatively frequently for an initial perioflsix weeks, and usually staying
for 3 or 4 hours at a time. After that, as | begiore in-depth analysis, | would
visit less frequently, and | plan to have the dmtthering completed by the end of
November.

The process of gathering information

When | am visiting the centre | would like at fitetgather information through
reading documents such as children’s portfoli@ghers' planning documentation
and centre newsletters. As | get to know the chiidand teachers, | would spend
time observing children, taking notes and photolgsapalking with children and
perhaps occasionally tape recording. | understaeahallenges of working in a
centre, and am mindful of the need for my actisgitie fit within the daily flow of
the session, and for the research not to be a bumleither the teachers or the
children.

Keeping the participants informed

| will take a number of steps to keep all the ggpants informed about the
ongoing project. With the children's permission, olngervations, and transcripts
will be available to all the teachers. Familieacteers and the Management
Committee will receive a regular newsletter abbetproject. Each family can
request a copy of the information that relatesé&rtchild/children, with the
proviso that | will check with their child/childréirst before handing it over.
Each child will receive copies of photographs inakithey are included. The
centre will receive a copy of the full final thesasd families can receive a
summary of the findings if they wish.

The process of seeking consent from participants

| will approach each staff member individually,ask them to consider
participating, with a written permission form toneplete. | will also approach
each family, and each child whose family feels theyold enough to give their
own consent. Any individual or family can withdrdsem the study at any time,
and the centre can also ask that the research aeasg stage of the data
gathering.



Confidentiality

In order to keep the information that | gather secit will be kept in a locked
filing cabinet at my home, and under password orhome computer and my
computer at Victoria University. | will also ensutet the identity of the centre,
and the participants, remains confidential. Inttiesis, and in any conference
presentations or written papers that arise fros study, the centre and all
participants will be identified by pseudonyms ttredy have chosen.

| have enclosed a consent form for you to comphbatd,an addressed envelope
for you to return it to me. If you have any questid would be very happy to
come and talk with you. | can be contacted mostyeaishome in the evening
(XXXXXX).

If you have questions for the supervisors of mgaesh, Professor Helen May
can be contacted at Otago University on xxxxxx Bndim Neyland can be
contacted at Victoria University (xxxxxx). It iopsible that my Ph.D. will be
transferred to Otago University as Helen May has lpeen appointed there. | will
keep you informed of any changes.

I look forward to hearing from you

Alison Stephenson
Senior lecturer

Victoria University of Wellington
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Appendix 3: Consent form for Centre Management

[VUW Letterhead]

CONSENT FORM FOR MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE
Please tick each of the following if you agree:

We agree that .................. Centre can padie in the

research conducted by Alison Stephenson.

We have been provided with adequate informaticetireg to
the nature and objectives of this research projeethave
understood that information, and have

been given the opportunity to seek further infoioratrom
the researcher.

We understand that the centre can ask to withdram the
research at any stage before the start of datgsasalithout
needing to give a reason.

We understand that any participant, adult or ctils the
right to withdraw from the research at any stagereethe

final data analysis without needing to give a r@aso

We understand that the identity of the centre, @frall the
participants will be kept confidential, and thagpdonyms
will be used in the thesis, in conference and tieach
presentations, and in any published papers.

YES NO
YES NO
YES NO
YES NO
YES NO
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We understand that the information gathered wilibed only for
reporting this research project in the thesisonference presentations,
in teaching sessions relating to this topic, anpluhlished academic
papers.

We understand that all the data gathered will Istrdged three years after the
thesis is presented.

We understand that any member of the Managemenn@itee, any staff
member, or any parent or child is able to appragsldon at any stage of the data
gathering, if they have questions or concerns.

We understand that we will receive regular newststthat
inform us of the progress of the data gatherind,that the
centre will receive a full copy of the final thesis

We would like to receive a summary of the finaleash
report when it is completed.

Signed:

Dated:
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YES NO
YES NO
YES NO
YES NO
YES NO




Appendix 4: Consent form for adults in the Centre

[VUW Letterhead]

CONSENT FORM FOR ADULTS WORKING IN THE CENTRE

Please tick each of the following if you agree:

| have been provided with adequate informationtiredeto
the nature and objectives of this research projdye
understood that information, and have been given th
opportunity to seek further information from the

researcher needed.

| understand that any participant, adult or cHilals the
right to withdraw from the research at any stagereethe

start of data analysis without needing to giveasoa.

| understand that the identity of the centre, ahalldhe
participants will be kept confidential, and thagpdonyms
will be used when referring to individuals in tiesis, in
conference and teaching presentations, and inghdali
papers that report on this research.

| understand that the information gathered wilulsed
only for reporting this research project in thesibein
conference presentations, in teaching sessiorninglta
this topic, and in published academic papers.

| understand that all the data gathered will bérdged

three years after the thesis is presented.

