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Abstract
Chil®&r en ayf ul experiences are considere

justifiably r ecleoibvailn gp oatitceyntainodn pirnacgt i ce.

the outdoors in ECEC remains on the peri|
recognitio® @afgeoahicdmaémhordances in the o
provision, governmenhspecutsoonos medguli aveet
wi t the attention paid to educator pr o

h
enhance rel ati oobehngs and adkt dredar ohngdr
e

devel opment .

There is a dearth of reskE@EChi ronl roalltamodrt
together the perspectives and experitence
Thi s

wher e, whayn,d hwilvtalt hey engage whil e i n an

study addresses this gap by explorir

environment. The following three questi ol
1. To what extent does the outdoor envir
educapedsgogi cal approaches in preschc
2. How does the outdoor env@ rexpnemitdsge s |
pedagogl encounters in preschool ?

3. Whatt hpegmar enit sw of outdoor environments
educational space?

Shaped by rel ational and affordance t he

approach was used to gather danantfg oonv erd

ni month period in a rural preschool . Da
Mosaic approach, through art, child conf
photography, photo elicitation, intervie\
photraghs, observations, reflective diary

Underpinned by a reflexive thematic anal"
relational affordance pedagogy in the ou

space was <created wiayhiof wadgihattwhrea nidnt e

1¢KS GSNY LI NByla A& dzaSR Ay @KBINANRNRSO®OUNBSY@SNA
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par ehefsi niti ons, narratives, beliefs, ex]

the outdoors was explored.

Findings indicate that relationships ho
approach. For edmpeaadiobisl i taifdoridmnghe out
rel at tboanssehdi p pedagogy, viBh e n ealt ye r ecshtisl dn enr «
engagement in outdoor environments. For
shaped by their oppor tcomistttirhees trt oe xepxeprl ioer nec
educator s. Parent s vahdepdaracemnmcec,hiflrdeedo
afforded by the outdoors, shaped by thei

trust i ntkeowt @dgrrs

Chil@&rédmlistic | ear nntngi mndutddeovoerl opmei r

influenced by dynamic and-(croenpulext @my oamd

mes-and m{ECBC practice, outdoor environme
l evel s. Despite a consensus as tor the
environment s, t his study identi fies con

practice contexts.

This study argues that affordances ®&n t he

agency and relational encounters. Onse t1
established, the affordances of t-heiBagvi
t hat exXxtendbi |tdo;e dcohbialtddpar emt | dandp agdckwndat
rel ationships. The RAPO framewor k of fer

environmentas i af fEQCCE.Ci ng agentic relation
placing the perspectives and experiences
relational outdoor pedagogy in ECEC in t
i mportant contributi @amowbedadcgm, rpohicyranc

devel opment .
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UNESCO  United Nations Education, Scientific and Cultural Organisation
UNICEF United Nations I nternational Chil di
WHO World Health Organisation

Sessional PreschoolA preschool service offering a plaad programme to pre
school children for a total of not more than 3.5 hours per session.

Emergent curriculum

https://www.aistearsiolta.ie/en/transitions/resourcefor-sharing/developinean-
emergentandinquiry-basedcurriculuml.pdf An emergent curriculumwalves as
choices and connections are made by the children as they discover the world around
them

Enquirybased curriculum

https://www.aistearsiolta.ie/en/transitions/resourcefor-sharing/developingan-
emergentand-inquiry-basedcurriculuml.pdf An enquirybased curriculum
supports children to investigate their ideas and interests through many experiences,
conversations and/or activities. In an enqubrgised curriculum, each child is a
researcher, participating in the investigative process.
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/| KISINO hySY LYUNRBRdAzOUAZ2Y

MOM LYGNRRdzOGAZY | YR O2yGSED
The | andscape of early childhood educatic
continues to evolve, highlighting its po

Ami dst a growing focussasyeanrqbéabutesECBEQG| cy¥

numbers of c hi | dorfreonmea tBE GEQ i (nFYr oconutti er Ec o
Nati onal and i nternational research ( G
Organi zation for Economic Cooperation an
emphasises the importance of @qupaleistennt e
future | ives. The englage meiht c i lt hr ot door
al so widely ad\cok rfodvalhd d geendd (J - hBMoG@€keBsBDODNE A
Petty, 2015) . HowavVeon, highe@gddismi mwihs hic

opportunities to access outdoor environt
Dias, 2017).

In Ilreland, research by Kernan (2006) f o«
the const @wcetdhohdbboag Dakei oc@odelpit! ofoad,
Kernan (2006) suggests a focus on chil dr

connect with their surrounding environme
the holistic valwue of out doaurc aegxpear i eknecr

(2006) concluded t hat outdoor pl ay w a

probl ematised. Al most two decades | ater,
outdoor play in Ireland.

Whil e the | andscape for the proovichamgeo,f
the synthesis of policy and practice di sc
policy document s di scussed I n Chapter

structures of ECEC poses botRevppwroonbec
Qualtheg Organisation for Economic Cooper.
(2021 38) reports t hat stakehol der s d e
devel ofgddckeciemme albanfdasthdd oemgméht efiurt her rep
@ here appears to behal denmseamdmommgactiatkki or
that while external revi ews have an i mpo

guality, there is a risk that their curre
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organi sations and f r auncehwotriknse, aiwsa yt afkrionng s

on chel éeéxeereri enc &sOk GDQs2&rTv.i ce s

Perhaps, this prevailing theme throughout
(Mol oney a2@2 Fy emmder mi nes a concerted f ¢

t hweal ue of the outdoors as a pedagogical

agreement in the wider I|iterature reviewcg
out dowhisk,e( 2011: 2) c onlteeanrt i oma mehvadr ka of
val diess necessarder to fully appr eaohboatthe t |

medi um and mechanism 0i gr asfpfiea@ati waenal earar

real ity.

From a personal perspective, my interest
number of yearsaaee@erch&ogesvien 20 year s,

owned and operated a private preschool i

| arge garden adjoining my preschool, whioc
concreted area, we nevermnthewietsis rtlRestoutcdc
weat her, framed within a discourse of saf
many | evels). For exampl e, the children

wal k up the -bbudéy PMyethbdgeredIf alelsyswedsa r o

of indoor free play, with outdoor play h
for approximately 30 minutes. Opportunit.]
at various times, with seasonal evernkt s s

on the farm (ploughing and sowing corn),
observe harvesting crops and observing cbt
to the pdescdoolus trees, fruit trees, che
growi nggyiamgl of f. These were planned with

and requested to bring appropriate cl ot hi

Study visits to Norway and Italy in 2012

practices in ECEC. I n Nedwaagwy,gilcabbpenrced
ECEC setting. Il n ITtaly, I observweddponc
continuum in Reggi o Emilia centres, wh i

docume ntsautpiponmr t ed an enquiry and emergent

2t SRF323A0Ff YRZOldzYlONEIOSAR2Y2F YI{Ay3d LISRFI2IAOFT o
AYOUSNLINBGF GA29&EF RA 2 2 AId28H dzY02 W F INGR AW Wb i Mob B dzy RS NE G |
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was nterested in how the possibilities fo

by adults or chil drleend.weReet uprrnii magr itloy neyh i
endeavoured to evolve my pedagogical appr
wi t h i mpwtrt amt, flbundati onal , outteomor i el

sessions with a greater focus on emer gent

Reflecting on my experience with the aim
of time outdoors, irrespectiofe sous tweiarn ercker
on the outdoors in ECEC in policy and pr .
of uni ver sal approval i n my preschool,

highlighted the i mportance of being oabl e

chil&@drkkwmlistic | earning and devel opment
chall enges, we oObserved the children | ec¢
going outdoor s, such as putting on <coa;
adventuroagi madi ven outdoors. We observed
di fferently, for exampl e, from being qui
when outdoors. The children took their ¢t
and coming down téetlseénaeewelMduisni wihal con
parent s, our | essons | earned at that I ni

prepared to explain our pedagogic approa:

M®H wlk GA2Yy I ES F2N ¥F20dzaAy3 2y 2dziR22NJ LIS
The rationale for t hgasp sitrudgurc okne s wlfeadgr
pedagogy in outdoor environments in pres
perspectives and experiences of children,
this research, I argue that lidhhood epe daogc
i n -oflmbme settings, we must include out doc
space. The voices of the children a&Fre cr
right approach, with opportunitiesther sj

affordances of the environment .

Locating the research in a rural ECEC se
chil&adr Bome and preschool community is C

emphasi ses the affordances ofontnheenitrs.phys.i

The purpose of this study is to explore

ECEC settings, focusing on outdoor envir
29



Aval?bn. specific terms, the study concent
situaet eetdheo preschool premi & &g, bwiningla rt th ed ¢
& ar ge Ompdrodhars ippchey stahoed It o boiuetdd oor communi t i e
the preschool, as told and experienced
Foregroundi ng tmheanr eescecalrocghi cfarlo per spect.i
i nterconnections and relationships bet wec¢
their implicit and explicit i mpact on ho

and experienced. This per $imec tcilii é¢lgirveednss oa t

pl ayed out in multiple environments, i nd
environments, early childhood settings a
grow and develop (Bronfenbrenner, 1979) .
preschool form an integral part of the ¢
included, as appropriate.

The study is underpinned by the narrati\
children, a@ead-hdlrfomye¢aosgoti mgs algeoh ttshei r
primarily mothers, preschool educators &

observer. This approach&r 2068t s280ansegg
@i fferences in conceiving a situation ar
h o

research is therefore underpinned by an ¢

d andpehmeate the | uwdAgementicul ey smale

a simple consensus of vVviews,; i nstead, It

and relationshipe, emkbegespfaom a coll abo

M®o LYGNRRdAdzOAY3 GKS NBaSINDK (G42LAO

This study explores pedagogy iantuitndgor
toget her t he voices of educator s, chil
understanding oftfdpedagmyy ronmemnt s . Bui | c
hi ghlighted by Kernan (2006) nearly two ¢
the continued dearth®&@ofoutattbentieampet bemadoe

whil e also exploring a calol ehloor @&thii e r reanine
and devel opment can be afforded in outdo:
My chosen research design is ethnographi
research instruments drawn from the Mosa

3 Avalon is a pseudonym used for the preschool setting.
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Crutiyal the research seeks to understand

judge it. Thus, <c-b8bodyndesignnghabltaseme

the |ived experiences and perspectives o
setting, iocel. thse guceh,chfi ndings are not
but instead aim to identify common and d
with potential for new understandings, p:
the outdoors in ECECthiNek eddheerl ieptsi,ontsh d
data potentially allow for transferabilit
in illuminating aspects of their work.

Mdn wSaSkNOK LI NOAOALN yiGa

ECEC educators work in an ecosyisntementns,t
partnerships with parents and r elSkedahoinlslhi
(2022: 6) suggests that the inchbwsibon dgtf
t hat gap between policy and practice by
undestanding of di Bifereant paelrspslei Yast he
@ont extuabd nbawhk crhogECEC i s navigated has
of the educator i n practice (p. 4). Thei
i nsightshahtengéd® &nd opportunities that

environments.

Whil e &hivdireens are not compl etely absen
Hagglund, 2013; RiSagyeerrss, ,AKnbluA;eandn8awyer
the |l ack of |l ifoeedseaperheinces has highlig

be a greater emphasis on understanding w

they know aBoutntehielsdrsen r&t ben peeaspebtl

Refl ectingoBéanama&t OER1)i otesear ch met hodc
enabled the <creation of partnershi®s to
behal f, my study al so uGleadr kt,h e2 OMOls)a itco acj
voices of children, parents andteducdeti al

experiences and understanding of pedagog)

the voices of children is a central part
met hods were pivotal in achieving this in
spported &chvidrdoraelrnvanbalnopartici pati on, e

through their drawings, photographs and
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supported through my role as a participa

t heir routsi nemnsabalnedd tthou i denti fy what i s |
t hem.

Partnerships with parents and families ar
of guality ECEC, whil e at the same ti me
chall enging. ECEC tadskadowstharempheament i
partnership approach t hat val ues parent
educators of their children (Centre for
Educati on, [ CECDE] , 2007) . Neweenhbhaetemsn
wi t h t he outdoor s i n ECEC settings, t
characterised as complex and chall enging
al ., 2009; Little, 2006) .

When exploring beliefs, practices and b
ouwtoor settings as | earning envpeooméentd
barroasersa further indication of a | ack of
bet ween educators and parents, consequeni

with the outdeetrsti nghs. ECECe argues that
mi ni mi se the | ack of access to and the
essential. I n other words, Ernst (2014) s

outdoors forhodhisltdrcendeeéloogmernsthe Bh@ues

required is paying attention to reducing
and safety. Further mor e, professional st
of attenti on. Sheadadwoddaey afrfguretes othawa rad
policy reframing to reverse the trend to

regarding out do oéar ea nrde gnuait2uertied 4yH narys t ,

M®p 5S@St2LIYSYyd 2F NBA&ASEFNDK ljdzSadAazyas |,
As this research 1 ouefnleggctpadgoreststea ,or i gi

and research questions, which evolved t hi
1.5.1 Initial broad research questions and o
As outlined in section 1. 2, above, the r.
our kedge regarding pedagogy i n out doo
settings, bringing together the perspect

I n order to capture these perspectives,
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First, it concieews ef ECECngduda&t ors rege
ECEC settings, and how these Vviews i mp
i nteractions and relationships with the
explore how children view, agadieag alt ainmt eamce
i n outdoor environment s. Finally, it S eE
caregivers view and wunderstand ttheeCELCut do

set tHinggur pra@dvides an outline of the origi

2 .

Figure 1.1: Original research questions

1.5.2 Expanding the scope of the research
During the data collection stage and pre

t hat whil e t he weal th of dat a accumul af

guestionsne ietvi deo&a that a focus on ped

relationships in the outdoors would only
the setting, the iIimportance of affordanc
as a pivot al part ioefnctelse odv etrhyed acg/h iel xdpreerr
parents, and thus became an integral par
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revised research questions, aims and ob
provide a complementary focusrazltomgswi t
resear c hFisgtuurdeyb ell. 2w,l ustr at es t he resear

emerged, while emerging aims and objecti:

Educators: How does the Children: How do different
outdoor environment shape outdoor spaces shape
educators’ pedagogical children’s pedagogical
approach, focusing on
interactions and

affordances of the (a) With peers

- 5 b} With resources
il e Parents: To what extent ()

encounters?

do parents value the
outdoor environment

as a pedagogical space?

Figure 1.2: Revised research questions

Ai ms

1) To ident i& yurcched gddtra@mdi ncge sand exhpeerdiiefnf e
zones (Zamani 2016) available in the ea

a) Manufactured zone (concreted area);
b) Mixed zone (natural and manufactured) in the outdoors.
2) To explore how outdoor pedagogi es, unf
reloatsihi ps, and

@l nvite &c hielhdarelhneurr el ati onship bet wee
agency (Withagen et al., 2012);

(b)Are dependent on the exercise of al
embedded in sociocultural practices

(c) Occur in the relationship between the affordances offered by the
material aspects of the environment and other people (van Dijk and
Rietveld, 2017).
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3) Examine how the voices of children, parents and educators can contribute to
our knowledge and understanding of the educational value of the outdoors in
ECEC.

Objectives:

1) To make recommendations concerning the potential of the outdoors for

childrends experiences in early years ¢

2) To contribute to the development of practice in ECEC by adding to our
knowledge and understanding of the benefits of outdoor pedagogy (provision)

in early years settings.

1.5.3 Refining the research questions
Whil e the final iteration of qguestions

overarching ai m ywnwerod reeftiinved ,ad hle cont i

|l iterature and develop a framepwowvkddéor a

il lustration of the final research quest.|
Table 1. 1: Final research questions, ai ms an
Researuwehs tQ a Ai ms Objectiwv

1. To what ext/fTo explore ed(To provige

the outdoorperspectives into the e
environmenteducati onal viwhich educ:;
and ehapucdgoutdoor envir(consider t
pedagogical preschool affordance g
approaches in environmeni
preschool? potentiall
to its wuse
pedagogi cal
and furthei

shape peda
i nteractio

rel ati onshi

2. How does thTo examine an(To expl ore
environmentchil&rexperi enchildren v

the cisi | dr €g under st and
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experiencegoutdoor envir(experience
pedagogi callpreschool . outdoors i
encounters

preschool ?

3. Whatt hpgar é&n{To expl oroei @gTo i nvesti
vi ew hoef out |t he wdl @aéntedoo|parents Vvi ¢
environmentenvironment& t(outdoors a;g
preschool 4glearning and pedagogi cal

educationallpreschool ECE presch

M®c b2YSyOf !l GdzZNBY OKFy3IAy3a GSN¥YAy2f238 7F;
This section discusses changes to the nai
professional s.

1.6.1 The sector

ECEC regulation and policies thassesdape
Chapter 2, but it i's worthwhile here bri
have occurred in the terms used to descr
working in it.

The early childhood sector in Irehnged.has:s
Ref erri noghaadne ocuar e f or children who are
school, teams| deabbeygschil dhood 6ané@&ear aiyd
chil dhood educdarted ons eacdh.d Hoawesv er , Hayes an

charted ngoypntessure to a& kinrodvil widdyea Ic hri il glhrt
Constitution folktheNi 6gmmirti téei em ble Rig
2006 Report. Further highlighting the <co
Hayes and BRadUeyad®@2 @ dacsh éeeampGcyncept, focu
pri marGpdadfemsm chil dren while parents worKk
o f chidl aliclag et o encapsul at e -rtitéh patrdryt icahli
settings i n suwmppmogr tamd dehvee lloepame nt of ch
yeaftsbid.).

I n the Oireachtas &GporépugpgHacht Rone rOd hr e a
3), the report (fagds tchhd | glheootdi cerdéIT @t i on
term ECEC was &®&dopahe&kpwmntt heacknowl edging
nature of care and education being esser
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2012) . However, despite this agreement,
(ELC) was i rrtireducbe-d{@p awhraritreeSt r at egy f or
Young Children 4dmwadlt hei0On8FamiThiaesterm i s
documents pertaining to ECEC. Neverthele
the Oireachtas, 2024; 1Golan 200n2l3i;wnece epdonl iy
the Association of Childcare Professions:
preference for ECEC or ELC, 92% of 3, 5«
Robson, and Scacchi (2017) argue that [
system of educdtoironaldndchddrde en from bi

represents that vision.

This term ECEC was developed in 2001 whe
OECD project John Bennett and his coll ea:

Bational Coordinators t oe aadnodp ta pap rnooa
an many pr-reatiioursalcrotsisdi es. Partici g
use the term early childhood educa
rangements for children from birth 1
setting,f ufndrimal,i toypeni ng hours, or
ntiees$ ybpaoderaer | y edawecraet i (oeand st il | a
o two different systems each with i
urricul a. | ni ti alld,y,weroaner eolf f d tca ra
s and toddlers within the scope
education sphere in their count
l'y facilitated communication ar
d to emftla®&n deed utcladatr en i nsepar a
ts: quality services for young
ing, care, | eafNemgarhl)adrd soci al

term ECEC t hr ouegrhroiuntg tthoi sd itrheec

O 9 530 TTY TO o0 T+ I
5353 OO0 "S> DI DO O

c
(7]
(¢}
—
>

where alternative terminology is used.

1.6.2 The ECEC professional
Al so relevant to this study is &€hel dongok

and the discourse concerning professiona
kowl edge and autonomy. Arguabl vy, t her e
Ur ban, Robson and Scacchi (2017) explore
complexity of the provision of ECEC in 1|
attention toetsglstamdc,prodbessi onal di sco
bet ween these discourses in ECEC are see
as governance, resourcing, fragmentation

Robson and Scacchi, 2017)i.s Redwvadtcadtno!
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positioned and position themselves in th
and Murphy (2021: 5) draw attention to a
caldles reclaim the sector in new ways tha

ECEC practice and &orker subjectivities

The t@ehrinm dpcearrsei st s i n publ i@ordd ghRhwaeas ea n dV
Hayes, 2013) as a divide between care an
with practitioners and parE€ntas finwrod ptohlr af

amal gamati on of a vocation and a profess

professional training and qualification
practitioners have to | ove what oweyf do
children, ca@anphrhodiesgitomat fiprrafcad gii mmalr pu

(Oke, ButiNeciflOla®@®3 ©

Acknowledging the diverse professional r
( Ok e, ButdNeirl la,nd2 01 95 0o nUradmd , ScRaodc hi , 201
uses t tkautcdthoeoughout , unl ess differenti e
research (e.g. owner, manager) or quoti ngq

M®T hdzif AyS 2F GKS GKSaia

The thesis is presernst,eds uabcdiovsisd etde nt oc heanpst L
reader. Chapter One, the I ntroducti on, i
rationale for focusing on outdoor pedago

of the research participaptmenis obutlhieneac

guestions, aims and objectives is discus:
and profession are discussed, concluding
Chapter Two introduces the policy and re

prvoo ding the background to the devel opme
explaining their relevance t ol 9dbiOslabrse udy
di scussed, exploring the position of t h
i nspection. Thetcbdptes @ahsoquality and
for ECEC in Ireland and provides a profil

Chapter Three conducts a review of natio
motives for paying attenti odndrteon cauted oeoxran

The hi storical influence of educational
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charting the conceptualisation of the oul
spaces and places. This is followedl by :
outdoor spaces and their play val@ae fo
engagement with and disconnection from
particul ar concern is to explore the pl
di scourses in erelandoohitlodhcohad,drand how
pedagogy and | earning in the outdoor s. L
ri sk and risky play is reviewéadnd fpoarleonte:
perspectives of ri s@&.enregnaegndi ng tdn tdtei lodurt
with others in the outdoors concludes a |
concludes by identifying salient t hemes
develop a theoretical frameworsk ofhidcait avid

Y
underpin the discussion.

Chapter Four presents a model of ecol oc¢
ecol ogi cal and theoretical resources tha

and analysis. This chaptfegramemaorrekldaodeed it ¢

course of this study, the Relational Af
(RAPO) . The discussion takes place i n CI
The methodol ogy is presented in Chapter
rat i ontahlee rfeosrear capi a2t emgl wgit dal , ont ol og

considerationeut ITihreesx hamptiemt er preti vist |
the choice of an et hnogssdphliyc r aosgedima hh t
constructionism ontology. Ther esear ch instrument s, dr av
approach, aDetails af the darticipants and the ECEC setting are also
provided. Attention is paid to ethical considerations when working with young
children and their families, focusing on issues of consent, assent, confidentiality
and child protection and welfare. The limitations of the research are also

presented in this chapter.

Chapters Six, Seven and Eight present the
and parent s, resi@ae qtaitveley,anidn vih ctuha l forr
data gathered fromtanceteduedt onteewmiew ar
chil&@reéeénawi ngs acnodnferrtenccimiglhb d conversatic

phot ographs and photof oefuisc Wp stciucrs, ompxar
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conversations and researcher observation

photographs are presented.

Chapter Nine presents a detaiThedfdnsgcungsi
the data are discussed tincdlhef caomdwoxrntk ,hof
Af fordances Pedagogy i n the Outdoors (RAI

Chapter Ten presents the conclusion and

MPy [/ 2y Of dzAA2Y

Thi s I ntroduction Chapter has outlined
rati onal eqp mehnet doefverresearch questions, a
overview of the research participants. |

ECEC professionals and the identity of t|

This study aims to address ioantioftde @a,
as a pedagogi cal space i n & (r2u0r0a6l) B CGEG a
ur ban ECEC settings started aG demafgagemen:
with the outdoors. 't highlighted tnat ¢t}
holistic |l earning and devel opment and t he

supports t hebepionsg toifv ee dweclat or s .

This study has the potenti al to move th
centre stage in polrowoaedopraaohdeest and:
outdoors shapes pedagogi cal encounters f ¢
and parents) understand and promote its |

The next chapter sets the scene for the

coext of | egislation, regulation and pol i
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/| KFLIISNI ¢g2Y t2ftA08 FyR wS3dz |

HdmM LYGNRRdAzOGAZ2Y
This chapter sets the scene for the prov

of |l egi sl ation and pol i coyw,i ndelsmpeltand.hel
positive developments to support quality
the interpdgayeohamaer bepvrealc taincde miecvreol , pa
reference to pedagogy in the oyt dwmordsa.t ek
Il rel and, i nformed and influenced by nat
devel opments, heralded an increasin@ mome
positive experiences in early <c¢childhood
devel spedlliter ef ore, this chapter reviews
deemed to be of relevance to the resear
outdoor environments. The broader cont exi
the reader toneavigate the jour

I't was both exciting and challenging whe:
to the sheer volume of developments. Thu:
a chronol ogical sequence. Therefor e, as

text,e whdarher | egislation or policy is up
at t hat poi nt i n the discussion. The di
childhood: that 1is, it &seienkdsi vtiod ulaolo kd ebveeyl
@ o pay entoisen ata t he individual devel opi
syst Maye®gqolCe and Hal penny, 2017: 8).