YES NO
YES NO
YES NO
YES NO
YES NO
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| understand that any member of the Management ¢tteanany staff member,

YES

NO

or any parent or child is able to approach theaeteer at any stage of the data
gathering, if they have questions or concerns.

| understand that | will receive regular newslettigrat inform me of the progress

YES

NO

of the data gathering, and that the centre wiknexa full copy of the final thesis

| understand that | can request copies of all mfairon gathered which relates to

YES

NO

me

| understand that the adults who work in the cewilieall

YES

NO

have a chance to comment on the information thata®

collectively to them.

| understand that the teachers can have requbawcopies

of the information that is gathered about the clid (I

YES

NO

understand that if a child has signed their owigipation
form, they will be asked for their verbal agreemiesfiore
this information is given to teachers.)

I would like to receive a summary of the final rasdh report

YES

NO

when it is completed.

| agree to be a participant in the research comduay Alison
Stephenson

Signed:

Dated:
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YES

NO




Appendix 5: Consent form for parents/guardians

CONSENT FORM FOR PARENTS/FAMILIES/WHANAU

Please tick each of the following if you agree:

| have been provided with adequate informationtireeto
the nature and objectives of this research projdye
understood that information, and have been given th
opportunity to seek further information from theearcher.

| understand that any participant, adult or cHilas the right
to withdraw from the research at any stage betogestart of

data analysis without needing to give a reason.

| understand that the identity of the centre, ahalldhe
participants will be kept confidential, and thagpdonyms
will be used in the thesis, in conference and tegch
presentations, and in any published papers.

| understand that the information gathered wilulsed only
for reporting this research project in the thesigonference
presentations, in teaching sessions relating sottipic, and

in published academic papers.

| understand that all the data gathered will bérdged three
years after the thesis is presented.

YES NO
YES NO
YES NO
YES NO
YES NO
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| understand that any member of the Management Gieanany staff member

YES

NO

and any parent or child is able to approach thearetier at any stage of the da
gathering, if they have questions or concerns.

I understand that | will receive regular newslettigrat inform
me of the progress of the data gathering, andlieatentre
will receive a full copy of the final thesis.

| understand that | can request copies of all mfmion
gathered which relates to my child/children. (I ersfand

that my child/children will be asked for their vatb
agreement before this information is given to me.)

I would like to receive a summary of the final raxsz report
when it is completed

| give permission for my child / children:

to be a participant / participants in the reseaaiducted by

d

YES

NO

YES

NO

YES

NO

YES

Alison Stephenson at ........cccceeeeeeeennn. (0] (37

NO

Signed:

Dated:

33¢€




Please tick one of the following:
EITHER
I have included an assent form/s completed by my
child/children with my help
OR
| consider my child/children is not able to give a

informed decision about participation

YES NO

YES NO




Appendix 6: Assent form for children

ASSENT FORM FOR CHILDREN

My name is Alison Stephenson and | am going topemding some time in your

centre doing research.

I am interested in finding out about all the diéfet things you, the other children,
and the teachers do while you are at the centrewiys | am planning to do this
are by looking at your portfolio, by watching whaachers and children do, by
listening to them, and by talking with the children

You can choose whether you would like to be pathisf research or not by
answering each of these questions:

Are you happy that | look at your portfolio?

33¢
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Are you happy that | sometimes watch you playimgl a YES NO

write notes about what you are doing?

Are you happy that | take photographs of you atcératre? YES NO

(You can have your own copies of the photograply®o)

Are you happy if | sometimes use a tape recordezd¢ord
what is being said? YES NO

(I use this when everyone talks fast and | findbaitd to

write all the words down)

Are you happy to talk with me sometimes? YES NO

(I'will let you choose when you talk to me, so thatoesn't
interrupt your playing)

It is fine if you change your mind about what yavé said. You just need to tell
your family, or the teachers and they will let nmeb.

| am looking forward to seeing you in the centre

Alison Stephenson
Senior lecturer

Wellington College of Education, Victoria Univessit



Appendix 7: Data analysis categories and codes

Initial coding categories were manifest; for exammlll data relating to a child
were coded to that child, and details of the envinent were coded to the
physical location and to the play context (e.g.zbes, quiet room). Other initial
categories were broadly analytical; for examplemsodata were coded ‘Null
curriculum’ reflecting the focus of one researclegtion. As themes emerged,
coding became increasingly focused. For examptdyster of coding was
developed around the concept of power, who wielkl@dwhat circumstances,
and to what purpose.