Section 2.2 provides the background to tF
This provides a useful | om0 vtic i et tThe d

hi ghlight the trajectory of the concept u.

these have shaped current policy and pr ac
i s on t he Child Care Act 1991 an@) ,ReglL
registration and Tusla inspections and a

4 For a full list of legislation and policy developments X321 see: Hayes, N. and Walsh, T. (Eds.)
OHNHHO WOl NX @& And EdreRrkr2lan® Creaiirdy@ Cehthirg of Developments 1921
HOAHMUD QO hEF2NRY tSGSNI[ly3 [GRO®
S¢KS FT20dza 2F (GKS RA&aOdzaarzy R2Sa y2i NBfe& 2y . N2
Nevertheless, policy development acknowledges the funelatal need for positive relationships in
early childhood, shaped by factors such as family support, resources, parental mental health,
relationships, education and employment (Gol, 2018).
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pertaining to the outdoor s, and chall enq

environments.

Attention turns to Early Years Educati on

t heel ated inspection framework. Advancem
pedagogy in the outdoors is also explore
nati onal pr actSi2od CRACHDMEe w@ IO S )t (eNaCGA, 20009)
and a drafAi sitgeNaGtCeA, 0202 3) . SectFiionst2 .57 £
WholodGover nment Strategy for Babies Youn
20130 2(8Go I , 2018) and provides an overvie
i's evident in the area of pteidamogypli or e sl
gualifications, with a focus on devel op me¢
these I mpact on outdoor pedagogi cal prac

2.8, briefly discusses hd%, t hmpgtoeéhdel opacv
outdoors in ECEC. Section 2.9 draws t he I

H®H . F Ol 3INRBdzyR (2 RS@St2LIYSyd 2F 9/ 9/ S
RSOSt 2LySyitaalimrO$ ONRHGRSR

The complexity of provision of ECEC i s,
Cond tution, whereby th& giomwtee rnmvmemttidoand cp
(Horgan, 2001: 104) . This approach refl e
privacy of family I i f e and parent al re

education of car il Idy ewi trleisn  tophhe mf ami |y (i
describes the evolution ofcetnheair g GHC ed @ant
patchwor k of GareddedopmBdatcse bét har goyA and

traditional patriarchiali nheadiatnidom ofotd em
rol e, | ar ge f amisltyatse ziensf |launedn cceh umecahnt t h a
outside the family home, or by relative

Government agéngasoy wadesh2012 Fabh0(Q5b

The devel opment of a discourse on ECEC
changes in a nui@owernoof (2100d2s. 6 chronic
approach to earilnf aemd WSctataissnd9i4dB8 t o 1971,

61n practice, the majority of children begin primary schooling at age 4 years (42%), and all
children are in primary school by age 5. The first two years of primary school (infant classes)
are classified as early childhood education: https://eurydice.eacea.ec.europa.eu/national-
education-systems/ireland/primary-education [accessed April 2024].
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https://eurydice.eacea.ec.europa.eu/national-education-systems/ireland/primary-education
https://eurydice.eacea.ec.europa.eu/national-education-systems/ireland/primary-education

publicatoomobfcyt wdocRiemeinstesd HRrhoegr a mme f
(Depart ment of Educ atni oNBac?2d iDIE:] , T®d 8)infaant
Notes for(ITTe@athef BE,Rled5 Is)e.d TPhr@olgOr4da8mmef o0 Cc U S

on ch&l darcdim syeed | earning, andt €&qrgdtiisrhg | lam
devel opment . Focusing on the holistic de
was supported by female inspectors who
i mpl ementati on. This focus gained momen:
Pr i macrhyo o3 Curriculum of 1971 (DE, 1971) ,
School Curriculum (Governmend e beeuillat aslr an «
environment, young children are encour a(
l earning and t o chonkrntaowlcdad gredéaid oen gootnty € r290 1
7) . Neverthel ess, government involvement
emanated from an interventionist standpo

i n i-cninteyy Dubl i nRutsluacrhd at tteheee s Prb] eshed i
funded by t he DE and t he@Co/mamorL ee202Rqur
Educational Research Centre [ERC], 1998) .

Hence, while a focus remained ond ®0hiwidtrler
t he Department afpHeat ah pobhgjnghe publ i
Act 1991siagni mndpeinto | egisl asScboobf Sehei
Regul d(Depsart ment of Heal t hl 9&On7d Qh islcdursesn

det ai | i n Section 2.R8)fomaekeddy acimiewdio o
assumed wider responsibilities (Hayes, 2
broadened to include al/l children up to
From an economic perspective, devel opme

marge abdbiam 1973 me ant t hat womenseasoulca
empl oyment . Il rish society wasemtmsy icmtao
European Economic Community and a movem
women with the male wor kZ®2=zZ;e K é&lIglaommn,ana
addition, a gener al reduction in family
regar di ng chhoillidsrteenc devel opment mar ked a
towards ECEC. Neverthel eéstss, htihset oStiact ed insat
direct involvemd@&ntayiers b f &mi2l2y. &3f8f)ai rwsi t h H

7 Statutory Instruments No. 398/1996: secondary legislation enacted under the Child Care Act 1991.
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in Hayes and Bradl ey, 2009: 0 829 whegufaoagn
for a fragmented policy response to chil
i ssuei bticahe as a resource for alléo.chil
Despite the highlighting of this i1Issue,
still prevails (Wal sh, ductogandcre,IrémbirthMo | o n «
to six years, continue to be provided through community, voluntary and private

initiatives (Walsh, 2022, 2016; Douglas, 1984, 2018; Horgan, 2001).

Growing economi c, soci et al and cul tur al
steady attent i eonst €@CgECIL i aldfdfreerssss ctroi t i ci s
OECD Report (2004: 12) concerning di spae
chil ddbood er ms both of policy re@8wernesi bi

progressed with the announcement of a ne
2005 expanded in 2008 as the Office of t
Af fairs (OMCYA) (Hay®s gh28ZRA) ChdabéBe¢n A
by the CRA (2008) furthehhaweota dsttrhargecrhi

i ssues t hat wiat hecthet Memi st er for Chil dr
meetings. Building on this political dev
occurred i n 2011 and 2020, wi t h t he est

Department, namely, thendeYaut MEANAT aif ITIT h(
became the Department of Chil dren, Equal
(DCEDIY) in 2020.

However, the broad purview of the DCEDI Y
consultation with ftnd @eirmfst leel devadklebpinaemtr
year Statement @0 2%threatDeqQEyDI X023 cei ved s
responses on policy developments (Gol, :

di scussion are a focus on chil ddrieghht swha ncd

8 Thirty-nine survey resposes were identified as charities or NGOs, advocacy groups, practitioner/
ASNIAOS LINPJARSNAZ YSYOSNER 2F (KS Lideviceh O W2 (i KSNJ
organisations and other government departments. See Government of Ireland (2023) Public

Gonsultation on the DCEDIY Statement of Strategy P@35, available at:
https://www.gov.ie/pdf/?file=https://assets.gov.ie/29171/c7f5{5974cdb-4759919a
2cf507454093.pdf#page=nyéccessed April 2024].

Ly Ada FT2NBg2NR (2 (#WSH{pldloBIESWin HdT {oONTF {IKFBe aviyw

b2N¥YI C2fSe adl iSa dkSH LINPKENBaHENAAITSHSSH eHipri@s B | Oz
¥20dza 2y 1S@ I NBlIad GQdOR NFAF LRI NGKE I DESNRNBK 2°
FRRNBaaAy3d SRdAzOFGA2ylFE RAA&AFRQGFYGEF3IST YAINIyEdE AyOf
LIS2LX S 6AGK aLISOAIET SRAOFGE2 PKt yASSRYR Q2D Nii A y:
FOGABS LI NIGAOALI GAR2Y 2F OKAfRNBY FyR &2dzy3 LIS2 LI


https://www.gov.ie/pdf/?file=https://assets.gov.ie/279171/c7f5f597-4cdb-4759-919a-2cf507454093.pdf#page=null
https://www.gov.ie/pdf/?file=https://assets.gov.ie/279171/c7f5f597-4cdb-4759-919a-2cf507454093.pdf#page=null
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Howeyv
fundi

publ i
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y suppbPortefXamplde, .with specific refe
sion, t he DCEDIY was commended on o

tdoor provi si eln9 dpua nidneginimghreanCd o i mlar t ner s
t weenceepwvoviders @Gol poR0O2¥makeé)s On t
pondents called for greater transpare

s
d the sector in matters concerning st
g

ng chall engets secbgmist i ®omciceft at he

her mor e, respondents were also criti

beyond <children andsuyxdiuteh wvaifdeai bs
t &1 Galb,l e2023b: 25) . I n hndhdhaglhlt & mg:¢
survey al so dr apwso faetstseinotniaoln ctoon shud w

nti al to reform and i mprove quality

Al t hough coming from a | ow base, Walsh (:
o

me a caoevdefd pelicy, practice and res

nuing growth in | egislation, regul at

ects significant popul ation, economi

Hayes, 2010, Fmerndhd, t i 2008 it rer
nment involvement in investment and
er, whereas the policy platform is
ng and investment, I nstteeagdr ad f pbaeritng

c education system, remains probl em:

i's beyond the scope of this discussion,

gual.i

Gover
2022)
fundi

ty services remains challenging.

nment commit memt ECHBC i nerewsitc eisl bmy i 20
(and meeting that target five year s
ng of 01.37bn for ECEC in 2025, wi t

and School Age Childcare (SAC) ye dwed atoomres.

Howeyv
progr
0. 3%
maj or
wi t h

er, while 84% of all children benef.i
ammes (Pobal, 2022) , government i nv
of GDP compared to 0.8% average ac
ity ovi E€EgECase operpredibyopmgianasalt.i
the remaining 26% oper af epdr oifn tt lbaeas

(Pobal, 2022) . When staff turnover at 1¢

ECEC

remains uncert apirno.f eMslstitocmmlad s HM@EC mo
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services, 44% |l eft tAe sbet prof(Pebabnako
Mol oney (2014) found that there was a br
heal t h, wel fare and devel opmentarodh calida
found that compliance was freieemti ye bHS
hap@yol oney, AxxOgludatbhiéyl, ) mpact of a crowded
the morale of educators suggests that t |
compl Heemnlcaggt i ce.

Whil e this summary is not intended to pr
terms of regulation and policy, it @das p
no-nntervent 6pHosgam,0l 20§1: 104) to a <crc
pracce and research (Walsh, 2022). The pl
i s explored in the following sections.

HPo [/ KATR qtINGE QK2 tmonwgSvll dzi ¢ G A EF K aH mepdpc =
The early 1990s provides an applraotpornyyatan

policy devel opment as it heral ded statu
Il rel and (Egan and Garrity, 2022) . The C
Il rel and, 1991) marked the first | egislat
Skehil D& uwlnldi van, 1® 9 F)ati fredtdaindn of t he

Convention on the Rights of the Child (L
paradigm shift&iohihloadwhaodd | ids esonstruct ec
explore the devel opmdat oheRE€pul dt Cans A
wi th the 1996 and 2006 Regul ati ons ( Sec

Regul ations (Section 2.3.2). Of interest
regul ations to how the outdeonredief cbhee
current Regulations. In this regard al so
(QRF) (Tusla, 2018), as an interpretative
under pinning Tusl a i nspections, provi de

pedagogy discour se.

2.3.1 ChildcBaonée GCPreiced)Po9Be@mldat2iO®res
A discours& ofi gchhtisl drsenevi dent in Part VI

with Hayes and Bradley (2006: 3) suggest
Ger i oluisc yp@imsu®9 6, foll owing the signing

Child Care Act in December and the i mplen
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January 1997. The enactBemtoobf Séehei
gul ations (Depantdm€hil df edpal] DOHC] 199

Car e -§cPhrcol Services (Amendment) 1997 wunc
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t 1991, marked the introduction of regl
i sion. Heal th Boards werengpeemni ones
chool services catering for children
sitive step by the ECEC sector towar

o T O
o < o u <

icshhaolnl,enges remained on a numbtirowns$ |
carried out by environment al healt
iticisms of their approach centred on
th Iimited referencé& texpehéeegoasi { MuDpDf
fereoncaedbor environments in the 1996 R
mited, although the primary focus cent:
I l&rphay. Standard safety measures wer
cure entry anderifti caateiacsn ocafndpadtdenti a

i & reaf et y.

compari son bet ween the 1996 and 2006
I l&@remportunities to AO®Y auntdd@®0OS IRegh
ference to the rengquofembet sudddoiplristyii ahn
st adids prleapyl i cat ed exactly in bot h, exc
nning a preschool should ensure that:

d sui-sabotel falki l dtiesp
e day are provided, ha
chool <chil ren attending the servi

s e
y spend in he premises (DOHC, 199
[ Regul ation 28]: 59).

wever, t he iIrst erbwedmeregn ylO®O®6 and 2006,

b) adequate a
nd ouddoomng t
re
he

-5 9

nati onal and international devel opment s

di
cCo
ec
Re
i n
Th
20

scourse, reflected in the | anguage of

nnections be&Gweeéeghasclhligleddaemrcarmd ,t ltcal | wiuc
onomic contexts of t heir l i ves (Duign
gul ations also marked a greater focus ¢

the provision of quality early chil dh

e introduchtiilodn Coaf3 =ch b(ePr@Ser vi ces) ( No

06 and the 2006Schioiolld SEarvea ceBnpe ( No 2
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Regul ations 2006 marked the revocation o
t he Nati omalStCGhatledggye n( NCS) @ GRdedgul2®t0i09 n s t

a whol e 6pdi $pecti ve, emphasising t e i ni
|l earning, develmgoimqpt sunplpoweleld by avail
experiences, activities, i nteractions an
this perspective i s the &r ercdlpatoican s hniaptsu rw

their environment and the experiences ar
on process el ements as something tangi bl
work of Bron{fée®eB®é¢nmaed Ward (1995), and 1

as réomgltcder s i nfor med by t he UNCRC. Mo
engagement with the outdoors in the 2006
to acknowledge children iars awn i dev eplacpg mea

gui dance t o t he 2006 Regul ati ons furth
@ o madbt rhsat atentheddand holistic, i n& | udi
i nnate capacity, and the for mal anddinfo
chil&rleinve2s0 6Gol ,

Referringé6t @hgyghsiilcchl em-ndi mgnt ahewgui dance

Service providers should ensure that 1

supports and opportunities are put in

pomote all ar®@aphypsicali |l dbdnmgnt ahewel

provider should promoeiend hef hehil It dhr em,

nutritious diet, prevent the spread of

prevent harm to them.

(Gol, 2006:

Regul ati on 5 of the 2006 Regul ati ons r
Devel opment of the Child. Guidance wunder
i n how t o dsewpepl corptmetnnte of each chil d, dr awi
bet ween &hekgeenences, environments and
provi&@rawl d recognise how children affect
relationships, enviresmeartdy &bd ,t & 1006 :
Further more, the 2006 Regul ations (Gol ,

recognition of play @slaamepdngmahdr thbhai.l
relationships arountdhe hMd dleg le nF r ainuewaot m kp nfo
Training and Professional Devel opment [
Educationf DEpat oment of Justice, Equal ity
2002)S%awm(dcBECDE, 2006) .

48



Al t hough the 1996 Regulations did hnbde p
provision of outdoor environment s, t he
weat her , & chhydireal amei mgnaad svel éty. Two
guidance concerned weather co-hdmei onsf uf i
car e shhaowd daccess to the outdoors on a d
and secondly, the guidance provides advi
of weather and sun protection, including
The td®eant her e s mintotti nogl e Prelryhapdef i med.i n

dveat her pmemr mihda igowi dance,&bghdetas!| arechpc

't mited if educators decide that weat hei
outdoor s. The ambiguiatyheof condetpoaesir
under mines choice, wii whho t dheec iqdueesst | Mor eboevi
space requirement was specified for i ndc
sessional service, the ?f,] omo suceh vwamse c icfh
required for outdoor available space.

However, despite mainly positive develop

t o under mi ne t hese at st r ucent utrad larnids hc o«

i nspections under the 2006egResguolfa ttihoen sD ecps

of Heal t h, unt il 2014, with the professi
primarily public health nurses (PHNs). C
some of the PHNs involved in the rienas poefct
ECEC, it nonet hel ess suggested a smal/l s
societal and political changes while str
education and <care in national and i nt e

Neylon) (80dested that this approach, ac
of ECEC professionals, represented a medi
time, there was no requirement for educat
Garrity, 2022pnt Ofthet ossgni hcluding the
above regul ations, me ant t hat structur a
ventilatiaemidmnd radulots | argely dominated
and Garrity, 2022; Moloney, 2016) .

I n irmmpot respects, therefore, a lack of
wor kforce, al ong with no requirement fc
gualifications, points to a | ack of any
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I n addition,ns hiessqwealwdd cmdrilbaps made mol
focus by the inspectorate centred on com
effect a starting point onl vy, fo204dbng

OKane, 2®8B6p. (D005: 231pomchiramwseam| dart as f
OF1 aherty and Kernabpth987jutbucampand p
in ECCE provision before the i mplementat
after their [12np0 ®énmelne ait mpmoveamenteviidendgu
when compared to that earlier study, fi
i mprovements were directly relatekdanteo t}
(2005 248/ 249) was opti nid ptriovi dadrad f o ¢ e
approach td¢ éfpbgulkedawiabimed staff -raergeultatuesti
many wHKgg enablers to achieve this woul c
conditions being provided. The role of tI

in te@pmovoefdi ng tteamone candasspport

Further mor e, possibilities to transform
and personal and professional -HeaMeuds, (29ilr
Hayes,BlSsatrahf or d, Keegan and Goul ding, 2
may therefore reduce the rol e Mefl iead u c2alt2d
Bubi kMovaan , Hji etl and and Woll scUbreban, 22008
Ober heumer , 200B) I, drwehrer @by mostddyr eagade
group acteilviat,i e2s0 2(0M . However, nearly te
Mol oeey2014) study identify the tensions
I nstead, their focus is concentrated on
fear of the statutorgteowas opposvediingpier

The next section discusses the current

(Early Years Services) Regul ations 2016.
compliance with these Regul at i oResg,uluan dery
Framewor k (QRF) ,& wihntcérr pirsetTaugloan of t he
2018). A focus on the outdoors iIs a notahb
the QRF.

Hdn / KAfR /INBE ! O mdpdm 69F NI & ,SINBR {SNJI
Regul ataommgye ¢m the form of the Child Care
Regul ations 2016 marked a significant sh
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out

ar e

new crite+iayt & CIEICf pmrmvday on. Rel eva

requirements for:

Reigstration of service (apphoboatisenviuoe

made at | east three months prior to pro
Mandatory policies, procedures and st a
annually), whi chofi nacnldu daec cpersosvitsda,onout do
ei ther on or of f the ECEC premises, 0

previously required under the 1996 and

Mi ni mum qualifications for staff workin

awar ceairmy Chil dhood Care and Educati on

Qualifications Framework (NFQ) or a qua
be equivalent. This came into effect on
2.4.1 Registration
Under the 2016 Regslateomsquiat ¢édsteo vi €gi ¢
feprur pose (FFP) Il nspection is conducted
services or where there are proposed cha
space for this inspection iosn als9%:.e ststea Iaa
wel fare and devel opment of the child (T
reqguired to renew their registration evel
The 2016 Regulations require that a regi:
for the fmawitng ipmree mioss’res on or after 30 J
éensure that a suitable, safe and sec!
school children attending the service
provided on the premises. (Gol, 2016:
The Regul atiiornes sadrsvwoi aoesgut hat were in ope
access to a suitable outdoor space, exce
space does notsihtaev.e t o be on
It is disappointing to note that whilte ¢t}
a plan of and size of the outdoor area, t
size for outdoor space, as i s the <case
although applications -sfcthbofk egiestvi &tei orne
providersi deontsiufoimd policies, a policy or
the submission.
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The | ack of attention to a requirement f

the 2016 Regul ations is problematic. The

ehaving regaurmbetro efdlepore chil dren at
service, their respective ages and th
premises, there are adequate and suit
indoors and, where required byg tthlrees e
day. (Gol, 2016: 19)
However, Tusla acknowledges there is no s
t hat it d maostf olbd pumrmpepdeg t o a question r €
(guestion no. 184) regarding out dolours!| @ap

(2018&refyl)res that the:
outdoor pl ay e

ar must beumbequand
of all of the
ze

a
children availing
fo

ages

is limited in si r ait thae oki udi

time sl ots.
Thus, although there is a requirement t
outdoors on a daily basi s, such a requi
access is |imted to time slotofthrtduwegphtao
to space requir é&mepltasy faoord clheardrienng i n o
poses fundamental questions about what gt

these are tranel atPed hapso poactitdhi s omis
lack of knowl edge or consideration of t
environments as a pedagogi cal space at t

and potenti al nGHLb pirtova delran, detail s an

area avail a@abdleeu sfeort oc hTiusl a. Considering t
Ssize requirement for outdoor space, the
ncl ear . However, it i's also noted in a

u
2023: 9) that peadsttircoinpga rstusp peoxrpgr esosr t he i
0

utdoor space requiredments in the Regul al

2.4.2 Policy on Outdoor Pl ay
Schedule 5 of the 2016 Regul ations (Gol,

ECEC setting to develop angpromptiemest ag

statement of purpose and function. The st

0The Tusla Early Years Inspectorate formulated a Q&A document following briefing sessions with the
ECEC profession. It is updated as questions are raigezcurrent version drawn upon is Version 4.
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to the type of service provided, age gro

Policies and procedures refer to matters
chil @dr dderal th, welfare and development.
The 2016 Regul ations mar k the introduct
reference to outdoor environments in ECE(
comes under Health, Wel fare asnlda,D e2v0ell8o;p ni
2016) .

Each registered service provider must al_

such play is provided for children atten
(Gol, 2016: 46):

@t he manner in which awmd htehhdi |tdirneens aattt e
the service have access to outdoor pl
another | ocation, and

(b))t he manner i n which the hsecahlotohl acnhd | <
attending the service while engaged i

Tk guidelines on the development and con:
QRF are worthy of inclusion at this juncHi
(Tusl a, 2018). The Tulsa Early Years | ns|
a rangeECofseE@i ces. For the purposes of
Sessi onRrSaclhoPorle Services i's reviewed.

2.4.3 Quality and Regulatory Framewor k (QRF)
Acknowledging the need for greater cl ari:

with regul atoryTusilqaui (2Mme&)t sdevel oped th
with providers, parent s, the inspectorat
i nternational organisations. Recommendat
included standardi sed gui ddl iprodd cfi ers tama
and alignment with national framewor ks.
Tusd@ ai nterpretation of t he Chil d Care
Regul ations, 2016 (Gol, 2016) .

The QRF sets out infor matisem varcesguwiddel ib
for compliance withbyhelu2026 Regpkati on:

under four broad thematic inspections, n;
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1. Governance, comprising nine regulati ol
2. Heal t h, Wel f ar e and Devel opmendge of

regul ations;

3. Safety, comprising six regulations;

4. Premi ses and facilities, comprising t|
Al t hough | am focusing on the policy on
i mportant to not e t hat al |l Regal iadcii®ns r
interdependent . |t S noteworthy that C

outdoor s.

The QRF (Tusla, 2018) sets out clear cri

t he ECECG® s etotl ii cg on outdoor pl ay, as
Regul ations (Gol , 2016) . They include ¢
parents/ guardi ans. Il n addition, the pol

access to outdoor play (on or off the pr
space is off stehse. ERXeEtCaiplrsemdif t he frequenc
with supervision arrangements, measur es
as risk management and dealing with weat!
I nformati on regardingapbaybeppoghlunght ed,
exampl e, risky play, chall enging pl ay, r
have also developed a QRF elLearning prog

meeting the requirements of the 2016 Reg!

Table 2.1l betoates the requirements und
of which are common to indoor and outdo
speci fic to outdoor environments. Struc
outdoors refer to spad®e,cemat arsipaelcd sanda s:
to interactions, pl anning, programme of
beyond the ECEC setting), rol es @ndwerldsp

being and safety.

UeKS S[ISENYyAY3I LINPINIYYYS Aa | GFAf | o SNIDANKS K S HLIRTY &
& S HjNdE & YRS 3 dzfF- NI 2YNSBg 2 N yWiRBIA dziFiNg 2YNS® 2 N MINR A B Y'Y Sk
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Table 2. 1: Inspecti oQRFeqhhé mesment s under
Structural/ EnvironProcess

Access (on t he pre|Basici mdidvi dual c
(appropriately ri sk|met

fenced / natur al b
movement |/ provided

not yet walking [/ al

Access (off t he prgThe outings pol i

access on t hreh ep roaummidgwher e required /

area is reached by ri sk fmmboentr smeof t he

free of hazards ar e protected f
attention while [
area not |l ocated

Children with addit|Chil@remgs (i f re

access (making adapt

to the programme in

The equi pment and Staff encourage ¢

outdoor play are®m land t o engage Wi

movement and explor{mat eritailwi,t iaecs an:

opportunities exclus

Balances the need fgThe outdoor area

t o provide physi(the -pha@lnined i ndoor

experiences |/ promoijlinked with the |

and activity for chinside

groups and capabilit

The equi pment and m|Activities and op

t he outdoor pl ay a fresh air

guality of the servi di scovery

wi t h pl ay, movVv e men children to rel g

opportunitiexcltuhsaitv e release energy

outdoor s physical exerci
exploring, en (
experimenting wi

l earning about

from ri sk, a n di
own capabilities;s
sensorial play
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individual and ¢

The outdoor play ar¢Programme:
for the number of chProviding a rang
suitable for their gchdiilni ti at ed-l eadhd i

and outdoor actiyv

explore individua
group
Pl ay equi pment in t|Staff are aware
requires -ads srhloicrkg responsibilities
saf-eayed and installserwi cgolicy on q
manuf ad&taguwierements St aff supervise g

sight and sound

access to water

Furniture, toys andDaily i nspection
premi se®rmconhb CE/ Boutdoor play equi
standards or the Euin the service

(Safety of Toys) R

applicable
Trampolines: TrampolTrampolines, i f
misi ze, arerpmolbiebinjt herapeutic inter

bot hsiothe and during |be used for that

Source: Tusla (2018) Quality and Regul at
Pr-8chool Service

There does nboet aa psppeeacri ftioc r ati onale for t
Mor eover, in addition to diminishing e d
i mpl ementing experiences, exclusiom of 1

potential experienc@®RF UYbhideli hestahaes ar

be used for therapeutic intervention, It
exclusionary rather than inclusive of a
further emphasises the imporanapeetse&olf ook
pl ay. Additionally, It ppori onftess sttamnahe di m

whereby there are opportunities for educ
practice. Further mor e, adul ts only part
devel opment of the QRF. Arguably, t heref

to ch& | doiemes, expressed through the | enc

56



I n recent years, capital funding has beece
Il rel and to promoteoompti gowi thl 29 1l&nRegal a
the requirement for children to access
Economics, 2020; DCYA, 2018). Guidelines
of 03,000 and a maxi mum of Gr7al0 0D aces]| u
hedgi ng, willow structures, canvas sun
canopi es, hard top, natur al grass, grave
chippings/ compost, bird boxes and feedel
box es/ hanging basket s, trellises, fl owe
traversing walls, ride, balance and steel
2018: 8) .

I't is |l audable that there is a requiremeit
adu-l hiti atetledndxpbridnces, in the Policy
opportunities may be | i midtiede asl dthe &OREFE s
i f spaced(iTauasliami 2&d 8: 48). Arguably, t he
takeetheg with potentially |l imited outdo
l i mited opportunities for children to be
in the literature review.

Prior to the statutory requirememndémnrt lae
016 Regul ations), Dr Sin®ad Hanafin (20!
i nspection reports on behalf of-cbuplla.anltr
ssues relating to the outdoors in ECEC
nsaipvi sed access to dangerous hazards, ¢
and equipment ogoped wat eas, wh i&c ha cnoeeasnst  wea

estricted. A lack of focus on the poter

]

i ghlighted, wirnat iang ofrtrmemtare dianastp ewh ii loen
utdoor environinentl awked!l &mhae | engi ng, di
xperiencesofanacthiin,dr2z2hl4: 52) . Despite
016 Regul ations (Gol , 2016and tthhee Q@RYFEI (
018t is regr eRetpaolrite otfh aEtartlhye Ye a2rOsi 8l ns p
0Ol9usla (2021c), highlighted similar C

utdoor s, with safety, opportunities fo

O N N N O O =T

29 NI & | BRRY eR&OSO0GA2ya | NB RAZOdAASR Ay &800GA2)
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redving negative attention. While a rang
in the report, Table 2.2 refers to conce
ECEf€ettings. I'n a randompsamptered0b@0i 0o
2019, ouetdpwocom@ari sed 21%.
Table 2. 2: Concerns raised refapdrhgobuEdoby
Years | nspect2i0dB0 BR(@Tpuoskl Dag; ) .
Regul ati on Concern
Regul at:i on 2|Equi pmene¢ wnesaaf and t e
Safeguarding r esources, rendering tHh
safety and w
of the childlwear and tear of equ
concerns.
Regul at:i otheall Rel ati onships :arédusds €
Wel fare and |compljance iamdall ¢ de dob(sa
of the Child _
together in the outdoo
supervising or engagin
Adul t s observed not C
| anguage t owar ds child
fdodn t oudii yodu odtoomp you
i nsdacéNo, ONoO.
The physical environmenr
and play opportudpeamrdEé
natur al materi al s wer €
children, such as sand,
Regul atiPoem2 Safety: udssdwe®s area not
children playing.
It is worthwhile at this point I ntroduc
environment s, published by Tusl a, for E
Guidance for providers oifngeaocdtyt wodrasr,s 290
antwhen the Roof iI's the Sky: Gui dance for
early years servi c(elsuslpae,r a20 2n) .o uB adtoho rgsu i
compl ement the QRF (Tusla, 2018).
Noting that thergulaati mmos sfperci $ecvirees ¢
ei ther a blended approach whereby ECEC
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outdoor s, but with more emphasis on spen
the current Child Care Regul atgqwinise ReOrnlt6s
(Tusl a, 2021b) . Qutdoor facilities are |
requirements outlined above. I'n its Guic
operating outdoors, Tusla (2021b) notes
servinces dier for children to spend more t
reasons, t hiextaelnsdoi nrge atnhte curriculum pro
outdoors t o enshapt¢ay clainlddrleenar ni ng oppoc
i nformation is praolvli diems p ercetlieovnasn,t whoer ek
outlines its Inspectorate Pedagogical Pri
on the child as competent, uni que and an
and development, s tbpapscerdt eadp plbrAd daemrt ii gont si s
chil&@rkkeaasi ¢ and psychol-magseada, inreldss iana It
devel opment .

Focusing on ECEC proviudeosr s hat hepdusal a
guidelines requi b ovCHE@ i aeptptriemgdse tsqpace t
needs of the number and age range of the
play activities being provideédnt ohmeetety
the guidance focuses on areas hwher evi ¢Ihi It
peer s, rest, e dtu,s tolf eslad m 2021b: 7).

di sappointing to note the slow pace of ai
Whil e requiring compliance with the stat:
Act99qQun) (Early Years Services) Regul ati on
reverts to space requirements for indoor
outdoor environments i n3icNjoeamayg age’piedhi 24
chil d, wittiho an ostt aefxftc ereadi ng si x chil dren p
2019) .

Nevertheless, it is noteworthy that the
on ch&l dbehmhities, while also acknowl edgi
without ohepnektds$éi onal hel p. &ktnoiwd eaxpee
skills and awareness of the diversity of
outdoors underpin their responsibility f
appropriate hdi nghihereeratce, based on &
2023). A proactive approach to working i

59



parents to spend time in the outdoor er

encouraging parents t® ecappobonued henyoynr

outdoors at home is also recommended. I
t he EYEI include more attention focused
explored in the next section.

HOp 9FNIeé ,SIFENBR 9RdZOFGA2Y LyalLlSOiAz2y
I ncdai mate where educators degul ztodosfy r g a .

i nspecHowsness (of Oi r e;awaint awi,c 20MRH# ; Fane, 2 C

2006), a further | ayer in the inspection
with the | mpfl eexmhyws i Edfumautdeod | nspectio
conducted by the Department of Education
these inspections are broadl@s wpbsobomede |
af fiao(ndEDSg, 2018: 22) , mor easr eReegmotrity, noare
chall enges encountered in the ECEC sect
Gtreamlined i nspecti on processes and a

requi r@ieinsess of Oireadhtas, 2024: 24).

The initial focusowcermtYyledt ecisprect hengqual
provision in ECEC settings participating
identifying current strengths -pirnofpersad toing
refl ection on areas f oRi m2gQvliedl)o p nMehnits (hDaEsS

been extended to include alll children fr
funded by DCEDIY (DE, 2022) . Reports ar
str ergatshesd criteri a, drawn from observat.
four areas of quality outlined below. Ar
@cti onsbaandlvimagd be further inspected unde

l nspections.

EYEI i nspections, undertaken by DE 1insp
regul ag pe gt iionns under t heRe@RFec(tTwgl at,he2

acknowl edgement of a whelwderfs cahnd da etni vaes

BLy NBLXe& (G2 5tAf ljdzSaiAz2ya 6CSoONHzr NES HAHNOI ahy
working closely with the two inspectorates, the Tusla Early Years Inspectorate and the Department of
Educationinspectorate, in order to reduce the administration for providers, support the quality of
ASNIAOS&aE |yR adzLLl2NIL Of SINJ O2YYdzyAOF A2y G2 GKS
https://www.oireachtas.ie/en/debates/question/20292-13/550/#pganswers550
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arner s, t he model of i nspection is inf
ol C&ECDE, 20Mi69 t (e A , 2009) , as wel |l as
ternational research (DE, 2022). 1In adc
hi eved an honours degr@@eaider E6GEQf awmgef
ovision and practice. | n s@uead ti o ri se dh aaved
i1l ed practitioner&6 DES,tBO1Ear A¥) Yeasauyp
I mary inspectors with experience and e:

format of the inspection inclwndesra |

e
d outdesontse, observations of practices,
a

il able documentation. The wvisits al sc
i1 dr en, and all staff (owner, manageme
i I dr eedn,ofbomarnagement ) , and review qual
tlined below. This is heartening on a
th children, which potentially provid
di tion, this ma@ W c tmi mif miusnef atmh & i ar adul
verthel ess, it may &a lascot iivnttriuwede aomd d hi
t tMonlgon(fey, 2015). Furthermore, while th

ucators (see below) nothevvadieaned ofmn tahe e
spections published online (DES, 2018)

1. Quality of process@sl|l e¢ar siupgpoandcdeV
2. Quality of the conGextatroi sgppodt del
3. Quality n&df |[emirindmeg experiences and ¢
4. Qual ity of management and | eadershiop

(DE, 2022)

th reference to outdoor environments, ;

i dent in the current iterati oer offrdrhetHN
18 version (DES, 2018) . The outdoor €
vironment, is referenced in areas one
cent iteration devotes greater atten
vironmentosn,e itro drheaes. For exampl e, the
me s in the 2018 guidelines, whereas t
ferences to the outdoors. The signpost

med at dotsh st hapgect ocornser and op rcaocntei ttio ¢
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understanding of how these out come® mi ¢
(Duignan and Mc Donnel | , 2022:&8 2d8nsor ki
experiences, their time and space in the
as a croindghext f@®@r plody Itchreencompany of atte
educat bEs 202RRa& dFyed and promoted as off
for babies andé ylbeagnicrhg 6@x.e4e0) ,ences a w

devel opment i n t hhevneerwt hel ied e ., as previdc
conflating indoor and outdoor environment
of the wunique affordances of natur al out

hi ghlighting the potenhbhi atlt ood eV &k opausidtoibow
di sposition towar ds |l earning, reference
@urposeful IBYDEt r2a@22r ed0) could be inter

manufactured space and resources.

Mor eover, it i's alt sa BHosapponntiheg otulh doo
environment is not explicitly included i
for | earning, Area 4 (DE, 2022). While th

hot ographs®& oéngdagéme mint dva d rhs tihre war i ous
uggested that reference to the outdoors
upport reflective and refl exive prac
management and | eadership) attention to

mssion of guidance under area four may
ut door s. For exampl e, as aforementioned
ngoing articulation of the ethos and pr
utdoors asdumdteigormad!l teox geri ences. Dui gne
21) noted that staff working in ®&CBE se

N O O o o —~ u»nw uw T

turnover of staff was a key factor in |

highual ity educati @rCamiseqpuegt ayyme sp.r oces s

i mpacted, with potentially missed opport
extend their |l earning (Sheridan, 20009; z
with teamwork and the routine ofs amayECE
i mpact -prnof essi onal di al ogue wi t h t he
di stributed | eadership enables shared pe
i mproves process quality (Gol, 2021; OEC]|
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Thus, although there i s ofv ecrhnantel netn gaecsk ntoo\

pedagogi cal relevance, which includes gu

Economics, 2020) , these are 1issues t hat

consideration al ong -cawimphi aamrceasr ed fe r rneodn

Consefqqgn there seems to be overarching

pedagogy in the outdoors, centred upon pc¢

a context of diverse regulatory and p

iI's noteworthy t egtecitn oan rfea widae w gosf (EDYEEI

environments in ECEC settings were refer.|
strengths by the inspectorate.
1 Under the quality of context ( Ar ea 2) to support chil

development, the EYEI inspectorate identified challenges for practice in the
provision of 6rich |l earning opportunit.
2018:14), suggesting greater attention should be attributed to the learning

potential provided in and by the outdoors.

In addition, the quality of processes (Area1)t o support chil dr en¢

development included a recommendation for improvements that included

Oi mproving the indoor and outdoor envir
ended resources and experiences for children 6 ( DES, 2018: 16) .
The I mportance of i ncluding t he provi

highlights the importance of listening to diverse perspectives. For example,

an educator expressed frustration at recommendations made in inspection

reports, particularly with reference to resourcing outdoor environments, noting

t hat 6actions advised must be adequate
capital investment to make physical improvements in settings, particularly in
relation to outdoor0l8e2ivi ronment sé (DES,
A particular strength was referred to in one setting by a DES inspector, who
noted that children enjoyed O6compl ete
within an amazingly flexible child-centred routine and a well-resourced indoor

and outdoorenvi ronment 6 (DES, 2018: 18) . Chi
outdoors was observed, al ongside the ad

engagement with the group.
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With the greater focus on outdoor envir

Gui D&, ( 2022) , it i s hoped that further,
a commensurate increase in pedagogy in t|
The areas of quality that shape EYEI i ns|

curriculum f rS@dmodéwarSk,s 2001A7)st@RWCCA, 2009)
respecti v &alyw,t e;amrd St2lnd t @NECAQCL S )c.e TGud ddei s ¢
now deviates from a chronol ogi cal appr

devel opment of these frameworks.

Hoce [/ 2yGSEG F2NJ I ljdzr t AGé | 3SyRE
Some backtgor oandustained focus on the 1im
provision of ECEC provides insights into

and policy.

As indicated above, a paradigm shift w a
regul ations goveemi hgo9o&C&Cd b20 Wwe. Conseq
became centred on qu&lrayi proaisoopnoflth
on the Rights of the Child (UN, 1989), [

adoption of a social partnamd hispciaplpr @:
devel opment (HAalykeen, 2200Q5b; aimed to pro
Recognition of the devel opment al benef it
children also underpinned this i mpetus. /
amove towards this goal, although increa
significant challenges remained (see Hay
sufficient attention to quality (Hayes, .
Fallon (2005) revi ewed a Ifonmr oavnids i forna gon
chil dhood services, emanating primarily
sector, foregrounded from a di sadvant ac
standpoint. A collaboration of wvoluntary
ECECersvices in National Vol untary Chil dce:

the devel opment of steps being taken tow
by the DJELR through the Equal Opportuni
(Fal |l on%l n2Giatlhsy eMofnery Review of Equal Oppo

Y Wwhile a focuson funding,per se,is beyondhe remit of this discussion, this point marks a significant
A0GSL) 261 NRa LINRINBaaAy3d | ljdatAadge F3aASyRF Ay (KS
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Prograomemi ssioned by the Office of t he

Fitzpatrick Associates (2007: xii) sugges

to facilitate workfor bgd mpcarrga sciimpgpti bea @t
guantity of childcare places availabl e i1
of chil dc a[réWwapsr osvoinseiwohnat over shadowe-d by

based approach targeting maxi mi safkEaslolnormof
(2005 303)d mMmeotfeasctt hih aitntcelrielsdkrsenar e per

rationale of the programme is reflected
feature either in the programme i6ndi cat o
Newerthel ess, further evidence of a shift
the provision of ECEC was the establishm
toget her players in the early primary a
resultingciani she@bdpabl iThe Nati onal Qualit
Chil dhood ECQERCBE, o2006) . The DES al so s
Council for Curriculum and AssesAimeneéar:N
The Early Childhood @ UINrCrCiAcOu9l YuOn  H-orwaenveew o, r
framewor ks wer e devel oped separately, r
towards the governance of ECEC. A furthert

providers in theAiisngdFerme®tis8t)i oinn opfr act i c
partnership approach advocated unded@ bot'lt
di scour s e, rat hed(veamanHoat ep,r a8t ade, Van
BouveDeneBie, 2013: 116) .

It i's i mportant to highlight t hat whi |l e
iinti atives to proevottree dquprl ddtyi cceh i | idt i s
emphasise that they do not have a statutc
in the Early Childhood Care &madeEdbd¢ atgiead
@rovide anmnaapppopschool educational prog
principles and standad OCEDf YS22023a: adyd. A

total had been allocated for investment in the developmentlofdcare via the EOCP (2@2006).
Funding allocated was targeted at capital grants, the creation of new childcare places and support for
full- and parttime staff. This Scheme was followed by the National Childcare Investment Programme
(NCIP) (200€2011) Full report available at:
https://assets.gov.ie/34532/bd9329546c8f49aba2ed7e810ceclc7apdfFallon (2005).
15The Early Childhood Care and Education (ECCE) Programumivisrsal free programme available to
all children within the eligible age range. It is provided for 3 hours per day, 5 days per week over 38
weeks per year, and the programme year runs from August to June. Details available at:
https://earlyyearshive.ncs.gov.ie/ECEEgrammeRules2023-2024.pdflaccessed June 2024].
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er t he i At s o(eNi@CGA,0nN20009201F)r epohnt(ed
kness of i1ts 1 mpe emaeinn atto oa,| alauke ofn 4t

ack of funding for training ECEC per sc

sequence in relation to theAifsafeGtrc o mi
4) .

seems somewhat i r orhiacs tmvbate,d amotrheo wghmt
h the state becoming increasingly 1 nvc

e of transformation of the profession,

chall engi ng.

di scussi on now r et wrfnst htto ntahe odall elc
riculum B?tafhC«CDES, 20AI63t (eddCdC A, 2009)

pectively.

1 The Quality FraneOwoébr)k, S2olta (CECDE,
| aunch of the CECDE by the Minister |

2, @i ndeedv etl op and coordinate ECEC in
ectives of RbadWht o(eGlo®@ap mme nt of Il re

9). The threaVholijee PRipeesi shomkemag hamdg :
articulating p eommiti mealt gaatevegl 6r
) i mpl ementing interventions for chil
e speci al additional needs and (1 11)

cation Agency (ECEA). Thwisn g/ i mo mern tcwom
|l ity experiences for preschool chil dr
i cy and provi sion I n sever al Eur ope

erpinned ECEC development policy in |
suppocrhtiiladg realelds and rights was underp
ity factor s, whi ch i nclude statutor
ndar ds, and practitioner and educatio
ol CBECDE, 2006),s metame nigr isedqual ity fr
ks a significant milestone con$SPoétianc
CDE, 290&@&)o mpri sed of 12 Principles
ompanying Components of QualidpnniSig
T ke 12 Principles provide a vision a

interdependent . The Standards and a

66



referenced with each other and provide a

gual ity pdraxltsaceyndaer pin opportunities f
i denitntferc hall&a ringht s, play and envi® onme
|l earning and devel opment . Partnerships w

chil&dreonsitive fdhdirsplosarnrniomg ar e under pi 1

professional practice, planning and eval:

Acknowledging the interrelationship of t

to ch& |l pgdlray and relationships and how out

caceptualisation of qgual ity provision.
t hroughout the standards, components ancd
2006) . However, the conflation of i ndoor

detracts from t haendunafgfucer dfaenatewsr ecsf out doa
Despite t his, specific reference to t h
&nviro®Pmenti ple and Stand&fPd(e@RCEByYI 2006

Component 2.5 and the signpostrsonfmentrsefd:

@evel opmentally appropriat e, chall engin
experiences fOQICEGDE, ch006@rem4) . I n addi
attention to the ismddritcaremd ofpahawitrog s
curiosirteyatamnd tcy. Noteworthy also is the
children, whi ch include opportunities f
activities. Physical, agility and mani f

i ncl uwdaidbmags k s . Refl em¢teiriig pttemdence of the .
educators are also encouraged to view thi
as integral to play and curriculum standse
relational characteristie bof ghluitglhtoed aifr
educators to focus on how the environmen
and | arge groups (CECDE, 2006) .

However, wi t h t he exception of t he abo
environments i s not icoempld led ei rab s &S odatl o
Stand@€HEDE, 2006) . DespiS2omatasu ad b s(eChEcCGeD E
2006) , clear reference i s Gnaemrgadage mehret bie
natural w®%FodReaenartchhe Digests (CECD&w @07
research and provi de guidance for i mpl «
example, effective |l earning in the natur e
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drom si mple, versati bwhaemebwpb@gmidadcg e gnait fei

play vamuel 8mewmcths as sl opes, trees, bushe
wa téelr n addition, t he simultaneous avail
environments i s recommended (i bid.). N o
endor sement of nat ur asl, oguuiddoaorrc ee novni r D mp
Standard Two, Environment s, appears to b
| ens, with a recommendation thath equdoer

pl anning a®( Ge&DE, |2e0v0e7: 18) . This raise:

about how outdoor environments are conce|

2.6.2 Early Childhood Curriculum Framewor k,
The development of tha&i s tueNaGdCAy | u2nd Of9r)a mepw

further i ndi c at icoonmno ft mernaw | Seabgaenly and su
chil&repmsitive | earning andAidetvedlbe &NGCCA
engagement wd tdhewedli d g@imemt provi ded liinvseidg
experiences. An eAdstleings fiemt ut eombo€Eep

children as compdteamrrtn earmrd (dNCCfAI,d mMt0 9) .