The final and most detailed levels of analysis oatlialongside and as part of
the writing process. During this stage as well agisiting the data as coded,
extensive use was made of the Text Search fadfilibhe program. Having the
data so easily accessible helped to ensure thdirnbhélevels of analysis were

firmly grounded in the data.

Activities
Art outdoors
Art indoors
Balls
Bikes
Books
Carpentry
Clay
Collage
Diggers
Dough
Dramatic
Duplo
Facepaint
Music
Puzzles
Railway
Sand
Swings
Teacher-led activities
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Vehicles
Water
Writing
Adults
Children

Community

- Adult and child

- Adult and community

- Peer community

0 Anti-adult

Dramatic themes
Historical
Older-younger
Rejection among peers
Small groups of children

O O O O O o

Youngest
- Separate adult and child tasks
- Wider community

Curriculum

- Adult and child tasks

- Ataloose end

- Bicultural

- Children’s interest

0 Animals/pets

Being with an adult
Birthdays
Building site
Building the house

O O O O O

Dramatic play
= Superhero
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Food

Horses
Listening to stories
Making a place
Media

My family
Nurturing
Physical
Schema
Technology
Trains

O O O 0O O o o o o o o o

Wild animals
o Writing
- Children’s learning
0 At school
o Learning documented
- Discourse of teaching/learning
- Hidden curriculum — teachers
- Individual curriculum
- Mat-times
o Children’s power
0 Quiet times
o Teacher control
- Meal times
- Peer learning
- Teacher initiated
0 Teacher-response activities
o Walks
- Teacher planning
o Meetings
o Portfolios

Toileting

Environment
- Available to children
o Closing down
- Babyarea
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- Bathroom
- Bicultural
- Changing environment
- Child world/adult world
- Child’s perspective
- Distraction and withdrawal
- Dramatic room
- Doors
- Entrance
- Equipment not for children
- Foyer
- Kitchen
- Laundry
- Locker room
- Main room
- Office
- Outside
o Car
Covered area
Deck
Fort
Garden

o O O O

o Playground
- Quiet room
- Sleep room
- Soft environments
- Staff room
- Walls
o Children’s art
Communication with parents
Gender

Media images

o O O O

Murals
0 Star charts
- Windows
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Families

- whiteboard notices

Gender
- boys
- qirls

Null curriculum
- computer
- guns
- dying/death

Planning
- Notebooks

- Six-week planning

O O O O O o

Power

- Adults power

Aug- Sept
April — June
Feb- April
Jan- Feb
Nov- Dec
Sept — Nov

o Control strategies

344

Acknowledge children’s perspective
Bend the rules

Concern for injured

Crowd control

Direct request

Discourse of good/wise

Discourse of teacher I/me
Distraction



Environment

* Indoors and outdoors
Give reasons
Give choice
Ignore minor
Involve in community
Negotiate
Non-verbal communication
Physical control
Positive feedback

* Negative feedback
Question
Remove child
Rhymes, songs and games
Road signs to hold
Safety
Teachers support each other
Threaten
Within dramatic theme

o Control strategies — why used

“Appropriate behaviour”
“Rules”
Distance disruptive children
Food
Involve in community
Manners
Obey adult
Physical wellbeing

= Sleep
Protect adults
Protect children from children
Protect children’s play
Protect environment
Safety issues
Tidying
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My power as researcher
Pressure on teachers
Punishments

O O O O

Rules

- Children’s power
o Boys’ power

Children’s use of rules
Older-younger
Power over adults
With adults

=  With me
- Regulations

O O O O

Research methods
- Baby book
- Children’s names for places
- Favourite activities
- Interviews with parents
- Naughty book
- Photo tour
- Photos — non-tour
- Picture questionnaire
- Portfolios
- Taping
- Why come?

Research role
- with children
- With families
- With teachers

Rituals
- Birthdays
- Christmas
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- Family events
- Trips

Routines
- Mat-times
- Meal times
- Sleeptimes
- Tidying

Teacher role
- Carer
- Community member — equals
- Controller
- Distracter/guider
- Initiator
- Play companion
- Protector
- Provoker
- Reflector on role
- Responder/appreciator
- Reuvisiter
- Supervisor
- Supplier
- Supporter

Writing