I n addition, the authors of the four bac
the devel dpmeptdagfes (2007) , French (2007
Dunphy (2008), dafaweduoart iaomalngphi |l osophi
al i a, how | earning and teaching opportu
environments and the key roles of @&dul t s
(17-8252) approach providedg opmpdrtthueni dadree
while &tet8@BRra&pproach encou agedgichat idoe

natur al materials (French, 2007). Themes
on a view of c¢children as curious, conf i
t hvrei in environments that are stimulatin
adults in these environments are respect
and knowl edgeabl e about how children | eal
The i mportance,off ntegatatonghicmse and edu
context i n which | earning and devel®pmen
(2007) research paper. De séhaurrithuirn gn g6 fpied a

Hayes (2007: 3) empdasarsmisihgleat!| opimedt e
pl ace tt@ayagaring routin@dogpnd ngel &tiisoms
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approach, the key role of the adult i s

through playful i nteractions: communi c at
constructing their | earning.
French (2007) hi ghlights how attention
Hi ghS¥pedagogi cal approach to include out
s gardening. Acknowl &d geendg abgeenneef nidtt stvoadfrh scth
in the HighScope curriculum include heal
often crowded indoor spaces. Equally si
t he af fordances of outdoor enviro®ments
devel opmenéxampl e, chall enges such as t
outdoor s, as well as sl opes and steps,
under structures are 1 mportant character
However, as preeviousldypyonset ¢éd, fir @nuefldf docni |l eyn
spaces| oopret ent i al benefits may not be act
Kernan (2007) hi &hlpiegdhatgo gMan tagpg owraich, wh
in ch& | seesory devel opment and esnkgsa gtelmeetn

rture their independence. Drawing®&on

nu

So

Vecchi, 1989 t hSutaeav7), Ker nan (2807)
perspecti askedvhamout t heir play activi
playing with their friends, being oudtdool
ended materials, while also highlighting

ciety, 2007, Einarsdottir, 2005; Cl ar k

Further, dr awi ngclon( Kemrnamwn Z2EHEE®E)g ofl dc usi

chil&@remperience of play outdoors in four
Dubl in, a workplace c¢cr che, a day nurser
infant classroom in an idémanitfis@dpohipl Kied
i n their outdoor pl ay experiences.
expansiveness, finding and constructing
contact with animals, insectsdand pl ant
9/ 9/ &aSGaGAy3a&a Ay LNBfFYR OK22a&aS | N}y3IS 2F LISRI -

az2yiSaaz2zNA o6aStAl S HAHNOOD

17 Movement includes opportunities for expansive movement, speed, practising newly acquired physical

skills, transporting self or materials, moving in and out, indoors to outdoors to indoors. Vertical

expansiveness includes beihigh up on slopes, steps, raised platforms, climbing equipment, trees and

slides, sights and sounds overhead. Small spaces to be with friends in small groups, to be apart from the
69



| nteest i ngl vy, t her e S very i mited refe
hil&rkearning and devel opment through f
008) . Bringing together the indoor and
escribed in brogwdblenmsedanadhewpgdéddphy,
008: 8) . Despite a kineavd reidyge rnyg e scung cl edpr teinl
nvironment & Ducnopnhdyi,t i200h0s8: 13), there is

D N O N O

~—+

considering the out doogorc aeln vainrdo nangesnets san

A

o]
n its own right. This may be indicati ve
otenti al in @nhblisgichiédrenng and deve

wn

mi | S2?2ro (t€dA CD E , 2006) , an ecologicali omer s
0O support&ndeahnldgemand AdsveMO®@Aen? 00 %)
Foregrounding rel a@ibnedspsthe thi pbdraeni
hr ee gnraomepl sy,, children and their-r Bi ves
connect homdg hers and how children | earn
emphasise children as i ndividual s, whi |l
educators and commuiki giue £c h2illlE rudsitsrpaotseidt ii
attitudes and valuesanhdekistlandi hgowlr @ed @ enb:
relationships with ot h@& r(sNCWAH),®efropuirn ntehde nbe

crowd, to observe at a distance, to hide or be enclosed. Transformatiolves multisensory
exploration of nature elements (especially water), finding loose parts, transforming the physical
environment with loose parts and houdniilding. Direct contact with animals, insects and plant life
includes having time to observe araig, insects and plant life and having support from adults to name,
understand, touch and care for animal and plant life. Social experiences include playing with friends,
affiliation and ceoperation, as well as being with significant adults involvedayfpl interactions and a
shared interest in discoveries (Kernan, 2007).
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Figure 2. 1& ICharldirreqq and devel opment through
13)

Shaped by a themati & dpmrondunll apmieée ieledr e
(NCCA, 2009) comprises aims andflraeamedi ng
an emer gentbasedquciuryri cul um di scour se,
devel opment occurring in partnership wit
and colona,borndétei t hemeesi ngf Weehtity and
Communicating and Ex@mormomeé ntg amd{ adnédawm lkad m g
focus on deve®Gopmimgposhitli onenand skill s,
values, and building kmgwlodddodpo&TA wod @ &8
16) .

The curriculum framework focuses o&® adu
i nterests; and through observations and i
ceconstruct | ear markg nagn d N€eCaAnii nP @ h)e. v\ba lcL
children is evidentAiastwhdhrei dévemegdméngt ao
study (NCCA, 2007) . The portraiture stu
participant s é&thhircohu gdho cau nsetnotrsy and i | | umi na
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ibh of a unigue experience of pl ace,
emsel ves @& efalwerebthnegdatifnooitt and Hoff mann D
ted in NCCA, 2007: 14).

verthel ess, despite &t hwoiicnecsl uisn obhhefp

steamd attention t o their Views on ou

pers, &clviolicreesn are virtually silent reg
ke to have available or what they wou
ampl e, deqageadtngd experiences in natur al

e shaped ®@&r s aanrd paod inltt i n what they sho
not ed wi t h interest t hat t he maj or it
vironments was pri matrihéypewlediBleusgedt und
d BelamBxiplgor i ng andh®&lyi ilkkianhgre to a | e
em&€oommuni c aWhnpéo basdeulvtast i ons and intera
ant t o sup®orrtngadpememnten with tlhye, otuhtids
rspective also highlights atgeencghallhen
t hough theyaldskw ameultthse tfa eedom t o expl

s @ INFCCA, 20009: 11), the voice of the <ch
rirophef daily practice.

Suidelines forf NE€CAd RODHOY)Ii dencl ude exer
parent partnership, pl ay, i nteracti on:¢
idelines, they describe how aduletd&s i n
arning and devel opment . A range of I
ereby children and adults have opport
ereby children | ead | earning are identi
a seconrne ngnwvihrat supportdicgnfaddnwher
couraged to initiate, |l ead and share
wever, while the gui dehnrecevalrsgposisgde et

ed to be involvedr o mmeatdud ¢ tsu raiprpege atr hd o€

i mary r oldeh,e wahdeurletbyt hi nks about when a

terials, and how to rotate old materi al
tivities @&nNCGCA,t e2BXT:i 0hXx)s. blet moao el di sped
cognise the dynamics of inter awdrimals, i n
re interactive ways to ensure all voic:
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The necessity for training and mewmdortimg
be acknowledged (Pobal, 202A2; stR@QEDI Y, AZQG12
(Dadty 2014) was i mplemented i n Z®MEON3r.ur a
TheNati onal S2ol ta( MSAIt)e,arddwmaltdmead vehr ol
coll abwaatieshabli shed in 2016 towtStwpgpoat

andi st(eD&CEDI Y, 2024). These initiatives w
overall in supporting ECEC providers and
and the ment qrDiadty akgd; r@al , 2018) . Part i
gener al satisfaction with mentoring supp
regard to the | ayout of rooms, outdoor i
in their work (Gol, 2018) .

I n A ruea | | mpl ement ati oofFRe gdoroth , 2 2DR/19Q 2 D 1
mi |l estones indicate that Continued Profe

for Nehe onal S2o0lt & NSBIAsDearel nhiotbatireei se
for educator CEP® amnki mevati hart hg2 ol t a Pr a

(di scussed Iin tOnei nexsuppotionpkp. al so ave
through BétttoerprSotvairdte, mentoring and coac
nati onal framewor ks. Ho we vbeere, n wiha d ee, swoinieh
resources being available online and all
to opt in and participate in upskilling
@vereliance on the benevolence ofl gaskgkc
out additional toraiprogl amdtsapports

I n addition, ongoing consultations are t

Ai st(eNaCCA, 2023a; NCCA, 2023b; French and
updatAinrg (eMCCA, 2024 ;vi2de2s3ca irgni fi cant
extend the focus on out doerge amnrdo sbse ytomea
groups (there is a focus in threi daray tSalpa
Curri ¢ DEum2023) (NGCANi2Z20ZzZanxdtly, rephissamp

18 Better Start National Early Years Quality Development is a national initiative established by the
Department of Children, Equality, Disability, Integration and Youth and is hostedda}. Better Start
offers three programmes: Quality Development Service, Access and Inclusion model (AIM) and Early
Years Learning and Development Unit.
19 Although the primary school curriculum is beyond the remit of this review, it is noteworthy hieat t
2dziR22NA AY LINAYIFINE aOK22fa Aad AyOfdzRSR & | €SI |
and engagement with the natural world receiving attention as part of their social and environmental
education.
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a paradigm shift, widening the purv®@ew o
education happening in diverse environmer
inclusion of outdoor environments in pri.l

omut door pedagogy in ECEC settings.

The Draf tAilsptdddaCred, 2023c) considers shift

| ocal devel opments and how th@&ychinlfdhuend
i ncorporating an evolvin® lexkepdhed oi detsl
families, communities and bey&nd.ear ht ng

characterised as dicthive ande a@ eHraeinccch saent
Mc Kenna, 2022: 148) supported by nurtur
Consalti on process (NCCA, 2023c) @ydkmnptis, s
competent and coMoreentr | eahererv.i ces of
influenti al with reference to the inclus
their play esnvheaaomtmemitng Itto indctxel tomatnhgt la
ThinkingandAiarms s3o,ci at ed | ear nidnagb igessa,l st, o dsd
and young children wil/l have opportunit:.
meani ngf ul ti mé&( NOQCA ,he202263)cdoAddsli ti onally
topics such as caring for their environm
al | citizens f@ndesruwssttomwidnab ht ough t he

environmental, econbtmupéhlo@amslie sswa totme ntt h ®

wonders of our worl d and creates a cul tu

not only coming to know about climate act
about i ssues such as inequll NCCAporvORBY : a
Thi ti mel vy, and per haps overdue, updat e
conti nuum, acknowledging current di scour

child, while suggesthiercg i gt mploet aohce¢ pt
and encourage &are cthhielidr ennitqoue pat hways
i den®d(ikKtniagu®1 7, as <cited i n Fr eln3c3h) .a nHlo wMcvKe
| essons have to be I earned f rAins t(eNe€CAr eV
2009), and the successsobgedemuetl besait noe

regul ated, or both.

2.6.2.1 Aistear S2olta Practice Gui de

One of the developments for educator engse

menti oned above, i's tAestdeavre!l 8pPmetnda BIf a
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( NCCA, 2OHDS) puing to build on the overa
reflecting the rapidly &cHhangisng acnadn ttehxutss
the c¢changing role of educaboissr ast oirnst e

curriculum frameworke A®qEHCEE@ds ¢ tot iemg®age

frameworks as a compliance requirement L
2022), this resource is wuseful as it pro
Online resources are regularbytopdatéedca

emergent abdhsedquiury iAciusltuena.r TSPeo |l t ai sPr ac
comprised of Curriculum Foundations, wh i

and the values and principles that &Ghape

rel in its devel opment. Bui |-bda snegd aonu re mecrt
focuses oG dchmitledresn s, guestions and e X |
interconnected curriculum pillars, which
environment ,i ppnsa,y,pliaanreirmgtand assessing
pill ar focuses on educator CPD. Eaeh of
evaluation tools that prompt educators t ¢

—

hese resources aipr aot iendh,anfcer -qaad maftye ot
tools available under the pillars, it is
ECEC setting.

Exampl es of resources focus on outdoor p
children to expeveretncreous sklyayw,ndplaay i n t
to experience the affordances of | oose

setting and exploring aspects of the nat.

in stor WCBApk&gO01L15) . Theri mtedrl aeccttiso ntsh epicl
nurturing pedagogy (Hayes, 2006), -emphe
sensitive, consi stent and reciprocal rel
Regul ar upd®ataes icfwitGthe desour ces, ipnlfeosr ma
of everyday practice, refl ect ongoing EC
reassuring that online practice resource:
children caring for animal s, sensory exp

outdoorhs, (ANICCZX2) .

The next section dis&Zuegesatdhlei g vetr mante &

children and their famil i®sliifnre.t he early
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H®T CANRG pY ! 2K2fS 2F D2OSNYyYSyd {GNI G
CrYAf ATBAHWM IMOD

Fir66ob, 2018) mar ked a t ur®nianpgp rpooa cnht tion
citedA WsofGover nment Strategy for Babies,

Famil i ex0280TN®e etaen pl an includes a broad
i nclude amay exd emnelf orms to promote qualit
on developments, its aim is to maintain :

the ECEC sector across a range of measur e
bl ocks. Fo& os mab-f corpap dq \Giodi,on2018: 14) t
encapsunmteppropriately qualified and va
i mpl emented curriculum framework and ad|
regul ations, particulEL@ @o FLo8r:2 @udbl.i cdoya | sst

D are relevant to the ECEC sectorbaswid h

|l earning and Goal D incorporating an eff e
and supports. Drawing on research, t he
wel come, whil e also drawing attention to
pl aying out d®oarsd @dredwtstrsame i ndorge@odt ed
2018) , highlighting the significance t he
posi ti veceesxpienr itemnei r | i ves, citing the in
However, a lack of safeGopltdygor apbagewit

anxiety owersadteitlydreemd a focus on academ
i's also acknowredgédnags®o eo pcphoirltdurneint i es f

pl F¥he i mportangepbfaychiutdoens is emphas

have opportuditeetsed opl sy, fspace, ti me ar
uncl ear why it dinsnod ad a& ecvigib@pell , as2018: 145
encouraging, nonetheless, to see a focus
and natur al emivriggdnbmena GG18:n 81) :
éit is important to promote greater u
naturalnmenvironcluding &s ulpegpaorrntii mgg ahkha
natural worl d.
A further welcome action over the | ifeti
outdoor space requirements. It i's hoped
receives eguab abhaendbfoindoor environment

V¢KAA A& SELX 2 RERJ T dzNIEKS KIINE & KS/ &K LJGSNI ¢ KNBES o
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of the available outdoor area an#&iis$t bs
Annual | mpl ement atdoodn Rep2o3r)t i27n0d23k at ed t h
statement on out doiogy detarfnarng2 B4 gnrdy20 2

2.7.1 Review of ECEC qualifications
Returning to a focus on qualifications of

is drawn to the i mportance of a qualifi.
€¢entral to delaiversegvihcgd, and play[ing
about the changes necessary to r&adoils,i ng
2018: 110) . This devel opme#ft r silas Bpoinvno ttanie
putting ECEC centrearmsd agwl tiwnmr alhearpeonia twict
further and higher edudatrigqa®@a’ ,T h2z0 1c8)mns it
significant devel opment in an effort to |
the sustainability of thecgedtoomu,m. rddulr
significant measures to reform funding

secfor.

A review of nationally accredited ECEC p
in the puPBltotaessbponppe ARasdri ptor svgIlPATD)
5 to 8: Annotated for QQI Ear liyn LNecavr enm bnegr
2010Qk, 2019). Content for degree qualifi

t herof essi onal Award Criteria and Guidel
Educateivoenl (7. and plwéveaelsh&)d in 2019 (DES, 2
programmes oflfeveld ani vérngidti es in lIrela

approved by the Qualifications Advisory
degree programmes.

The PACGoaimform the content of all ECEC
on a commiRimexnttGod n 2018) , al |l programm
emphasise the i mportance of knowledge(s),
practice, defined i nreagdiartd d nadnttemrtmss h dH
the i mportancéprofeesuocmaalbrpractice conce
children, wor ki ng wi t h families and co

21 gee, for examplénttps://www.gov.ie/en/publication/a935knurturing-skillslearner
fund/?referrer=https://www.gov.ie/NurturingSkillsL earnerFund/#furthepdateson-the-nslfand
https://eurydice.eacea.ec.europa.eu/nationatlucationsystems/ireland/nationateforms-early
childhoodeducatiorand-care
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professionals and institutionsqgl evshidwechl:

set éfl ection, evaluati on, advocacy and c
(CPD). Reflectingi s t(eNCIChAI, | 0D®PHy dfhe gui
provide an explicit vision of ECEC progr
rangfe areas that must be included under t
and values. However, while reference was
descriptors for Level 5 and Level 6 Prof
not explicilti niens tahte Lgewiede 7 or Level 8.
professional practice emphasise the i mp:«
stimul at@&@ olbslidiee | earning dispositions

' iteracy a@fdf emattihvse nivnie ma o o mbeEgx0st DG .

It i S noteworthy from a search of avali
University and Technol ogi cal University

references to outdoor ?mHedddognt eednwadsr an m

o f degree programmes i s a requirement fa
programme to incorporate a supervised anc
2019) . Students therefore have opportuni
practice andorali | kkn pwloddkegesiand skill s. H
explicit requi rement t hat students must

outdoors during their practicum, despite
mu s t have access dail . asCdmnud aiqlee retdluyc,a t s
fully appreciate the benefit®& bbbl ostdaocol e

and devel opment .

Whil e a focus on professional qgualificat
relevant here. Ore,edr sttardtfi ore mafi ngu olriob |
and working conditions for staff remai ni
2022; Oke, @Beit209;amECD, 2021). I n the cc

with a focus on relationdanhcesdagadgyyeday

interested, highly motivated and articul
the construct of quality, premised on hi
as discussed above, staff t urAolviegh sttuarnmdo

221n a review of QABpproved ECEC degree courses online (17 available) (June 2024), explicit reference
to the outdoors was evident in either the module title or content (indicative syllabus) in ten
university/TU courses. Note: Not all module content/oadive syllabuses are available online.
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of staff potentially | i muisl dihneg caanpda cp rt o
and personal il nvest mentFiirbstanot ECECt et tt
i mited opportunities for observation,

coperation Wwath paeepfesaguwdltietsy @G atv,igdd ®In8

110) . Anot her statistic indicated that b
directly with children and with qualific
servicerewi obhe P2 months (Pobal, 2021) .
turnover in statistics is concerning whei
perspectives. It is worrying that, incl u
consultationapkiostéeNarCtAo 2pP@4: 4), whil e
terminology were broadly welcomed, there

explanation o&Glownceptas | DipkgB np ¢ d aGpagy at c
@genti@Alcohnngsdi de a e hfaomgethe $eéd¢tor, i ni
shaping the ECEC profession and pedagogy

tensions and fragmentation at a practice

Two, | inked with pay and qualOkecaBubhesr,
ONeli 1 (2019) suggest some staff working in
was no recognition of prior |l earning, f
course or having previous experience 1in

Butl er Nem@20@1 9al so found that staff may
undertaking hi gher gualifications, wi t h
di scouraged from unddkeadgrackehngeasmastwas onl
wi t h cohHilgdhreern qual i fi cati ensa wearteh waalys 00 uu
professi®%dn (ibid.).

These points coul d possibly explain
professionalisation of the workforce and
whol e. While the i mportance ofntheceot kp a
conver selRyepoirt tome chall enges facing the

Educati oHoSesetsorof t he Oireachtas, 2024) ,

same (see Table 2.3).

BLGd Aa AYLRNIFyG G2 y2GS GKFG LI NI A200)0hlugdiad Ay K¢
degree as a professional qualification and supporting the provision of quality learning for children.
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Table 2.3: Current challenges and unresol ved
suhficient overall i nvest ment

. Core funding and fee freezes

Diverse provision types require

Better data and planning

Mul ti ple agencies, inspections a

Cl osur est aainnda btihlei tsyu sf und

Support for marginalised/ di sadva

ECCE staff as experts and educat

1
2
3
4
5
6 . Recruitment and retention
7
8
9
1

0. Public Provision of ECCE
Sourdeuses of the Oireachtas (2024: 12/ 1

Furthermore, a word of cautionsugge@otsiing:
écare needs to be taken i n &t huepsrkaddad
policy communicates to current staff,
hold a degree qualification (at | east
i mportant, ias dneedieslsiom t he role(s) of
o f gualifications in settings in the
professional in a room).

Acti oRisreombhi t mert €evi denTI% o L0211 Wor ki
with chil darpepmr ohpelidltav eleggqeal i fi cati on, [
2023 (Gol, 2023) , indicati Agedp wogrkd D3 CcEC
2018). The new funding stre®martGershkFpnd
Publ i c(DGabdY2O0walslemalent on agreement (eqt
empl oyer and empl oyee representatives)
conditions. The Employment Regulation Or
in September 2022, apply to a ranyde of r

24 SchoolAge Childcare (SAC) roles are not included.
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Graduate Centre Manager

Centre Manager

Deputy/Assistant Manager

Graduate Lead Educators

(ERO)

ead Educators
(Room Leaders)

EMPLOYMENT
REGULATION ORDER

Early Years Educators

Figure 2. 2: Empl oyment Regul ation Orders (ER
rol es

As previously identified, the roles and r
pivot al i n pr ov ibdisregl caunaleint frielddl ey per i
under pinmednaéati dnal practice frameworKks

should be noted that 13. 9% of staff wi t
gual ificati on Dautgsniade®® Whidldeg ntdheg i mport an
outdoors is emphasi aeadage (BCEDI Y,g 20235h
S

i mil ar attention must be paid to ensuri.l

~—+

he national pr &dtriage fKri enmewdmkveatntd (N2eG 1
argue that for CPD to be ef f-ea&eddi,vewi tiht
approaches that are proven through reseali
children, draw on Communities of Pract
researchers who Odaddr niong.duT@icknawpedgeb

active roletof tme eagp@acdi ng quality and
acknowledging the need for practice <cha
across multiple I evels of influence: i N
| evog IBs aj |, Ki ngst-dewa2@dl O9Ne i3 3)e.n However,

%¢KS 5/ 95L, Aa NBALRY&AAOLS T2NI NBOASGAYI ljdzd € ATFAC
NBljdzA NBYSyGa F2NJ 62Ny AYy3I Ay 9/ 9/ @
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indicated, it iIs concerning that support

are neither developed in a consistent malil

A final point in this section conceras tF
The complexity of the ECEC profession in
of qualifications, tavrod i s ictEYBAEE ssepr
and government investment. A further di me
an aumoounso professional representative b
Robson, Scacchi, 2017) . Bescpgonmndeée ntgu etsa i
( Mol oney, 2021: 52) regarding t he benef
representing the sect orore nipsh ek ebeaglidictmh e r B5C
being r ecaamgrnofseesddaaosh atl ki s wdulod elseslitphretad i s
sector (Moloney, 2021: 65).

HPy ¢KS AYmpOd 2F / 20AR

The 1 mpact elf9 tphaen d@anvicd drew particul ar
envirosnmentearly chil dhood settings. Rese
ECEC closuresEgan,chPbpgdegnM¢l oney, Hoyne
indicated that children missed play and

some clI&i | daremeinnctriemmesed considerably (fr

hours), due to parents working from home
positive c¢hamlgiel&dr pihmyt hbautt doors had 1 ncr
appears that gover nment atotne ng u olni ca nkde afl
infection control at that time, it was a
19 Capital Grant expenditure ofschlodol2 nt arf
was all ocated for outdoor play epuiagmemt

to enable outdoor play as much as possib
Findings from-Qamgodeh @Rrd16A) suggest th

to accessing outdoor environments is rela
oper at eméd as enhd premi ses, whi ch may have
Therefore, it may be worthwhile to inclu
Years Sector Profile on the types of prenm
e. g. p-bbuiplose commumirt yv hmfngm®i sdeosmest i c pr
These statistics should also include typ
spaces, either on or off the premises.
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HPp / 2y Of dzarzy

This chapter has traced the devel opment
rehngtito ECEC over the past three decades
| andscape and discourse of ECEC, with th
to central i nvol vement through regulatio
order to SuppoECERiIi §brqgablichildren- A v
hol ders and competent, confident and act.i

a prominent discour se.

The key tensions and fragmentations that
professiiompal expesnée compliance and resi st
coal face of practice. Consequentl vy, gual
practice educators experience di sempowel
emphasis shifts to the buobpkascraCoosaatetc
regarding the professional role of ECEC

pay and empl oyment to erode a sense of pi

Key policy issues relating specifically 1
potsive and negative s-paaet wbher dbyi de poeée¢
Whil e a focus on the outdoors has gained

i nto practice appears mor e pr okmlud mMatoirc .

environments deotme mteisaltlhye umtrinsic affor
outdoor environments as a pedagogi cal S |
outdoors in some policy and practice docl

tegr al el ement of cuhlmlriight iumg ptt me naimfgor

u
u
n
utdoor environment as a pedagogicab spa
kill s, knowl edge and confidence to suc
Y

proach to young children in ECEGCGesmettIi

pdati B ¢ eNaCrC A, 2023c¢c), coll ective voices

0
s
a
voices areAi st(eNadCGAd, i20009) and centr al t
u
di vergent perspectives) are not taken t ol

Therefore, It Il seeengatngl denat ppmentt ho
practice, space and time are available t
that allows for the shared construction
For all babi es andand/uongetcath | @aneényemphbeal,

the consultative process must ensure t ha
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supportive and caring relationships and
research methodol ogy wibtahsiend tphoel iccoyn taenxdt |
pivotal, and this wild.l be explored in Chi;
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odmM LYGNRRdAzOGAZY
We are walking towards a horizon which always recedes before us, but as
we walk we see new landscapes opening up ahead while the landscapes

we have passed through appear different as we look back.

Dahlberg, Moss and Pence, 1999: 3

This chapter presents a review of a growing body of literature pertaining to the
outdoors in early childhood. The research aims and objectives call for an
exploration of interrelated perspectives of educators, children and parents that
shape the enactment and experiences of pedagogy in the outdoors in ECEC.

The chapter opens at section 3.2, posing the question as to why we should pay
attention tothe outdoor s in childrends | ives. Thi s
about the decline in childrends wexperie
environments, moving on to highlight the benefits. This is followed in section 3.3

with a review of the literature in relation to the changing discourses and images

of children and childhood. This section reflects on how the construction of a

particular image of the child can shape ECEC practice. Section 3.4 follows,

focusing on conceptualisations of the outdoors to supporttos upport chil d
holistic development. Section 3.5 reviews historical, philosophical and
educational theories relating to the emergence of the outdoors for children. It

explores the conceptualisation of the outdoors as spaces and places to passively

alevi ate soci al problems, and | ater as an
play, and to play in a safe place. This section also explores how early
educationalists incorporated the outdoor
Section 3.6 providesacont r asti ng di scourse, examining
from the outdoors, followed in Section 3.7 concerning the place of temporality in

the context of the outdoors. The discourse of time is reviewed from different
perspectives. Section 3.8 reviews play and learning, using four themes
developed in the literature, and examines how teachers use play to influence
childrendéds | earning. Natural and manuf ac!
for children are explored in Section 3.9, followed in Section 3.10 with a review of

the literature defining and exploring the constituents of risk and risky play. This
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section also includes educatorsodo and

concludes with Section 3.11, which provides a summary of the chapter.

par

oBHR LI & GdSyiArAz2y (2080 KE088KR22NE Ay OK?)

Chil drends engagement with the outdoors

and benefits. On the one hand, opportunities for children to experience outdoor
environments are perceived to be declining (Merewether, 2017; Waller et al.,
2017; Beattie, 2015; Kernan and Devine, 2009). Reasons for this decline are
varied, focusing on areas such as children spending increased time on screen-
based activities (Charan et al.,, 2024; Bergen, 2017; Singer et al., 2009),
increased demands on working parents, especially mothers (Ulset et al., 2017,
Donoghue, 2015) and chil dr e n-Bisl, 281&; 8ikon
and Waters, 2017). Consequently, concer ns emer ge, con
low levels of understanding about topics such as food production and
sustainability issues (Davis, 2015; Oloumi, Mahdavinejad and Namvarrad, 2012,
Dillon et al., 2005) and their limited opportunities to engage with nature (Waller
et al., 2017; Davis, 2015).

On the other hand, research also highlights that the benefits accruing from
childrends engagement I n owtchgomgen
engagement with the outdoors promotes their holistic learning and development
(Tovey, 2017; White, 2011). Their hands-on learning opportunities in the outdoors
(Kiviranta et al., 2024) enhance cognitive and behavioural development (Ulset et
al., 2017), well-being and independence (Carpenter and Harper, 2018; Bento and
Dias, 2017; Tovey, 2017; Dowdell, Gray and Malone, 2011; Cooke, 2015; White,
2011; Bilton, 2010) and play (Sandseter, Storli and Sando, 2022; Storli and
Sandseter, 2019). The i mportance of

through engagement in topics such as environmental awareness and
sustainabilit y i s hi ghl i g-hHagsedandSandbergl(261ma | m

While there is a consensus for the benefits of the outdoors, a range of factors
also mitigate against its promotion in ECEC, such as educator training (Kiviranta
et al., 2024), litigation (Bundy et al., 2009), a lack of suitable space and health

and safety concerns (Kalpogianni, 2019).
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The next section explores two i mages
child and the 6richoé chil d.

of

odo [/ 2yaiNHzOGA2ya 2F / KAf RNBY YR [/ KAf RK:

Early educational philosophers continue to influence everyday early childhood
practice (Hayes, 2007; French, 2007; Kernan, 2007; Dunphy, 2008). A focus on
the present child is juxtaposed with a construction of the future child, framing
chil drends e ar playingeaxchotalroleemsbhapisg theisfuture lives
(Curristan et al., 2023; OECD, 2018; Gol, 2018). Dahlberg, Moss and Pence
(1999) take up this discussion, providing a wide-angle lens in order to position
ECEC in an evolving discourse of change, that is, political, cultural, economic and
technological change. They seek to open up discourse that explores how images

of children are constructed and shape practice. They argue that a view of children

as passive recipients pr eswietiswingchildierma g e

as active, co-constructors of knowledge, in interactions with others, presents a

view of a é6richd child (ibid.).

3.3Thi@odahild
The concept of the child as passive stems from an image that views the child as

a tabula rasa, needing to be filled with knowledge and prepared for learning
(Dahlberg, Moss and Pence, 1999). This image, they argue, suggests that
children follow universal stages of development; are imitators and reproducers of
culture, innocent; and at the same time, from an economic perspective, they are

viewed in future terms i as members of the workforce (ibid.).

Moss, Dillon and Statham (2000) further argue against a deficit construction of
children in need. The concept of a child in need originated in a British social work
di scourse and concerns the negative
development if they do not receive adequate and appropriate services to
safeguard and promote their welfare (Moss, Dillon and Statham, 2000). Instead,
they stress the importance of questioning and disrupting such discourses in the
course of examining and re-examining policies and practices. Echoing the
approach adopted by Dahlberg et al. (1999), Moss et al. (2000: 238) highlight the

ef f e

ri sks i nherent 60 nc hadodp taipnpgr oaa céhp, o odrr awi ng

who suggests that O[ sJ]uch categories
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culturally specific practices T practices which privilege concepts of intelligence,

orderl i ness, etc. 6.

A

Exploring preservice teachers 6 i mages of <children and h
practice in the United States, the work of McCartney and Harris (2014: 264)
highlights how o6[p]J]ortraits of a very a
interests and talents stand beside those of a compliant learner focused on the
Airight answero and the single, Acorrecto
caution against preservice educators experiencing such practices when
undertaking professional training, which may then filter into their own practice.
Instead, they emphasise how, when preservice teachers experienced quality
international experiences, this positively changed the image they held of children

and of themselves.

3. 3T.h2é i acthi | d
A contrasting image of children is proposed by Rinaldi (2006), underpinned by a

pedagogy of listening, a bedrock of Reggio Emilia pedagogy. This concept is built
on an ethics of respect, which emphasises the role of the teacher in the
educational encounter to listen:

€t o t hiothegdedas and theories, questions and answers of children

and adults [ é] [ t hi s] treats knowl edg
provisional, not the transmission of a body of knowledge.

Rinaldi, 2006: 15

This approach respects the views and ideas of the other person in the encounter,
with an image of children who can think and act for themselves. Dahlberg, Moss
and Pence (1999: 57) describe t his I ma
Furthermore, the reciprocity of these encounters presents an image of adults who
come togeth e r wi t h chil dren i n relationship
di fference, connectedness and relationshi
and Pence (1999) posit a triadic relationship, whereby an image of a rich child is

supported by a rich pedagogue and rich parents.

Rinal di (2006: 8 3) suggests that the <co
becomes a determining factor in defining their social and ethical identity, their
rights and the educational contexta offe

(19201 1994), creator of the Reggio Emilia approach, posits a view of the child as
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being ready to build relationships with the world around them, active, competent,
holding an ability to challenge, which thus produces dynamic involvement with
diverse systems with which they are involved, such as family, school and

community.

Olsson (2013) explores this concept in an educational encounter whereby
conditions are created that are conduci Vv
guestions seriously. Such an approach creates situations for creative thought and
action that take myriad directions. Olsson (2013: 251) is critical of an input-output
approach to pedagogy. While being beyond the full scope of this discussion, the
idea suggested is that being abletoreal | 'y | i sten to children
seeking blindly the 6newb6, or any final
concerns the continuous rearranging and revitalisation of what we already have

at our disposal . 6 F the immnaace pfina restrictinggtiel i g ht

bodybs capacity to act, the written and r
(2013: 250) reveal s young chil drenobs e
engagement affectively in tegmaboti dtyidt al
Considering childrenés engagement with t

provides a useful lens to understand its complexity. Moreover, it can be best
understood when we consider the child: what the child does when they are

outdoors and thus how they can influence play and pedagogy.

Nevertheless, although Wooll ey and Loweods
of play, explored above, in diverse outdoor places has some merit, it overlooks

what | consider are pivotal criteria in enhancingp | ay 6s val ue. First
and its characteristics foregrounds how it can be understood in ECEC. Secondly,

identifying correlates between play value and diverse outdoor spaces also

requires paying attention to relationships and interactions between c hi | dr en
peer groups and adults and children. In this regard, paying attention to a
pedagogi cal encounter, 0 wistructuringvwoahe caéns  f r o
supportive structure of an al most silent
These encounters may be i valudswamdnpofessiondly ed
devel opment , regul ation and inspection,

6pedagogi cal policy and visionb6 (Wysgows|
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Exploring these images of the child and the context and relationships in which
they are embedded suggests an obligation to understand the position of the
outdoors for children in ECEC. This is explored in the next section.

odn 129 GKS 2dziR22NAR Aa O2yOSLJidzZ f AaSR 7F;:

A consistent area of agreement in the literature is the acknowledgement that
being outdoors is essential for c hi
Petty (2015) argue that as children spend increasingly more time in ECEC
settings, the role that these settings play in providing access to outdoor
environments is increasingly recognised. Bi | t on (2010: 15)
doors is part of being human [ é] if

are offering a Adeprived environment

Describing good outdoor areas, Bilton (2010) depicts what she would see in an
ideal outdoor area: confident children engaged in sustained exploration and

| dr e

sSsugg
we de

00.

i nventi veness:; natur al and manmade resour

open-ended ideas. Children would be engrossed in manual activities, discussing
aspects of their work with peers and supportive adults. The diversity of age
groups envisaged by Bilton ranges from 18 months to 15 years where teaching,
learning and playing are integral.

Although Bilton focuses on an ideal environment, she does not differentiate
between types of environments. Elliott (2015: 46), on the other hand, focuses on
embedding nature into childrends pl
connections with natural outdoor spaces through using natural play materials,
creati ng Oaprrdoednuscét i(vbeotgh of whi ch can

into the wider community. Such practices, she contends, will reconnect children

ay e

al so

with natur e, promoting health, wel |l being

erosion of chil drtemé® snaztommalcte mwisr avi mdant &

In addition, she suggests that children display 6 a f f e ¢ t i Vaiginalitadios)i n g 6

as they actively and enthusiastically explore and investigate the natural world.

She further asserts that many experiencesover t i me b ui doghithwn <c hi

k n o wi(amigjnal italics), as they play in nature, scaffolded and mentored by

educators.
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Reflecting a view of the environment as an educator, Bone (2013: 57) extends

this concept, presenting an argument suggestin g t hat ani mals d&be
respectfully as a pedagogi cal support an
view of animals as the fourth educator in early childhood settings, Bone (2013:

61) suggests their value ext e hahdsertsarials up p ¢
regul ation as they care for them. Dr awi n¢
the environment as the third educator, Bone proposes that including animals in

ECEC wi l I heighten childrends awareness

ecosystem.

This theme is extended by Motta and Ferr
Sshould pay attention to knowing and wunde
wider complex of relationships, human and more-than-human. Drawing on
Rasmussen (2004), Motta and Ferreira (2022) consider that children incorporate
more-than-human i nto their play, which hé&l ps ¢
one that is not planned for them by adults, but to which they attribute a special
meaning t hr ough heriaey @flec(ing iRietdeld Jand KiFeustein
(2014), they suggest encountering more-than-human beings reinforces a view of

the environment as relational and a resource (Motta and Ferreira, 2022).

However, Merewether (2017: 132), drawing on Robertson (2011), argues that
children do not need forests to have qual
is necessary is [a] desire to embrace everyday outdoor environments and their
pedagogical potential sdé. Merewether (201¢
educators play in this respect, and their pivotal role in reflecting on and
interpreting pedagogical documentation i conversations, photographs and so on.
Merewether tells a story about her own research as she reflected on a photo

taken by one of the children participating in her research. A number of elements

are essenti al to her story: 0t he act 0
( Mer ewet her, 2017: 137) and O6plugging int
140), (a move away from her usual Piagetian theory), while also engaging in
conversations with the children, meant that the unfolding of meaning was
embedded in a process -evblingfieldofoelationsmithimu s an
which beings of all/l kinds ar eld godln237;at ed
Merewether, 2017: 141). Developing this idea further, Merewether (2019) draws
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on Del euz &aamceft @ asxBemplage, whereby connections are made
between, for example, humans and non-humans. Using an example of a puddle,
which children in her research associated with water flowing to be with its family,
Mer ewet her (2019: 114) suggests Orecogni ¢
in an environment places children and adults in a better position to acknowledge

our coexistence withthewo r | d 6 .

Lynchos (2011: 357) doctor al-enviroee®ar c h
transactions in infants®é home environmend:
identified, inter alia, the physical environment as being a learning environment
owhen it apfovddades for i nteraction tha
observed through their motivation and <ch
interactions with the physical environment do not exist independently of the social
environment, Lynch (2011: 363) introduced the concept of the ideal environment

for infants that:

seemed to afford optimal opportunities for development, included both
object and space use, combined with the responsiveness of others
(parents and siblings) to orchestrate play interactions in the physical
environment. So processes that optimally engaged the infants were
multidimensional, and provided physical, social and emotional affordances
for successful play interactions.
Childrenoés right to play foregr ocAvdded t
applied to four areas of play: People, Place, Policy and Practice. Focusing on
inclusive play spaces for children in community parks and playgrounds, Lynch et
al (2018) draw on the concept of Universal Design (UD)? to meet the needs of
all users. Drawi ng on Wooll ey and Lowebds (2013)

principles of UD must be considered in tandem with attention to a play value

%aSNBGSUKSNI 6HnmpY mMmpL F2ff26a0y 588 K8@ ¥4 ¥ A VIRNA L
aGrisSa 2F GKAY3aZ 02RASE&T I NA2da O2YOoAylGA2ya 27
Y2RS4& 2F SELINBaaAz2ys®5OR Sagbititd NEIAYSa 2F ardya

Ztnt[ !, Sadl oif NIRSRLIEKYE FOQ@dind 12yl 6 EOASY@E L 6021
0SGi6SSy GKS 5SLINIYSyida 2F hOOdzLd GA2ylf {OASyOS
LNBfFyRE [dzf SI | yAGSNEAGE 2F ¢SOKyz2f238s {6SRSYy>

YdzNRA OK | y A @ GNBAMSYRO S2aF> | {IAMIATSSRNI F Yy R ¢ KS O2y a2 NI A dzy
FTNEY | ONB&& 9dNBLIS AyOf dzRAY3 I20SNYYSyid LXt+Le LRf]
L & YV @ANSYHaeNAaK NB&SINDK LINE ASXI & OK2Cff dzR SNRail

Wdzy S HAaHpO &G GILBIYKEklgastsSp il 00f |- | 2agx3R0Rkk- VoI & dxiiyiEREDL) I¢ &KiS

SOl fdzd (A2 28z0iGQRRNBRNBHBINE YOk ddd dLIn LI |18 &xBdzx LINR 2 S C

wl 00SdaSR WdzyS Hnup8

B t NAYOALX S&a 2F ! YyAGSNERIE 5SaAirday AyOtdzZRSY 9ljdz il
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https://www.p4play.eu/about-p4play/what-we-do/making-space-for-play/
https://www.p4play.eu/project/research-esr-7/

perspective. Pl ay value is described as
piece of equipment brings to children 6 s experi ence of pl ayo
44). Nevertheless, Lynch et al. (2018) concluded that UD is under-represented in
analysed international and national guideline documents and the translation of

UD into practice is not adequately promoted.

Morgenthaler et al. (2024) aim to address this anomaly by providing evidence to
support the wunderstanding of how the phy
outdoor play. Applying the theory of affordances (Gibson, 2015) (discussed in
detail in Chapter Four), Morgenthaler et al. (2024) developed an Environmental
Taxonomy of Outdoor Play Space Features located in schools and public spaces
in communities. Focusing on play occupation?® from an occupational therapy
standpoint, the authors suggest the importance of having a deeper understanding
of environment-person transactions (Lynch and Stanley, 2018), which, in addition
to enabling a deeper understanding of how the physical environment can
potentially provide play affordances, will also strengthen approaches to designing
outdoor play spaces that enhance the play value for children (Morgenthaler et al.
2024). Furthermore, they highlight that a shared terminology increases the
effectiveness of collaboration among interdisciplinary stakeholders such as
designers, providers, policymakers and researchers (ibid.). While a detailed
exploration of the taxonomy developed by Morgenthaler et al. (2024) is beyond
the scope of this review, its development highlights the importance of
synthesising O6empiri calk of g@hysicdleenviraamermtdl t he

functional qualities on actualized play

Attention to the value of outdoor enviroa
roots in historical, philosophical and educational theories, to which the next

section turns.

AAAAAA

29tfle 20}C)edzL®K]|)\myéuéNJ\TéR Ia PNE&ZE)@BOENEXS ISJEN.EN D 5 .
1

cO®
FyR GKS

¢

200dzNB Ay GNYyalOGAzy o0SG6SSy (KS OKAf
N} KSNJ GKFy KSyda@y2RBNB adzimc oo & y OK

93



o®dp 9YSNHSYOS 2F 2dziR22NJ SY@ANRBYYSyl(a

Constant evolving understanding of children as agents of their space and

experiences is evident in the literature. Kuh (2014: 71) explores the origins of the

T 21

provision of outdoor s pace specifically designated

outdoor play as emerging O6alongsi de

t hhe ¢

of Iife defined by innocence, pl ay and |

emergence of the outdoors as a significant space for children include the
influence of German theories on physical development, the parks movement of
the 19" century and the kindergarten movement. The intention of the parks
movement for the creation of urban green spaces was to alleviate social problems
through passive exposure to natural environments. Thus, active play was often
restricted. A later expansion of this movement led to an inclusion of play
equipment and appealed to adult caregivers (ibid.). Gill (2017) also suggests that
thecreation of playgrounds is an i mpl

play, while also serving to create an alternative place to their typical play space,

which was the streets.

Early childhood education and care as conceptualised in contemporary society
stems from early philosophers and educators such as Froebel (17821 1852), the
McMillan sisters (Rachel, 18591 1917 and Margaret, 18601 1931) and Montessori

(187071 1952). For Froebel, freedom and playfulness were encouraged in outdoor

cit

environments, nur turing childrends health and w

with family, community and the wider world (Liebschner, 1992). Froebel believed
that knowledge begins with action, enabling the child to make connections
between their inner feelings and experiences of the world (Tovey, 2017; Bruce,
2012; Lilley, 1967/2010). Outdoor environments provide a gentle and natural
pedagogy as children experience seasonal changes, cycles of life and death,
growth and decay, and a sense of wonder and awe as they engage with and
combine natural and human-made resources, such as water and hosepipes or
drains, dry and wet soil and the natural topography of the earth (Tovey, 2017).
Fundamental to the development of the relationship between the child and the
natural world, a Froebelian philosophy emphasises the importance of a
knowledgeable adult who appreciates and shares the phenomena of the natural

world:
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Children who spend all their time in the open air may still observe nothing
of the beauties of Nature and their influence on the human heart. Yet 1
and this is the important point i the boy sees in his mind the significance
of the life of Nature around him, but if he does not find the same awareness
among adults the seed of knowledge just beginning to germinate within
him is crushed.

Lilley, 1967: 146

Refl ecting Fr oeb eNcMian gsters [focegraupdadya, weltarke, e
interventionist approach, whereby family and socio-economic disadvantage
underpinned their approach. For Margaret McMillan, education provided a way

out of poverty. She combined education and care, whereby children learned

through play while being outdoors, in all weathers (Pound, 2004). Edwards (1961,

as cited in Liebovich, 2018: 90) referred to the McMillan nursery school day as a

0l ongendrtydr, where childrends freedom t ¢

were nurtured, with nutritious food, hygiene and fresh air.

Observing children, the approach to educa
(Liebovich, 2018: 88) as the garden provided opportunities for socialisation,
sensorial and perceptual motor skills, caring and practical and language skills.
Opportunities to interact with and care for the pets, as well as enjoying the
physical activities of climbing and ride-on vehicles, were also available. Also
advocated by Montessori (discussed below), Margaret McMillan attached
importance to teachers being knowledgeable about theoretical and practical
aspects of childrends development, arguil
best and brightest practitioners as well as focusing on the whole child, not just

their intellectual deveiB.pmentd (Liebovi

A view of education as a societal responsibility was advocated by Montessori
(187011952),ar gui ng t hat 0 educsodnlytodahidremaadtheio nger

parents, but also to the state and to int
13) . Mont essor i pedagogy emphasi ses c hi
educatordéds role as an observer, maétkel ng |
child (lsaacs, 2015; Standi ng, 1957) . Ch

nurtured through introducing integrated subject areas of botany, geography and
zoology (Durakoglu, 2014), with care of the environment and care of the person

being central to practical life skills.
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Explaining the importance of deep engagement with nature in education,
describing the environment as a Onew t

Montessori suggests:

Let the children be free; encourage them; let them run outside when it is
raining; |l et them remove their shoes
But when children come into contact with nature, they reveal their strength.

Montessori,1988: 71

Threading a focus on the environments described above, the Reggio Emilia
approach to ECEC describes the environment as the third teacher. However,
indoor and environments are not considered in Reggio schools. Instead, the aim
is:
€t o connect time to space [€é] to conn
t he 6 wh ia order tp éapture the real values being attributed to a

certain space and the spaceds capaci
experienced there

Rinaldi, 2006: 78

As educators observe and speak with children, they notice the ways in which
Ospame bea made to fispeako andVisomandBlli® i nt ¢
2007: 41) . Consequently, they introduce
encouraging a negotiated and emergent curriculum, drawing on their own and
chil drends exper reeandcoeganisation lofe spases inuRedgio
schools, outlined in Table 3.1 below, as enabling spaces for children, educators
and parent s ,-orairentéoepd o& ewlsi ch fosters c¢omi

communicationdé (&) naldi, 2006: 87
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Tabl e

3.ilng Eenmwilr onment s f

(0]

r chil dren,

educat

Children

Educators

Parents

Express their potential,

abilities and curiosity

Feel supported and
integrated in their
relationships with

children and parents

Are listened to and

informed

Explore and research
alone and with others,

both peers and adults

Have appropriate
spaces and furnishings
to satisfy their need to
meet with other adults,
both colleagues and
parents

Meet with other parents
and teachers in ways
and times that foster

real collaboration

Perceive themselves as

constructors of projects

Have their need for

privacy recognised

Reinforce their
identities, autonomy and

security

Be supported in their
processes of learning
and professional

development

Work and communicate

with others

Know that their identities
and privacy are

respected

Recognition

of

t he

emer gence

of

outdoor e

holistic learning and development has meant that it is gaining increasing attention

in regulatory, policy and public discourse. Briefly, positive aspects included in

regulation and policy refer to the holistic benefits of children engaging with

outdoor environments. Negative aspects from inspection reports refer to its lack

of use, lack of creativity, lack of engagement and non-compliance regarding

safety regulations. Although 97% of early childhood and school-age services

have reported having an outdoor space (Pobal, 2022), absent from these data is

a breakdown of the types and areas (sizes) of outdoor spaces available, which

arguably contributes to their value.

97



0 WcKATERNBNAO2YYSOUA2Y FTNRBY (GKS 2dziR22N&

Charting childrenbés separation from nat
others (Li et al.,, 2022; Coates and Pimlott-Wilson, 2019; Chawla, 2015;
Durakoglu, 2014), argues that in national and international research, the nature
deficit is growing exponentially. Louv, 2005: 35) suggests that an explanation of
childrends | ack of active engagement wit
the University of Maoynwtanderwkeddé&sdsidob ¢
even though they may be exposed to natural environments, are contained in
buggies or cars. Louv also refers to children in rural Ireland, suggesting that living
in a rural area does not guarantee adequate exposure to nature due to an
increasingly wurbanised worl d, oOwith natu
Reluctantly coini deftiike tphn save démadt urle uyv
to the abundance of nature and its holistic benefits for children. In agreement with
Louv (2005), Chawla (2006) also emphasises the importance of educating

parents about the value of nature play for children.

Louv (2005: 158) assimilates the i mport a
meaning and connection with nature and their environment with the theory of

attachment , a deep attachment to place, f
bond [ é] a complex psychol ogical, bi ol o

which the child is lost and vulnerable. Reflecting Louv, Waite (2017: 12) highlights
the reciprocal nature of this attachment in early childhood education, suggesting
it occurs at the intersection of adults (educators, parents, community), children
and pl ace in meaningf ul i nteractions 0C

experiences in themo.

While there may not be a consensus as to what constitutes an ideal outdoor
environment, various studies and wider literature draw attention to the place of
temporal ity i nirespéctive df the typéssof dutdoereesvironments
available to children, studies identify the importance of paying attention to
temporality and how this is conceptualised in ECEC. Kernan (2006) highlights the
i mportance of temporality in understandi
c hi |l dr e optent, fdrexamdle, how age and changes may determine their

access to spaces. Time and space in schedules and routines in ECEC settings
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have focused on flowing with the child, as advocated in the Reggio Emilia

approach (Kernan, 2006).

odT C¢SYLEN 2TO8KES2dziR22NA AY 9/ 9/

Understanding the place of temporality

attention. While access to the outdoors is a regulatory requirement, as previously

di scussed, childrendés ti me outedsors.rCarkmay &
(2023: 15) draws attention to how sched:]
adul t s, to meet curriculum requirements,

interests. Bruce (2020) cautions against rushing children through the day, taking
short cuts and making quick fixes, interrupting their play and keeping them
occupied and busy with educator-led tasks. This approach, she argues, means
that:

échildren have no time to be anchored
feel, to relate to others clearly, for play helps children to unravel their lives
and experiences in ways which hold meaning for them.

Bruce, 2020: 29

Instead, she emphasises the importance of slowing down, ensuring children have
ti me 6to stand and st ar(bid.). Tinee ineoutdo®rr i enc

environments is next explored from different perspectives.

For Rathunde (2013), the influence of Mont essori 6s educati or
which foregrounded deep concentration ar
(Rathunde and Csikszentmihalyi, 2005; Rathunde, 2009), posits the positive
effect of nature on concentration. Referring to personal experiences, Rathunde
(2013: 237) emphasises the significance of feeling sensations of wonder and awe
and being a part ofmyssermdtdohiimg oa awetrs itde rce
head through primary, as opposed to secondary (media images), experiences.
He further argues that meaning is weakened without deep sensory and intimate
connection and engagement with the environment; meaning cannot be

adequately transmitted objectively or through formal presentation.

Grayobds (2015: 125) concept ual ioscaotnidounc toefd |
an active, alert, but relativelynon-st r essed frame of mind?oad,

flow, complexity and development, is discussed by Nakamura and
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Csikszentmihalyi (2014). Flow is achieved when thoughts, feelings, wishes and
actions are in unison. The state of flow is thus rewarding, motivating repetition
and the search for further challenge, which encourages growth. In this context,
time to develop friendships and interests, created in interactions with others who
hold similar interests, engaged in shared and enjoyable experiences, is a

characteristic of flow (G6l-Guven, 2017).

Barbiero and Berto (2021) and Yanez and Fees (2017) emphasise the
importance of time spent in nature in order to understand the concept of biophilia,
transl ated as o6l ove of | i feTheyhighightdheer o ¢
bidirectional aspect of , avherély inaiupehis dothc p e |
restorative and evokes a reciprocal affiliation for nature. They argue that a
biophilic personality develops over time, with direct and frequent exposure to
nature being required. Furthermore, these experiences replicate real-life
encounters, with opportunities to develop skills such as problem-solving, risk
management and collaboration, and provides a foundation for an affiliation to

nature and ongoing engagement with sustainability (ibid.).

Despite the acknowledged benefits of children spending time outdoors, a further
consistent theme in the literature also focuses on how time outdoors is restricted.
Consequently, children cannot fully reap the benefits as a result of a range of

factors. National and international research highlights common barriers. Almost

two decades ago, Kernan (2006) highlighted the challenges to children spending

time outdoors. Barriers include safety concerns, segregation of age groups and

the size of the outdoor space, leading to restricting outdoor time to slots, in

suitable weather conditions, which also restricted grassy areas, distance from the

ECEC setting, educatorsod interpretation
childrends choice to go outdoor s. Some e

consider the educative value of outdoor time.

Almost a decade ago, Kos and Jerman (2013) and Jayasuriya et al. (2016) drew
attention to similar challenges. Finding
indicated that uninterrupted time in outdoor settings was also restricted due to

limited flexibility in the daily routine. In addition, while both educators and parents
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demonstrated positive attitudes towards children spending time outdoors, this

was not straightforward. Parental resistance manifested in children not being
provided with suitable outdoor clothing (Kos and Jerman, 2013). Conversely,
Jayasuriya et al. (2016) suggest that parents being unaware of the ECEC
settingbébs outdoor policy correlated with
to a recommendation for better communication between educators and parents.
Despite an acknowledgement of both the D
engagement with the outdoors in ECEC settings outlined above, many of those

barriers remain. In more recent research, Kiviranta et al., (2024), Mart and Waite

(2023) and Bilton and Waters (2017) reiterate similar challenges. Arguably, this

can create a view that the educational focus of ECEC practice appears to be

primarily on indoor environments, with barriers to the outdoors dominating
practice, thus consigning the outdoors to an educational space on the periphery

of practice.

Thus, considering the place of temporality emphasises the complexity of
childrends engagement with the dhati@gsoor s.
provides a useful lens through which to explore outdoor spaces in ECEC settings.
However, we cannot look at the outdoors in a vacuum; we must do so in a context
where the child is at the centre and the focus is on supporting and enhancing
chidends motivation and engagement in what
Unpacking discourses on children and childhood highlights how adopting a

particular position influences an image of the child. Rinaldi (2006: 83) suggests:

What we believe about children thus becomes a determining factor in
defining their social and ethical identity, their rights and the educational
contexts offered to them.

The next section will review the literature on risk and risky play, threading through

the concepts of play, pedagogy and learning.

ody tflex LISRIFI23Te yR € SIENyAy3

The complexity of play is evident in how it is conceptualised in research and wider

literature. The concept of pedagogy in relation to play and learning, introduced in

Chapter Two, is explored further here with reference to empirical studies. The

i mportance of play for childrends | earni

emanating from the work of early philosophers and educators, is explored earlier
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in this chapter. Despite this acknowledgement, Walsh, McMillan and McGuinness
(2017) draw attention to the decline of
quality and quantity. They suggest that these challenges may be the result of the

quality of provision of ECEC, the role of the educator, parental expectations and
top-down pressures. They suggest that a turning point in this thinking may lie in
findings from Researching Effective Pedagogy in the Early Years (REPEY) (Siraj-
Blatchford and Sylva, 2004). Concepts such as sustained shared thinking,
striking an equal balance between child-initiated and adult-initiated activities,

i mpl ementing a flexible curriculum to e\
implementing clear policies that support conflict resolution all merit attention.

They advocate for diverse pedagogical approaches that, variously, scaffold,
extend, monitor, provide opportunities for discussing topics and engage in direct
instruction (Siraj-Blatchford and Sylva, 2004).

These concepts are evident in empirical studies explored by Pramling
Samuelsson and Bjorklund (2023). While the context of these empirical studies

is Sweden, the following provides a useful framework to explore pedagogy and

play, taking the roles of educators, children and the environment into
consideration. Pramling Samuelsson and Bjorklund (2023) suggest that in their

own research over a 40-year period, the relationship between play and learning

is not self-evident. Reviewing research conducted in the 1960s, ECEC research

was informed by psychological theories, designed as large-scale quantitative

studies, and provided statistical data on child development and the influence of
environment al factor s. Pramlingbés resear
ECEC research at the University of Gothenburg, as children were asked 6 a b o u t
their ways of experiencingt he concept of Al earningod (
Bjorklund, 2023: 313). The starting point focused on an interest in knowing the

chil dés perspective, stemmi ng from a
Developmental Pedagogy (ibid.). They revisited and explored a number of
empirical research studies that had been conducted over a 30-year period, from

the early 1990s to the late 2000s, in Sweden, and identified four themes on how

play and learning are considered in research.

While there is no scope for an in-depth discussion here, the value of exploring
this conceptualisation of play for this study lies in understanding the unfolding

and evolving processes that occur in play, the intentions, pedagogic approaches
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and relationships in which play occurs. Arguably, therefore, the overall picture
that emerges is a growing understanding of how play is conceptualised in ECEC

practice.

Under four themes, Pramling Samuelsson and Bj6rklund (2023) explored how
teachers use play to influencec hi | dr endés | earni ng. Each ¢

is considered with reference to play as pedagogy:
1. Play as part of practice for learning;
2. The playing learning child as an individual,
3. Play and learning integrated into education;
4. Play-responsive teaching.

The first theme focuses on how educator
|l earning and moving towards an i ntended
perspectives. Whil e the educator could p
requirement. Instead,t he f ocus may concentrate on cl
how they make sense of a concept. The educator identifies a learning outcome,

planning a play experience related to that outcome for the children to focus on.

Through play, the children have opportunities to explore their understanding of a

concept, for example. Where educators engage with children in meta-cognitive

reflection on this play experience, Pramling Samuelsson and Bjorklund (2023:

315) suggest that educat or gectsvbspgaihifgandi s c o
understanding of O&édhow the subjective wor
Considering this theme in the context of this study draws attention to the role of

adults as they identify, plan and reflect with children on a learning outcome

outdoors. An example of this could be growing food. As indicated by Pramling
Samuelsson and Bjorklund (2023), play is part of pedagogy and also an

experience for the children themselves.

Childrenbdés | earning and maki ngthefecasoe of
the second theme. Children do not separate play and learning. They use the
resources available to them in their environment, playing and imitating what they
see around them, initially to make sense of their world, and these experiences
are extended as their interests are stimulated. Pramling Samuelsson and

Bj°rklund (2023: 316) suggest t hat , i n
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perspectives and experiences are both th
example in an outdoors environment could be that children are playing in a
sandpit, digging in the sand. Educators can then observe the children playing in

the sand and use that play to influence further learning, such as planting potatoes.

In the third theme, children and educators are active and interact to work towards

the intended focus of the curriculum content. The intention in this theme centres

on positioning educators and children with reference to shared power dynamics

and dialogue. Fantasy and reality are integrated, with the educators positioned

on the same level as the children, encouraging the children to explore new ideas

and perspectives. This approach facilitatl
pl ay and | earning iPmamihghSamuselssomeandBjorklund,t i o n &
2023: 316). This theme adds the concepts of power and agency to relationships

between educators and children. The idea of co-constructing knowledge through

fantasy and reality integrates pedagogy, play and learning and does not aim to

separate play and learning. Pramling Samuelsson and Bjorklund (2023) suggest

that educatorsd pedagogical approach in [
curriculum; that is, in the routine of the day, play and learning are not separated

into two separate activities. This theme resonates with my research study, a

circular relationship, evolving from digging in the sand, to digging and planting

food to prepared food at mealtimes.

The fourth theme considered educators as play partners with the children. The
establishment of intersubjectivity®! between educators and children is pivotal.
Teachers aiming to participate in the <ch
effectively as play partners. Pramling Samuelsson and Bjorklund (2023: 318)
suggest that this approach raises play to 6t he educati onal |l eve
since play cannot be taken for granted, it has to be conditioned on equal terms
[ 1T ke] any other activity in preschool 6
negotiating the process of the play scene, teachers have opportunities to extend
the childrends play. I mportantly, they ce¢

point, the educators then capture opportunities to extend play by, for example,
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asking open-ended questions or adding new provocations, e.g. opportunities for
interdisciplinary learning with growing food produce coupled with meta-cognitive

conversations on sustainability in the environment.

The themes explored above resonate with the concept of relational pedagogy,
explored in more detail in Chapter Four. The relationality of each of the
pedagogical encounters explored above is foregrounded. In this context,
pedagogy centres on meaning-making through bidirectional connections

between educators and students in relational encounters with the environment.
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Whil e it i's not intended to neatly <cate
review, they are described separately 1in
of outdoor spaces potenti altlhy aavwaiiledbloe ei
the types of play afforded and potenti all

Two types of outdoor environments are de:
outdoor spaces and mixed outndimonentsennvi r o
ECEC are variously described with reference to their design, equipment, or the
potential opportunities available. Fumagalli (2016: 39) suggests that the quality

of space available in ECEC settings is e
plans and the décorandt he i mportance of the finishi
environments their i dentity, meaning and

Developing a tool to assess the relationship between the design and play value
of outdoor play spaces, Woolley and Lowe (2013) explore sites specifically
designed and designated as places in which children can play. Adult observations
inform the scoring of the play value for each site under five categories:
constructive, functional, fantasy, social and games with rules. Physical elements
comprise: range of fixed play equipment, moveable equipment, open space,
sizes and types of spaces, vegetation/ trees, typography, loose and natural
materials, surfaces, seating and boundaries. Evaluative scores range from 01 20,
21140 and 401 60. They hypothesise that traditional playgrounds, identified as
Kit, Fence, Carpet (KFC) playgrounds, provide fewer opportunities for play than
spaces designed in a more natural way (Woolley and Lowe, 2013). These sites,

consisting of fixed play equipment, freque nt | 'y pur chased from on
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not chosen for the play value it might pr
by a fence, with a carpet of rubber playmats. While their findings reveal that the
more natural the design, the greater the play value of the outdoor space, they
argue that each site had play value and, as such, could be graded along a
continuum. For example, for KFC sites, a scoring value of 07 20 is given, with

composite and natural sites receiving scores of 217 40 and 41i 60, respectively.

In an empirical study, McClintic and Petty (2015) explored how early childhood
educatorsd beliefs and practices influenc
setting. They suggest that a number of factors coalesce to limit the potential of

the outdoors. The first factor relates to the design of the outdoors. They draw on
Hendricksdo (2001) description of the out
terms of the opportunities available to children to play and which also negatively
impacts on educat or s6 pedagogi cal planning for
These spaces are referred to as spaces left over after planning, or SLAP. The
second factor r elpatengatas & space thsepportipeéddgogical s 6

pl anning for c tkarind.MeGlirdicandPetty y201&:138) suggest

poorly designed outdoor spaces, such as a SLAP environment, present a
o0fnphi l-roesalpihtyy conflictod (Hatch and Freen
the one hand, educators believe children should have freedom and be
encouraged to be creative, imaginative and explore their environment. However,

educators revert to supervision due to a lack of physical space. On the other

hand, McClintic and Petty suggest that minimal knowledge of outdoor play and
motivation to promote it contribute to it potentially being overlooked, with

educators suggesting that pedagogical practice occurs indoors.

In Ireland, where there are no available data for the types of available outdoor
spaces on ECEC premises, it may be worthwhile evaluating the types of available
outdoor spaces using a similar scale. The next section examines natural outdoor

and mixed outdoor spaces in more detalil.

3.9.1 Natural outdoor spaces
Titman (1994) supports classification of the outdoors with referenceto c hi | dr en
preferences. She describes chil drenodos o

traditional designed playgrounds. Children prefer the variety and diversity of

natural environments, which have the potential for manipulation and change, and
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seek environments that pose risk and challenge, opportunities for social

interaction and privacy (Titman, 1994).

Fjortoft (2001) describes natural environments as playscapes whose form
comprises slopes, rocks, vegetation and meadows, and the context of what this

topogr aphy affords for childrends play. Dr
on kindergartens in Norway, Fjgrtoft and Sageie (2000) and Fjgrtoft (2001)
describe the affordances of the natural environment in terms of its function to

afford versatile play: as natural obstacles that children will navigate; providing

shelter and opportunities for climbing; space for running and tumbling. The

di versity of affordances for chil drenos
seasonal changes, for example, wet slopes affording increased speed and sliding

when wet (Fjartoft, 2001).

While not offering a precise definition of natural space, Tordsson (2002, as cited
in Skar, Wo |l d, Gundersen and OO6Brien, 2 (
pl ayscape f or eptohai bechuseins odly t@a semall extent shaped
by human purposesdéd. Again, while not prol
natural environment, Prescott (1987, as cited in Fjgrtoft and Sageie, 2000: 84)
suggests three qualities about nature, na me | vy , 0t he high diver
nature is not made by man, and the i mpres
|l saacs (1930, as cited in White, 2011: 8

thinking and doingd as 6éthe third gener o

3.9.2 Mixed outdoor spaces

Zamani (2016) uses the term 6zoneb 1inste
zones are areas of land with unique qualities, applications, a particular design

and certain settings and elements. It is the degree of available and accessible

natural settings and elements that classifies zones. The three zones identified

are: natural, manufactured and mixed. The natural zone comprises wild and

natural spaces, creatures and natural loose materials, diverse natural elements
(plants,vege t at i on) and settings (stream beds,
partso6 originated with Simon Nicholson (
thus:
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In any environment, both the degree of inventiveness and creativity, and
the possibility of discovery, are directly proportional to the number and kind

of variables in it.

A mixed zone is defined as incorporating manufactured settings, such as swings
(play structures), natural settings (trees, hills, sand), natural elements (sand,
sticks, leaves) and manufactured elements (toys, swing, ropes) (Cosco, 2006;
Zamani and Moore, 2013). Finally, a manufactured zone is identified as offering
climbing structures, play houses and immovable synthetic elements (such as
swings, bars, slides) (Zamani, 2016: 1731 174).

Research by Green (2013) and Beattie (2015) on outdoor play, spaces and
places suggests that children did not have one particular type of special space;
instead, they identified places and spaces, both indoors and outdoors, that

served different purposes, experienced through play. Green (2013) concluded

t hat chil drenos choices i ndi cate that

autonomy and independence, modify places for creative and imaginative play
and use resources in unpredictable ways. Sandseter et al. (2022: 108) take up
this point, suggesting that landscape architects and educators must understand
and support chil drenos use of t he

unpredictable ways, when designing environments.

Bringing together children, educators and parents in their research, underpinned
by a childrends rights focus, Muel a
outdoor environment in preschools can be improved through participatory
intervention, involving children, parents and educators. Prior to their intervention,
educators considered the outdoors to be a place where children could run around,
let off steam and get tired. They suggested that the value of the outdoors was

h

envi

et

evident when the children ret mehackohsidendoor

in a different frame of mind (é) and
391).

Refl ecting the findings of Merewether

sought materials for manipulation, shelter, physical activities and quiet places. All

participants in the intervention were satisfied with the results and were positive
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about the collaborative process, which led to changes. However, Muela et al.
(2019: 394) concluded that:

éa change of mentality i g tequheed, |

school-based campaigns are needed to foster such a perspective and to
encourage schools to implement initiatives that ensure their outdoor
environments are of sufficient quality.

The work of Rasmussen (2004) offers insights into how place and space,

designed by adults and utilised by children, reveal different interpretations.

6Pl aces for childrendéd and 6échil drenods

considered by adults to be places where, for example, children gather, play,

dreamandengage in physical activities.

p |

Chi |

pl aces; however, they may offer di fferen

and storied places revealed insights into what appeal as special places for them.
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In relation to ECEC, the discourse on risk and risky play carries a number of
connotations. A recurring theme in the literature highlights both the benefits and
challenges of making provision for risky play in ECEC. The ambiguity in defining,
understandi ng and maki ng provision for

complexity. The categories defined, and extended by Sandseter (2007a; 2007b),

outlined in Table 3.2 below, provide a useful starting point.

The categories of risky play, as defined by Sandseter (2007a), which reveal six
categories of play, with subcategories added (Sandseter, 2007b), are outlined in

risi

Table 3. 2. Sandseterdéds (2007, i n Sandse

categories A, B and E were perceived to be risky by both children and staff, while
categories C and D were only perceived to be risky by staff. Only children
perceived category F as risky.
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Table 3.2: Categories and subcategories of r

Categories Risk Subcategories
A: Great heights Danger of injury from Climbing
falling Jumping from still or

flexible surfaces
Balancing on high
objects
Hanging/swinging at
great heights

B: High speed Uncontrolled speed and | Swinging at high speed
pace that can lead to Sliding and sledding at
collision with something | high speed
(or someone) Running uncontrollably

at high speed

Cycling at high speed
Skating and skiing at

high speed
C: Dangerous tools Can lead to injuries and | Cutting tools: knifes,
wounds saws, axes
Strangling tools: ropes,
etc.

D: Dangerous elements | Where children can fall | Cliffs
onto or from something | Deep water or icy water

Fire pits
E: Rough-and-tumble Where children can Wrestling
harm each other Fencing with sticks, etc.
Play fighting
F: Disappear/get lost Where children can Go exploring alone
disappear from the Playing alone in
supervision of adults, unfamiliar environments

get lost and be alone

Two further categories were added (Kleppe, Melhuish and Sandseter, 2017): play
with impact, where there is a risk of injury through impact; and vicarious, which

concerns watching other children in risky play.

In interviews with 4- and 5-year-old children, Sandseter (2010) explored why they
take risks during play. Their explanations and descriptions were analysed on the
basis of paratelic and telic®? states in Reversal Theory*? (Sandseter, 2010).
Descriptions range from a paratelic state (happy, fun, thrill, etc.), and embracing
fear (decreased control and more unpredictability) and a telic state (afraid, too

much danger, etc.), but also include an ambivalent state whereby pleasant and

) LI NFGSEAO &l SSYBAYWA YFREEONYIBYISyhi@RA@A Y@l (S
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unpleasant emotions are felt where the activity is fun and scary simultaneously,
and children shift between states and emotions. Explaining this further, Kleppe
(2018: 3) suggested a balance between objective and subjective elements of risk,

both of which he explained thus:

In playful situations, risk can be identified either by objective
measurements (e.g. the height of a po
experience of danger, observed as hesitant, fearful, or exhilarated body
language, facial expressions, or vocal expressions.

However, understanding risk as a characteristic of play, pedagogy and learning

is subject to a wide range of variables. Bundy et al. (2009: 42) suggest that
educatorsd perceptions o0 &redulbaof nsky playeaael or
indicative of a O6surplus safetydéd framewo
with risk. Conversely, Bundy et al. also suggest that eliminating all risk may lead

to children seeking excitement-associated risk in inappropriate or unsafe ways.

While consideration of risky play is important, equally important is Sandseter,

Kl eppe and Sandods (2020) acknowl edgemen
play at the same level as risky play. This finding suggests that although risky play

receives a great deal of attention, children make other choices when afforded by

the environment. Nevertheless, societal attitudes to risk can shape and constrain
pedagogical approaches that support risky play. In a context where educators
experience low professional status, a risk-averse discourse, whereby the
6regul atory gazed (Osgood, 2006) and the
2013) perpetuate a ORisk Deficit Di sor de
potentially | i mi tiges forhexditimgr amd Ghallengng play t u n
outdoors. Educators must therefore think beyond compliance with policy to
confidently articulate collective agency
(Kemp and Josephidou, 2023: 649).

3.1&dlcadpoerrscge ves on ri sk

A fear of Il itigation associated with chil

play also remains a consistent theme in empirical research (Kernan, 2006; Bundy

et al., 2009; Spencer et al., 202 1) . Neverthel ess, 6educ:
approaches to childrenbés engagement i n
Empirical research studies reveal t he ¢

understanding of risky play.
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Recent studies shed new light on how risk is understood and articulated in ECEC,

which previous studies did not fully address. Findings from Spencer et al. (2021)

reveal that some educators are influenced by their own childhoods, which were

either risk-rich or risk-averse, approaches which influence their roles as
educators. On t he one hand, educators repor
devel opment , S u g g e staking gromotddi thed rcenfidénee, r i s k
problem-solving, physical health and well-being and social skills (Obee et al.,

2020; Sandseter, Kleppe and Sando, 2020; Spencer et al., 2021). On the other
hand, when they are uncomfortable with
teamwork with their colleagues, whereby a colleague may step in as they may be

more comfortable with the situation (Spencer et al., 2021).

Recent resear ch al so hi ghlights how educat ¢
influences t heir understanding of chil d
pedagogical approach. Based on keen observation (Rinaldi, 2006; Dalli, 2014),
educators in Obee e t  &2D20)desearch describe their sense of joy as children
undertake new challenges, and sometimes join in their risky play. The educators
in their research foreground planning in and of the environment, and staff
professional devel opment , whiamkECE€Empah asi s
professi ond al,( ZDPOe 406). Highlighting the significance of
understanding their pedagogical approach, educators further suggest that
theories wunderpinning pedagogi cal appr oa
affordancesand Hendrya n d K| o e p“difespgan th@del af flevelopment, are

influential in identifying curriculum themes (Obee et al., 2020).

I n a similar vein, participants in Kemp
applied their own professional judgements to outdoor pract i ces &éby «cr
different kinds of pedagogic spaces (cultural, physical and reflective). In doing so,
they committed acts of resistance (resisting dominant narratives about very
young children outdoors and normative policy interpretations), acts of disruption
(disrupting neoliberal management expectations) and acts of creation (creating
cultural spaces, physical spaces and reflective spaces). Underpinning these

intentional pedagogic approaches, in addition to their confident professional

¥ SYRNE 1Gy R HYEmaSL) £ A TB SR Y ¥R RS E
OKIffSyaSa IyR LISNER2YIlIf NBaz
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identityand ski | | s, |l ies educatorsoé ability
outdoors to parents and others, including co-constructing aspects of health and
safety with the children through active engagement and support.

Their pivotal role ensured that all voices, including those of educators, policy,
inspection bodies, other settings and research contributed to practice.
Additionally, although commenting on their low status and visibility both within

and outside the sector, a sense of empowerment was evident, with researchers

t o a

suggesting staff 6consistently demonstr.

confidence and professionality to advocate for the needs of the children in their

settingé (Kemp and Josephidou, 2023:

A sense of pedagogical pride is also evident in an Irish context (Skehill, 2021).
Amid public concern in the aftermath of Covid-19, and the reopening of ECEC
settings, building good communication with parents on managing risk was
central. The sharing of information was pivotal in reassuring parents and

educators.

3.1PaP2etptes spectives on risk

As discussed in Chapter One, working in partnership with parents is an essential
part of quality ECEC. In Ireland, where almost all parents of eligible children avalil
themselves of the ECCE programme (Gol, 2018), and there are increasing
concerns regarding declining engagement with the outdoors, the importance of
parent al knowl edge and understanding
and risky play is central. Therefore, in an increasingly risk-averse society, the

educatorsd role in articulating the

Parents may experience similar ambig
with risky play. Ryan et al. (2024) associate parental gender with their perception
of risky play. While mothers were found to be more risk-averse than fathers, Ryan
et al. suggest that this may be due to differences in the tolerance of level of risk
within a specific play activity, as opposed to being averse to risky play per se.
The importance of parents being aware of ECEC settings policies is highlighted
in research by Jayasuriya et al. (2016). Although ECEC settings had developed
policies on outdoor play, nearly half of participants (43%) reported not being

aware of them, with more than half of parents being unaware of the length of time

113

648

of ¢

val u

ui ty



children spent outdoors. Jayasuriya et al. (2016) concluded that ECEC providers

over-perceive parent-related barriers to outdoor play.

The of

by MacQuarrie et al. (2022) in their research with parents in Canada. Using

compl exity c hi Isky ouedood Hay ie enplaagisedne n t
Bronfenbrenner 0s % dhe inlerceigtederaldtionsmipsdoé migro-,
meso-, eco-, chrono- and macro-systems highlight how parents aim to balance
their concerns with

factors influencing how affordances of environments are promoted and

c hi pravides a dusnmaayuof then o my .

constrained (MacQuarrie etal., 202 2) . The | ayers of navig
especially risk, areenrmes hed in parentsdéd own memori e
about childrends safety and societal exp

going forward, of exploring modifications between the systems in order to gain a

better understanding of how and why perceptions are shaped.

Table 3.3: Summary of factors influewrrdi m¢g .a
(2022)
Microsystem Mesosystem Exosystem Macrosystem
and
chronosystem
Chil dr en ¢Play Neighbourhood Weather/ season,
characteristics: companions: characteristics: Societal
Age, size, ability | Includes both Urban/rural, influences,
to self-assess, c hi | dr e n {perceived safety | prioritisation of

comfort with risk

companions and

their parents

structured

activities, safety

Par ent s 6

Understanding
benefits of risky
play, comfort with

risk

Cultural factors also influence perceptions of risky play (Sandseter et al., 2020;
Little et al., 2012). In a comparative study between Australia and Norway (Little
et al., 2012), ECEC educators in both countries acknowledged the importance of

providing opportunities for risk-taking in play. However, the degree to which risky

B NRYTFSYydD NEYFESNIAOLE & KS SNBol Aidr SELIX 2 NBR
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play was actualised in the Australian context was limited, attributed to the impact
of the regulatory environment. In a more recent European study, Sandseter et al.
(2020) explored parentsod perceptions of r
and Norway. Findings indicate that Norway is the least risk-averse. Furthermore,
parental perception and tolerance to risk, while varying across cultures and
countries, adversely affects childrends |
opportunities to engage in risky play. In this regard, Sandseter (2014: 446) posits
an argument that ©policies could adopt a |
the preventive effect of letting children learn how to assess and handle risks
themselves as a means of injury prevention, rather than developing more

restrictions and regul ationsd.

odmm [/ 2y Of dzZAA2Y

This chapter has identified the growing recognition of outdoors in ECEC.

However, it has also highlighted challenges for children to engage with the

outdoors. Theoretical constructions of the outdoors are conceptualised in diverse,

but interconnected, paradigms and pedagogies. Concepts of freedom and
supervision, risk and safety, constructed and unstructured environments,
under pinned by childrends eagerness and
relationships deeply connected with human and non-human places and spaces.
Evidence indicates t mtawith cutdoorl edviraments is e n g a
framed, at times, as a panacea to confined indoor environments, while also being
shaped by educatorsodé knowl edge ammiaro-val ue
di scour ses. Adding parentsd and <chlesl dr e

strong collective narratives, while also maintaining individual voices.

Thus, while research on outdoor pedagogy in ECEC is growing, it remains under-
researched in Ireland. The previous chapter highlighted how the policy arena of
ECEC is a busy space and a focus on the outdoors is gaining attention. However,
translation of policy into practice can be challenging. Furthermore, gaps remain
in bringing together the perspectives and experiences of educators, children and
parents to understand how the outdoors is, or should be, valued as a pedagogical
space. Therefore, my study aims to gain a better understanding of how pedagogy

in the outdoors is specified, enacted and experienced in ECEC; and in doing so,
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to bring this new knowledge into conversation with policy, regulation and

legislation in Ireland.
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The world, | said, has its influence as nature and as society on the child.
He is educated by the elements, by air and light and the life of plants and
animals, and he is educated by relationships. The true educator

represents both; but he must be to the child as one of the elements.

Buber, 1947/2004: 107

ndm LYGNRRdAzOGAZ2Y

This chapter sets out the theories guidi
for this study. Firstly, the concept 0
Secondl vy, the theory of affordances i s i
exploration of theorists who developed t
and s ub s Brioging thencencepts of affordances and relational pedagogy

together provides a wide-angle lens through which to devote attention to the ways

in which educators and children specify, enact and experience pedagogical
encounters in outdoor environments in the ECEC setting. In this chapter, |

introduce the theoretical framework, Relational Affordances Pedagogy in the

Outdoors (RAPO), developed in the course of thisstudy. Thi s fr amewor k

a deeper di scussion (Chapter Ni nleg p eadn d
through reflexive thematic analysis (RTA)

ndH 5STAYAY3I tSRIFI23e

The national pr aX2ta (ctek CGIDrEa me2n080r 68) 5(elh@ G A |,

2009), discussed in Chapter Two, introdu

Siolta (CECDE, 2006: 9), defines pedagogy in early childhood as being:
éexpressed by curricula or programmes
approach to the development and learning of the child and reflect the
inseparable nature of care and education. [é ] I't acknowl edges
range of relationships and experiences within which development takes

place and recognises the connections between them. It also supports the
concept of the child as an active learner.

While pedagogy and relational pedagogy underpins Aistear (NCCA, 2009), it was
not explicitly articulated in the literature supporting the first iteration of Aistear.
Nevertheless, Neylon (2014: 100) suggests that the themes of Aistear (NCCA,
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20009) go Obeyond traditi on adtiongh pedagagy gy 6
approach. Neylon (2014) and Hedges and Cooper (2018) propose a focus on
relational pedagogy that relates to the implementation of quality and curriculum
and a blend of play, learning and teaching, within participatory and relational

pedagogies, respectively.

Hence, it is noteworthy that in the literature supporting the update of Aistear,

relational pedagogy is explicitly referred to as being a vital component of quality

practice in supporting childrenokenndgol i st

2022). French (2022) also acknowledges the complexity of defining pedagogy for

children aged from birth to three years, suggesting that a shift in thinking is

required, o6from the idea of pedagogy as
andemoti onal nurturanceod6 (French, 2019:
children.

Wider literature in the field of early childhood pedagogy is extensive (OECD,
2021; Kangas et al., 2021; Bruce, 2020; Kapur, 2019). Common global themes
are evident. For example, in the Nordic context, Kangas et al. (2021) identify five
thematic, parallel approaches with which to critically evaluate pedagogy in ECEC,
namely: (1) interaction, (2) scaffolding, (3) didactics, (4) expertise and (5) future
orientation. They highlight the complexity of understanding pedagogy in ECEC,
identifying shared understandings and tensions in each approach. Moreover,
they suggest four shared elements in these pedagogic approaches, which they
present in a tentative framework as: Child, Teacher, Content and Learning (ibid.).
They stress that these:

éareas are not hierarchical but parall

horizontal framework and cannot be stacked. These areas are also
dynamic, and they change over time, situation, and participation.

Kangas et al., 2021: 9

The anthology edited by Papatheodorou and Moyles (2009) focuses exclusively
on ECEC, considering culture, environment and adult-child relationships. An
important point to note here is the dynamic, cultural and relational interplay
between educators, children and their environments, characterised by reciprocity

and engagement. Nevertheless, Papatheodorou (2007: 4) suggests that

n
6

relational pedagogy is difficult to defi

changingand evol vingo.
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I n this regard, the concept of eaal@020:]1 di ng
91), is pertinent. They suggest a O6hol di
another personds perspectives andndhti st or
avoids di sempowering or devaluing anothe
shared histories, experiences and expectations allow for time to consider and
refl ect on how one feels about changes,
process. In the context of relational pedagogy in ECEC, these aspects allow
deeper consideration of the interrelationship between temporality, space, the

structure of the ECEC setting and chil dr e

attuned adults will be knowledgeable of c hi | dr enbés evol ving de
al so considering the importance of all owi
However, as Clark (2023: 14) notes, Oreas:c

us from the macro to t heoutpurpaseto How éachf r o m

day is structured and what ©practices are

Noddings (2004: VII) argues that both educators and students should benefit from

the relational nature of teaching, sugge
a fixed i deal of teaching, steers the te:
the interactions between children and ca

acknowledges their thoughts and feelings, builds their language and connections

with their previous learning and their environment, promotes self-regulation and

enables children to take the lead in their learning (ibid.).3¢ Bingham and Sidorkin

(2010) suggest a long tradition of emphasising the relational aspect of education,

starting with Aristotle, and continued with more recent educationists, such as
Dewey, Bakhtin and Hei degger. Suggesting
seriousl yo, Bi ngham and Sidorkindéds (2010

various aut hor s whmolowe interhuinas mretasons affectarsd i s «
define teaching and |l earningdé (ibid.).

I n a joint contribution, t he aut hor s d
Pedagogy: Meeting to Learn, Learning to

which focuses on educational theory, relationality and the pedagogy of relations.

The Manifesto emphasises that relationships are complex, but complementary:

B¥eKS FALS adSLA ézdz{jzfé\oyasm & dXlBLY2 NIK | ISR 1Ky O 2 dzNJ 3 y
FYR F2NIK FyR LN} OGAasS SyRAy3Ia FyR oszl)\yy)\yaaq: !
KidGLdaYk kRS @ NI INRYDS QREI A (i EEREFRING IR AP WIFERE (i dali0iOS a3 a SR
b2@3SYOSNI HAMPE ®
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sharing practices and experiences that includes human beings and non-human
things. Authority and knowledge are shared through multimodal texts, whereby
teaching is about building educational relations and meaning is acquired in the

context of relations.

Hedges and Cooper 6s (2018) empirical S t
relational pedagogy and is worthy of exploration here. Drawing on Vygotsky, they
extend the concept of relational pedagog
6notion of everyday and scientific conce
notion of the zone of proxi mal demde | op m
Cooper 6s 16)2 OHus :theyd4emphasise how knowledgeable and
experienced educators blend anin-dept h knowl edge of <chil di
a view of children as competent l ear ner ¢
understandings, name concepts, deepen conversation and utilise experiences
t hat devel op understandings i n t houghtf
(Hedges and Cooper, 2018: 12). The work of Pramling Samuelsson and
Bjorklund (2023), reviewed in Chapter Three, and recent studies like this, can
deepen our understanding of the professional role of educators in playful and
reciprocal relationships with children and the wider context of their lives.
Relational play-based pedagogy thus resonates with the RAPO framework to

explore pedagogy in the outdoors.

4.2.1 Slow pedagogy, slow knowledge and the
Clark (2023) and Payne and Wattchow (2009) make explicit connections between
the concepts of slow pedagogy, slow knowledge and environmental/ outdoor
education. Each emphasises the importance of paying attention to
spatiotemporal aspects of the outdoors. Payne and Wattchow (2009: 25) are
cr i t incoadl e ootdd@or 6ducation, which has:
épreoccupied itself with notions of a
the paradox of risk and safety, and emphasised the human, or

anthropocentric, benefits of personal and social development by being
immersed in the outdoors.

Instead of hastily passing through spaces, they:
€seek to expose the possible depths an

dwell in, even temporarily, over times, describing and reflecting upon the
needed pedagogi cal conversations of I
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their rational reflections and their eventual representations as texts.
(Payne and Wattchow, 2009: 271 28).

Thereisanecho here of sl ow knowledge and it
childrendbs experiences in outdoor spaces
the importance of using a temporal lens to explore pedagogy in the outdoors. In
this regard, Cbardamporafiergnaesoitnstituti
the O6rush hour 6, and the need to pay att
highlight, broaden and also challenge how time is conceptualised. Clark (2023:
941 95) emphasises that making time more explicit in early childhood education
O0rai ses questions about the planned and
thinking and consider the ability to be
common interest. This can move the emphasis from individual learning to
devel oping a shared. ®o8lye odr gumeowl teldagte éf or
to happen, e d u c awarcer(asiginal ereptiasisit o fba he mo men
to be attentive to these opportunities, |

I n summary, t hi 9 nsegthiton ngrooviodve spedagogy
ECEC is conceptualised. A c-bammed ( hegup
policy and practice ar e evident, infor

i nseparable nature of early a@Hislodhddd madi

its complexity. Consideration of rel ati
dynamic and evolving natur e. Concepts of
interactions, experiences, time, and ref|

itnerconnection between attuned @ndcaware
expl oratory, embodied and agentic selves.
framework i1l luminates the interrelatedne:
paying attetnitomal tmwmedraegloagy adds further
affordances of the outdoor environments &

next section explores the theory of affol

nd®o LYGNRRdAdzOAY3 GKS ¢KS2NER 2F ! TF2NRI yOS:
I will first introduce concepts based on the seminal work of Gi bson6%) (201

ecological theory, followed by a discussion of some of the key thinkers in the field.

VeKAE RAZOMAAARYMRNEGAOTARNY G & 23 2NR IW yWISkiich 8GE0 DM Bl
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As they relate to affordances relative to children, the works of Heft (1988), Reed

(1996) and Kytta (2002, 2004) are considered. Moving on, | discuss

devel opments of Gi bsonb6s theory by Wit hs¢
(2012), Rietveld and Kiverstein (2014) and van Dijk and Rietveld (2017) that

support the theoretical approach adopted for this research. The purpose of

focusing on the development of affordances theory lies in the interdependence

and Il nterconnectedness bet ween t he CONn
environment, 6riché educators and Orich
Chapter 3. | introduce these developments as Building Blocks 1, 2 and 3,
respectively, as a means of explaining how these concepts build on affordance

theory. Applying relational pedagogy as a conduit that permeates affordances

aims to build and strengthen these foundations in order to explore pedagogy in

the outdoors in early childhood. References to relational pedagogy within these

blocks thus provides insights into the processes that shape the affordances of

the outdoor environment. Therefore, each component of the RAPO framework is

required in order to gain a deeper understanding of who and what influences the

type (invitational and engaging) and availability (freely available, promoted or
constrained) of affordances of the outdoor environments in the ECEC setting. It

also captures the processes (relationships with educators and peers and types

of affordances) concerninghowc hi | dr ends engagement witdht
the outdoor environments are played out.

Gibson asserts that, in the environment, when viewed from an ecological
standpoi nt, &6 me an isrt @ s(aigimidnithasis) (Gibson, 2015: 28).
Hence, for Gibson:
The affordances of the environment are what it offers the animal, what it
provides or furnishes, either for good or ill.
Gibson, 2015: 119

Gibson (2015) stresses t he i nseparability of ani m;:

possibilities of the environment for the animal, derived from information in the

environment. Central to Gibsonbés percept
perception of the environment. Informaton, he asserts, is O0obt
the environment, 6t he ani mal goes to it,
coming to or being merely iIimpressed on t

xX). Animals deliberately set out to detect information specific to themselves and
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to the environment in a reciprocal relationship. Thus, in ecological terms, Gibson
(2015: 8) discusses t he pessistencea undemeckanged ,i n t
as opposed to its permanence. Taking the example of ice melting, Gibson
highlights the significance of a visual basis to perception. So, while the object

di sappears in its original form, it has
persist, but the matter does. Ecology calls this a nonpersistence, a destruction of

the object o, it has O6éoptically dispersed

Furthermore, Gibson (2015) suggests that the persistence of the environment is
not reliant on visual perception alone: touching and listening are integral elements
also.Ofinter est to this research are the affor
l earning and the potenti al of drawing
educators to contextualise their learning, noting the connectivity of separated
events and places. Importantly , 6i ncessant stimulation i
perceiving of persistenced (Gibson: 201
affordances takes account of how concurrent events and coexisting places, e.g.
childrends experiences banga mdtheirtcdmmuneyCEC s
A number of factors which contribute to the availability, type and processes of
affordances in the outdoor environments in the ECEC setting are considered

throughout the remainder of this chapter.

Mace (2015: xxiii), in his Introduction to Classic Edition of The Ecological
Approach to Visual Perception (Gibson, 2015),suggest s t hat the 0°c¢
indefinitely richd and that the ani mal 0s
perceiving all of it. Thus, it is through wider, finer, longer and richer observation

and exploration of the environment that one can guide their activities and

6f ormul ate goals and accomplish themd (i
therefore, the sharing of interésts anchabiltieo n c o
with parents, and relational pedagogy built on sustained attention between
educators and children can shape, mot i

encounters with different outdoor environments.

The variability of the atmospheric mediums of air, water and fire are paid attention
by Gibson as they provide different affordances. For example, shelter is required
due to the variability of the air; humans build huts. A roof on the hut is get-
underneath-able and thus provides shelter from the elements, walls also provide

shelter and protection while a doorway as an opening provides a means of entry
123



and exit. Similarly, water and f iirfeshr ecei
water as a necessity for life, while it also affords bathing, washing, pouring and
spilling and damming streams, by ani mal s
terrestrial e v e rfotiginal emphasis) (Gibson, 2015: 33). It is controllable by

humans, provides warmth in the open and also in a shelter, light (illumination)

which is fixed (as a light indoors) or portable (as a torch). Affordances can be

negative and positive, described as sets of threats and promises (Scarantino,

2003).

Attributing meaning to environments from an ecological perspective is important,
according to Gibson (2015), in order to provide a frame of reference to study
perception and behaviour. This environment, as described by Gibson, contains
mediums, substances, surfaces and their layout, enclosures, objects, places,

events and other animals. Outlining the constituents of our planet, earth, water

and air 7 solid, liquid and gas, Gibson highlights that the interfaces between the
earth and air are the most vital of all
ground (original emphasis)é t he ground of their percep
i's their surface of supportoé (Gibson, 2
surface are horizontal, flat, extended and rigid. However, he suggests that these
properties are unique and 6 r e | at i vnei m&dibson, ROS5: 82). Defining

objects as either detached or attached, Gibson (2015) notes that the surface

layout defines its shape. An attached object affords grasping and also climbing

as something to hold onto, while a detached object also affords grasping and is

portable. A detached object also affords throwing. Objects such as pots afford
containing; objects with level surfaces knee-high from the ground are sit-on-able.

Objects are innumerable. Tools, as purposive objects, afford grasping, are

portable, manipulatable and usually rigid.

4. 3.1 Affordances @andthehe concept of
Quality has become a pivotal paradigm in early childhood provision, with

environments an integral focus of quality provision within policy and the literature.

The impact of this paradigm at a macro-level of practice strongly identifies

common themes of quality indicators, such as safety, accessibility, adaptability,

challenging, stimulating, nurturing and changing as children grow and develop

(NCCA, 2015). Consequently, the effectiveness of quality is dependent on the

interplay of a number of factors, including the factors outlined at the macro-level
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above; and at the micro-level, the implementation of a play and enquiry-based
curriculum by early childhood educators (CECDE, 2006; NCCA, 2009).
Nonetheless, while pedagogy in indoor environments in ECEC has received
attention in the literature and research, there is a need to extend discussions and
empirical research to pedagogy in the outdoors. In such a knowledge gap,
outdoor environments in early childhood settings are frequently considered in
terms of benefits and challenges, as well as the interplay between these
conditions (Kiviranta, Lindfors, Ronkk6é and Luukka, 2023; Little, 2017; Yilmaz,
2016; Hendricks, 2011).

Accordingly, and reflecting the variability of environments, Gibson (2015: 120)
proposed the concept of ahowaniarinaldiviesthawh i c h
towhereit | ives é a niche is a set of affor.
analysis for pedagogy in the outdoors. On the one hand, the concept of
affordances is a term frequently connect e
and Halligan, 2022: 92). Affordances are used to explain how environmental
factors, spaces and places may promoteorconstrain chil drenos
and development (Sando and Sandseter, 2020). On the other hand, affordances
are largely determined by educators in the ECEC setting, with Prins, van der Wilt,
van der Veen and Hovinga (2022: 4) suggesting that teacher s 6 have a r
medi ating between the child and the worl
environment . Reedds (1993: 65) proposal,
bringing relational pedagogy and affordances together:
the emergence of intentions is the growth of the ability to select specific
affordances for the observer to becom

it also operates in cases of joint intention, that is, where a caretaker is
scaffolding a situation for a child, or other learner.

To understand this, for example, we can consider how affordances are
constructed and connected to risk and risky play alongside connections to
regulations and institutional practices (Spencer et al., 2021). They are dependent
on educator competences (Kiviranta et al., 2023), and therefore largely determine
how affordances are specified, enacted and experienced (McCormick and
Murphy, 2008). Reed (1993: 66) suggests:

To become aware of affordances requires exploration of information, to

use an affordance, requires performance, and this includes the regulation

of performance via both information related to the nature of the task to be

achieved, and previously acquired experience and knowledge.
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It is within this context of the interplay between macro- and micro-understandings
of affordances and its relationship to and influence on pedagogy in the outdoors,
that this chapter explores the development of affordances and the relational

context within which they play out.

ndn ¢KS RS@St2LIYSYyld @& (KS (GKS2NE 27F | F7F;
The next sections discuss the development of the theory of affordances. He f t
(1988) developed a functional taxonomy oOf
environments, discussed in Section 4.4.1. Heft thus provides a way of thinking

about the types of outdoor environment with reference to its features which afford

chil drenods active engagement . The conce
affordances are then discussed in Section 4.4.2. Reed (1996) and Kytta (2002;

2004) explored the concept of affordances with reference to Fields of Free Action

(FFA), Fields of Promoted Action (FPA) and Fields of Constrained Action (FCA).
These developments provide a starting po

encounters with their physical environment.

The works of Withagen, de Poel, Araldjo and Pepping (2012), Rietveld and
Kiverstein (2014) and Van Dijk and RietvVve
theory, are presented as Building Blocks 1, 2, 3, (Sections 4.5, 4.6 and 4.7)
respectively. Withagen et al. (2012) suggest the importance of the environment
as invitational; Rietveld and Kiverstein (2014) focus their attention on interactions
between solicitations of the environment and skills and abilities learned through
meaningful engagement; while Van Dijk and Rietveld (2017) emphasise the
social and the material of the environment being intertwined. Highlighting these
developments brings into focus the importance of exploring affordances from a
range of perspectives as they influence how educators and children experience
pedagogy in the outdoors in ECEC.

4. 4.1 A functional approach to affordances:
In order to understand how affordances of the environment may be experienced
by children, I i ntroduce Heft 6 sngdoiht98 8) f

consider their engagement with them. This allows us to understand Withagen et
al .(2EK) concept of affordances as invitational. Moving on, this is further
developed by Rietveld and Kiverstein (2014), who suggest synergies between

solicitations of the environment and skills and abilities learned through
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meaningful engagement. This helps to develop a deeper understanding of both

temporal and spatial affordances.

Gi bsonbés affordance theory 1is associat ec
reference to its descriptive form. For example, when observing a landscape,
features will usually be described visually. Heft (1988) sought to highlight the
functional aspects of the environment, u

for doing so, in order to understand environment-behaviour dynamics.

Heft (1988) expanded on Gibsonds concept
taxonomy of affordances. Using the work of Moore (1986), Hart (1979) and
particularly Barker ®Omce¢ Boiygdglefteddmingdth® 51 )
environment with which the boy interacts
study followed the activities and behaviour of a 7-year-old boy, Raymond Birch,

throughout his day, from when he arose in the morning until he went to bed on

one day, 26 April 1949. Focusing on the
research, Heft undertook a functional analysis of the dynamic boy-environment
relationship. Based on observing Ray mc
environmental forms in terms o f t heir 6functional prope

captures a new dimension that pays attentiontothe 6t y pe s o fthataret i vi t
expressedd (Heft, 1988: 32).

Thus, using the environment in Barker anc
example, environmental features afford opportunities for different types of play.
Some of the types of classification of activities in the environment include jumping
down off/ jumping up on something, walking/ running along a ledge, picking up
an object, (breaking it/ squashing it/ tearing it/ throwing it/ batting it with another
object/ kicking it), crawling into something/ hiding in something/ hiding behind
something; moulding and digging some material; rolling an object along a surface

or down a slope.

Centralt o Hef t 6s (1988: 30) i nterpretative
@elationally ( or i gi nal emphasi s) specified. 0 T
environments in early childhood settings, assessing the functionality of a
particular place/ object must be considered with reference to the interests and

abilities of the attending children. Importantly, Heft also includes the behaviour of

an individual, along with the person and the characteristics of the environment.
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Heft explains that affordances for children, compared to adults, may be more

primary due to the extent of their immediate experience; knowing is an extension

of perceiving. Thus, attention is drawn

psychological habitat and meaningful opportunities of the environment:
perceiving supports action and is reciprocal with reference to some functionally
significant environmental properties and relational to a particular individual. For
example, the attributes of a tree for climbing are relative to the attributes of the

person wishing to climb the tree: the perceived height of the lower branches

rel ative to t he i ndi vidual 6s arm and | e

suggests that in order for an affordance to be potentially realised, a particular
type of environment is required. Thus, a climb-on-able branch requires suitable
hand and foot hol ds relative t o t
environmental features é their dist.i
€ are the envir@ammenttal tdounnetxeprrpes s e
33).

Furthermore, as noted by Heft (1988), there is consideration of the functional
affordances of environments with reference to a developmental dimension. In
other words, characteristics such as body size may act as a determinant of the
significance of an affordance to an individual, a smaller body may be able to
squeeze through a gap in a hedge, while a bigger one might not. Heft (2010)
further suggests that particular affordances utilised in the environment depend
on the intentional processes of the perceiver; perceiving supports action, and
information from the environment is revealed through interaction. Developing this

idea further, Reed (1996) explains that activity and perception are emergent

h e i
nct i\

d ac!

propertes as a consequence of the organi smés

Inherent in this view are the movement and behaviour of the organism, as an

active process in an interconnected perception-action loop.

Reed (1996: 9) not euintomat i(drigirallemphasig) Hyt
workers, while Gibson (2015) highlights the significance of humans as walking
on two legs and thus their hands are free to use tools. A tool, although a detached
object, can be described as the extension of a hand, or hands, when in use. When
not in use, the tool becomes a detached object and part of the environment.
Furthermore, Reed (1996: 146) correlates tool use with the regulatory features of

everyday skills that a child must acquire within any culture. For example, the child
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must use tools in a specific way that is appropriate to the task at hand and be
aware of Othe nested sequencing of activi
often making a third or fourth step poss

funda me nt al need t o consider humans©é beh:
autonomous agencyod (1996: 10) as they er
he states that the conditions for chil dr

scaf fol di ng 6 flexiwiltyiindearnimgnsa that teemeed to substitute for

materials or steps in the process can be

At the same ti me, 6new affordancesd emer (
change. For example, Clark and Uzzell (2006) suggest that Heft believed that
childrends evolving interaction with thei
devel opment . However, they are also cri
integrate social context into his taxonomy (ibid.). Instead, they emphasise the

physical aspects of the environment as w
terms of O&ébuilding blocksdéd €& out of whic
then act in and upon their wor lcahdsterftyCl ar k

acknowledged in quality ECEC.

4. 4.2 Availability and process: joint invita
Examining the educational potential embedded in affordances in the outdoors of

early childhood settings, the discussion thus far draws on a view of the physical
outdoor environment as functional. This allows us to understand that particular
affordances utilised in the environment depend on the intentional processes of
the perceiver; perceiving supports action, and information from the environment
is revealed through interaction (Heft, 2010). In addition, the concept of agency
seeks to draw out the invitational aspect of affordances, which may then be acted
upon or repelled, while also acknowledging that affordances may be acted upon
unreflectively. Arguably, we must also pay attention to educators and children as

perceivers of the affordances of the outdoors, both separately and collaboratively.

Further more, although the national frame\
choices in their learning and development, the concept of agency or the agentic
child is implicit as opposed to being explicit, gleaned from a word search of the
frameworks online. Nevertheless, the literature supporting the updating of Aistear

(French and McKenna, 2022) makes extensi ve r ef erence to <ch
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and the supportive role of educators in this regard. As indicated in the wider

literature (Norddahl and Jéhannesson, 2016; Davies and Hamilton, 2016;

McClintic and Petty, 2015; Bundy et al., 2009; Sandseter, 2012), educators play

a pivot al role in shaping childrends | e
i nteractions can either promote or deter
the, at times, conflicting views on the potential of the affordances of the outdoors,

Norddahl and J6hannesson (2016) emphasise that understanding positive and

effective pedagogy in the outdoors relies on educators being knowledgeable

about the role of the outdoor environmen:

While acknowledging how a discourse of risk permeates outdoor engagement,
Nor »dahl and J-hannesson (2016) suggest t
of the learning potential of outdoors outweighs their fear of accidents and injury.
In this regard, the learning potentials of the outdoors were identified as enhancing
childrends play and | ear n-bemgandcouragenantl i ng |
positively affecting their knowledge and actions regarding sustainability (ibid.). As
such, reference to subsets of potential affordances: Field of Promoted Action
(FPA), Field of Free Action (FFA) (Reed, 1996) and the Field of constrained
action (FCA) (Kytta, 2002, 2004), can be usefully applied to support an
interpretation of whether, when, how and why the affordances of outdoor
environments are specified, enacted and experienced in the ECEC setting.
Taking these subsets into consideration draws attention to the types of
affordances available to the children, how they are perceived and actualised by
the children in the ECEC setting and alsotheeducat or sé rol e in tfF
such, this proposed framework considers educator-children relationships are

integral to an in-depth understanding of affordance pedagogy in the outdoors.

Reed (1996: 147) di scusses thatcesanddoshart
intentions is central to the effective w
this point, he also emphasises 6 d y n a mi ¢ i(ohtiveemolaile geople within
a complex environment)déd. What 1is import al
that childrenbés | ocomotion in the environt
dynamic and involves the interpenetration of the environment of any one observer

with the environment of ot her observersbo.

(@)}

orchestrate the e nvi r onment to support children
al so, Reed (1996: 13 3)fieldsofkae action,eviiap defnec hi | d

S
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their relative O6autonomous agencyod as

Achor eogr afiplisiofpg @ moh e d Hexeg Reedd1996: 136) asserts,
infants become 6 s 0 ¢ i a | as thay encaurded objects, places and events with

others in cultural practices. He suggests a developmental paradigm in these

t h

fields of acti on, creasiagpnekdlity, bviich alturnlprdmotes1 6 s |

their opportunities for exploration of their environment.

I nspired by Reed (1993, 1996) , Kyttads (

affordances illuminates circumstances that support or constrain the actualisation
of affordances of the environment. Each subset, the field of promoted action
(FPA), the field of free action (FFA) and the field of constrained action (FCA)
relate closely to the activities of children. Children are actively encouraged to
perceive and actualise affordances (FPA) in a socially approved way while
children can also discover affordances independently (FFA). The field of
constrained action (FCA), offers a further dimension to understanding the

actualisation of affordances. Kytta (2004: 182) explains FCA, whereby the

6actuali zation of affordances can al so be

spaces?o. For exampl e, the design of

use for persons with disabilities, or parents may restrict children 6 s act ual

perceived affordances. Crucially, fields of action also overlap. Some affordances
are socially promoted and others are socially constrained (Kytta, 2004). A further
consideration, Kytté notes, is that these fields of action are expanded, either in
socially approved ways or otherwise, when affordances in the environment are

changed or shaped.

Heft (2007: 92) suggests how affordances perceived in addition to actions
emanating from these perceptions omthee
work of Vygotsky (Costall, 1995; Leontiev,1981), specifically the role of the social
aspect of introducing and guiding children to culturally significant practices and

affordances of the immediate environment. In this way, he frames the interactions

t he

i s a

6st

of the chil d, adul t and object of attent

attention on features of the environment (2007: 93). However, Reed (1996: 137)
suggests that this conceptualisati on
the importance of paying attention to dynamic interaction, emphasising the

reciprocal characteristics of interactions. Emphasising dynamic interactions
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highlights O0the reciprocity char slatingr i st
of the affordances ofthee n v i r o (omgmal émphasis) (ibid.).

A number of factors coalesce here. In this respect, Reed (1996: 147) explores a
trajectory of childrends developing cap:
affective relationships, that are central to the workings of the field of promoted

action. The emphasis on the intertwining of potential affordances and perception

takes shape through cultur al processes t
(2007 96) emphasi s (@lacesd he s s ip geneitals ihee @ c e
suggests that 0t he possibilities that st

sanctioned actions constitute much of a
attention to behaviour settings provides a platform for relational affordances as
places that sustain and are transformed as a result of the collaborative actions of
participants. In this way, a synthesis of affordances and relationships illuminates

the interpretative processes of meanings of the environment as collective action
possibiliti e s which éstems from a history of
community that include that setting. It is an understanding rooted in action. In this

way, perceiving, cognizing, and acting are intertwined, inseparable,andon-g o i ng 0
(Heft, Hoch, Edmunds and Weeks, 2014: 390). The following sections, presented

as Building Blocks 1, 2 and 3 will go deeper into exploring the development of
affordances as they contribute to the relational affordances pedagogy in the

outdoors (RAPO) framework.

nop RAgzAE . £ 201 wmY /2y OSLlidzr f AaAy3a ! ASyoe
LYGAGEOGA2Y L §

Hence, with Heftdéds taxonomy in mind, t
Withagen et al.o6s (2012; 2017) concept o
of Withagen et al. (2012) considers affordances from an invitational perspective,

devel oping Gibsonés theory of affordance
just possibilities for action, but that they also invite behaviour. In doing so, they

suggest affordances as invitational, but these must also include consideration of

the organi smés agentic intentions and mo!

In the context of ECEC, outdoor environments are constituted in various ways.
Zamani (2016) provides a way of understanding outdoor environments (zones),
that reflects the general types of outdoor environments available. These include
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natural, manufactured or composite (a mix of natural and manufactured) outdoor
spaces. This gives rise to a range of affordances within these spaces, with
diverse invitational aspects, ones that shape pedagogies in the outdoors in

di fferent ways. Whilst we | ooked earlier
the environment offers (Gibson, 2015: 119), here, reflecting on this idea of the

i nvitati on 6, stawkhovbtleegarson igactivelanddagentic. We then
appreciate that these invitations may be responded to or resisted.

Withagen, de Poel, Aradjo and Pepping (2012) suggest that this approach to
affordances is premised upon a mutualist perspective on invitations, dependent
ontheanimalle nvi ronment relationship in multip
of affordances, Withagen et al. (2012) draw on Reedods e
agency to suggest that an ecological approach must take account of the
intentionality and motivation of the organism and, therefore, must view the animal

as al ways active ( Reed, 1996) . However
argument for the active participation of the organism, Withagen et al. (2012) are

critical of the fact that he did not develop the notion that affordances are more

than opportunities for action. Thus, exp:
as action possibilities, and using examples from industrial design, the built
environment and phenomenology, they proposeaview of af f or dances
possibilitiesthatcani nvi t e 6 €taNi2018:2%br n

Considering industrial design, and drawing on a range of research, Withagen et
al. (2012) suggest that objects in the environment affect agents emotionally,
which then encourages certain behaviours (Desmet and Hekkert, 2007, 2009; Ju
and Takayama, 2009). While not agreeing v
of affordances, Withagen et al. (2012: 253) acknowledge that their research
highlights that environments are 6 n o t a neutral mani fold o
instead, their research illustrates that by manipulating the design of an
environment, the environment can invite actions or behaviours. In this view, the
agent is actively engaged in perceiving affordances. This conceptualisation
prompts us to consider what makes environments, such as early childhood

settings, like classrooms and outdoor environments, invitational.

What is also of interest here is that the focus is primarily on the physical
environment. For example, Withagen et al. (2012) suggest that architects can

design places that invite certain behaviours. They provide an example of this in
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the work of Dutch structuralist Hertzberger (1991) to suggest how architects can
plan places to encourage certain behaviours. Hertzberger, in Withagen et al.
(2012: 254), encouraged architects to des
creativity of the agentod. Il nvitations <ca
of this discourse on curriculum and pedagogy, shaped as it is by paying attention
to childrends interests in an enquiry an:i
the potential for creative encounters, with neutral spaces, affording engagement
in multiple ways. Inherent in this view also, is that, while affordances can invite

behaviour, not all affordances do so.

I n more recent work, Withagen, Aratjo an
agency more centre stage, suggesting a dynamic model of the agent-
environment r el at i omygibdonqreptudlized ab thé cagacitg o, 6
to modulate the coupling strength with the environment i the agent can influence

to what extent he or she is influenced ©b
the agent-environment relationship as the starting point, Withagene t  #20D17)6 s

mo del now pays attention to the agentos
bet ween solicitations of the environment
extent to which their behaviour is influenced by multiple affordances in the
environment. Understanding these concepts in relation to the positioning of

children in the dynamic negotiation of everyday practice is significant, embedded

as they are in adultsd philosophies, wval

Nested in policy, regulatory and practice contexts, children are consistently
portrayed as agentic, competent and capable, working alongside attuned,
knowl edgeabl e and caring adults who supp
interests. Consequently, environment design in an ECEC setting is an important

pedagogical feature of the invitational aspect of affordances.

ndoc . dAfRAYy3 . t£201 wY {1Aftfta FyR ! 0AfAGA:
The discussion thus far has highlighted the dynamics of relationships and
affordances. So, having set the scene for where possibilities for action may be
identified and nested in fields of action, it brings into focus consideration of how

multiple elements shape and influence the actualisation of affordances.

Varela, Thompson and Rosch (1991) argue for a paradigm shift that recognises

the o6circular relationshipd (Halak, 2016
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cognitive science. Thus, they reject a mind-body dualism of cognition; positing

instead the coupling of the body as lived exper i ences with the
cognitive mechanisms (Varela et al ., 19!
cognition or mind é is being examined, t
untenable, even paradoxical (p.13). The body thus plays a part in creating its
environment, interpreting it as it enacts in the environment, thus evolving together

with that environment. Varela et al. (19!
bringing forth of meaning from a backagr
Varela et al. (1991: 172) propose a merging of embodiment and enaction as
embodied action to illustrate the inseparable influences of biology, psychology

and culture on lived cognition. The body, capable of sensorimotor experiences,

supports cognition, which is embedded in biological, psychological and cultural
contexts. They further explain the enact
actions in a given situation are guided by that situation (as opposed to a
predetermined response). Drawing on Merleau-Ponty, they posit that the
organism and the environment influence e
and sel ectetanl®1(1¥5ar el a

Therefore, an important consideration is how a vision for mutually constructed
experiences is afforded in early childhood settings. Briefly, Gallagher (2018)
associates perception with sensorimotor activity, which he further couples with

Gi bsonds (1977) affordance theory. By d¢
aspect of embodiment; the dynamicre|l ati onshi p of t he Oage
worl dé, rat her than solely 6in the brain
self is affected by aspects such as culture, gender, race, ability and motivation.

Moreover, Wang and Zheng (2018) posit a conception of embodied cognition as
being embedded in O6the nurturing role
suggesting a view of | earning experience
2018: 217). This discourse focuses on a curriculum that evolves through a

O biirdecti onal constructiono (Gall agher,

experiences and interactions afforded by the environment.

As previously outlined, foregrounding a relational affordance approach is pivotal.
A number of factors are central to this. First, the role of educators, in being
knowl edgeabl e and attuned to how environ

engagement, is crucial. Second, expertise in noticing, interpreting and creating
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and/or re-i ma gi ni n-gedagogipah $eitings for teaching and learning
(Young, Cleveland and Imms, 2019: 696)38 influences diverse practices. Drawing
these threads together, Rietveld and Kiverstein (2014) argue that when viewed
relationally, possibilities for action are opened up in different sociocultural

practices.

Rietveld and Kiverstein (2014) suggest that the affordances of the environment,
in the original conceptualisation by Gibson (1979/1986), provide a narrow focus
on possibilities for action. They argue that focusing on affordances primarily in
relation to motor action/ locomotion, does not consider the skills and abilities the
ani mal possesses. Drawing on Gibson
similar to his notion that a niche implies a type of animal and an animal implies a
type of niche, Rietveld and Kiverstein (2014) suggest that members of a species
alter their niches to suit their needs. They further argue that consideration of skills
and abilities encompasses a rich and resourceful landscape of affordances,

proposing that affordances can be understood as both relational and a resource.

In an analysis of pedagogy in the outdoors, extending affordances theory allows

us t o per esurecerinesstohair environment, including our built

environment o6 (Rietveld amisiwaK the envirsnment n ,

is described relationally, 6shaped

and

practices, [ é] i mportant for creative

2014: 327). They expand this point further (p.330), acknowledging commonalities
across human practices. Drawing on

hi ghlight how the variety of human

using Whyte63 (1980) different grains of analysis in the same patterns of
behaviour. Identifying three grains of analysis, Rietveld and Kiverstein suggest (i)
the human form of life in general, (ii) particular sociocultural practices and (iii)
particular engagement with the affordances of individuals when we zoom in on

this practice at a more detailed level of analysis. They suggest that this approach
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captures the complexity and richness of the concept of affordances as

possibilities for action.

This development of affordance theory offers a deeper understanding of how
individuals engage with the world through daily experiences and interactions with

the environment. Borrowing the notion of a form of life (Wittgenstein, 1993),

Rietveld and Kiverstein explain forms of life as regular patterns of normative
behaviours in which humans engage and are embedded in sociocultural
practices. Ingold (2000/2011, as cited in Rietveld and Kiverstein, 2014: 329)
suggests there may be common practices across different disciplines; however,

O0the central di fference between these f
embodied skills of practitioners situate
way, mind and body are engaged in the affordances of the environment. The
entanglement of the wider context of practice with day-to-day ECEC practice

il luminates practices embedded O6within a
di fferent peopl e, but also a fAconstell at
practiced ( Co s tDgklaid Rietzeld, P@17; Kigetstein andRietveld,

2020).

Taking a view informed by potential affordances, educators and children
collaborate in planned, creative and spontaneous activities that help children
develop autonomy and agency. Earlier, | discussed work that explored
environments as comprising physical, functional, invitational and relational
elements, embedded in the daily life of sociocultural practices. This
conceptualisation is now further explored by looking at how Rietveld and

Kiverstein (2014) frame affordances from a perspective of skills and abilities.

For example, in the acquisition of skills and abilities, Rietveld and Kiverstein draw

on I ngol dés example of the novice and ex
of situated normativity (Rietveld, 2008), in which the individual engages in a

concrete situation. This concrete situation, while implicit in sociocultural practice,

may al so require 6adjustment and adaptat
things as they are found in concrete mat er i al (Rieteetd tard Kigessiin,

2014: 332).

This invites possibilities for the creation of new and/or unconventional

affordances, an idea that resonates with a potential of outdoor environments as
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hol ding educational y1896)diedds of prenioteckaction, ih g Re
i's possible to suggest t hat educators e
nature and a planting-eating-composting cycle. The cycle commences with

planting seeds (e.g. carrots), nurturing their growth, harvesting them, preparing

them for eating and finally returning food waste for composting or for a worm farm

(Davis, 2015). In this way, children are agentic decision-makers, problem-solvers

and keepers of the natural world.

Another example is open-ended resources or loose parts (Nicholson, 2009),
which promote action possibilities as children engage in and explore novel uses
for everyday items. These affordances of the outdoor environments in ECEC
potentially enhance children's skills and abilities as they bring important funds of
knowledge (Gonzélez et al., 2005), which may originate in their various

environments (home, community), into outdoor play.

The roles of parents and educators are central to how this plays out in practice,
as they tune i restd, lmowtedge, skils, aifitiessandi cimalierges.
Thus, in the communicative settings (Zukow-Goldring, 2012) of ECEC, adults and
children can engage in co-constructing knowledge and skills, with the potential to
di scover O6novel af f othbw this lend of ereativityean®en s u g
promoted, namely, by stimulating the application of an existing skill to different

aspects of the environmenté (Rietveld ani

Therefore, emphasising the urgency of planning with and for children, while also

being ready to let go of those plans and stand back to see what might happen,
Lenz-Taguchi 6s (2010) concept uadctives agentio n of
engagement sodo is pivot al to relational af
affordances de, therefore, have the potential to create responses that are
designed O0to put ourselves in motion, to
not knowing the end stated, while al so er
individual cognitive process set in motion from within each individual child, but

that the force of learning does not separate thinking and bodily doings from

objects, matters, ti meTagushp20tOeanlingg.nd pl ace:

Bringing the aforementioned Building Blocks 1 and 2 together allows us to explore
affordance theory, viewing environments as invitational, with the potential for

individuals to draw on their skills and abilities in familiar and novel ways. Although
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criticisms have suggested that agency is not explicit enough in affordance theory,
together these building blocks thread this concept throughout by focusing on the
collaborative and co-constructive processes embedded in agentic relationships.

nedr . dAftRAYI . f201 oY {20A2YIFUGSNAItAGES
Building Block 3 explores the concept of sociomateriality in our understanding of
affordances (van Dijk and Rietveld, 2017
of life the social and the material are intertwined and best understood as
sociomaterialitydé (van ) [Dranikg atentidn tiRthe t v e |
complementarity of three perspectives, van Dijk and Rietveld (2017) first provide

a zoomed out focus on the landscape of affordances offered in the sociomaterial
environment. Secondly, zooming in, they focus on individuals coordinating these
affordances, presented by objects and people situated in this landscape. Finally,

from a lived perspective, they explore how relevant affordances solicit activity. In

this regard, they introduce the Skilled Intentionality Framework (SIF), suggesting

that it captures the full remit of skilled involvement of humans in their ecological

niche as they negotiate multiple affordances. Importantly, they stress the
significance of each el ement being compl
arrive at a rich framework for understanding a wide range of human involvement

in ecological termsdé (van Dijk and Rietyv
Rietveld and Kiverstein (2014), van Dijk and Rietveld (2017) focus on the
affordances of the environment and skilled action, including the skilled social

actions of humans in their ecological niches.

Affordances, defined within the SIF, are viewed in relation to the sociomaterial
environment 6in fluxé. Bringing togethe
conceptualises the landscape of affordances in which actions are situated. So,
taking an early childhood setting as a o0f
and affordances, we observe Ostabl e and
and Rietveld, 2017: 5). Importantly here, behaviours that are taken for granted in

given situations in sociocultural practices are also understood as being entangled

within a constellation of practices: persisting affordances previously established

by participants in these practices.

Her e, t he argument dr aws attention to o}

Rietveld, 2017; Costall, 2012) of the artefacts or objects that make up everyday
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practices. In this regard, the skilled individual might consider a stone, which can
afford being thrown in one situation, and can also afford being a means of
counting or even sitting upon in other situations. These affordances are situated,
and have available characteristics with which to coordinate in the sociomaterial
environment. Zooming out, we can see they function in diverse ways. Thus, the
skilled individual, responsive to relevant affordances and sensitive to the norms
of the form of life, selectively engages with them by looking at the material reality
of a stone. He or she is responsive to its diverse affordances, but will also, of
course, be constrained by its sociomateriality as, for example, s/he understands

that it cannot be eaten.

Moving on, the second perspective offers a zoomed-in account of the form of life.
In an ECEC setting, for example, a child can select and engage with a field of
multiple inviting affordances. Returning to Reed (1996), and also Kytta (2004), to
explain a zoomed-in perspective, this can be understood, for example, as the
agentic child perceiving an affordance, which may then be considered in terms of
the o0field of promoted actiond or the o6f
adult scaffolding, viewed in a zoomed-in perspective, also allows us to
understand how adult-child interactions promot e or prevent C

actualisation of affordances in ongoing coordination of ECEC practice.

Hence, zooming in, as in my study, provides insights into how and why
affordances are oOcultivated based on sen
normal and expected within a soci al group,
groups to which one belongsd (Kiverstei:H
proximal and distal (the early childhood context, family, community and wider
regulation and policy context) can shape how affordances are perceived,
promoted, constrained and acted upon. In addition, from a developmental
perspective, the skilled individual is encouraged or constrained as the

soci omateri al environment i s 6chiathgi ng
sociomaterial entanglement of people coordinating with others and materials in

real timed (van Dijk and Ri etirvperspictive2 01 7 :
illuminates how standing practices and affordances of the environment unfold in

0 c 0 n andsituaeda c t i \ariginal erspbasis) (van Dijk and Rietveld, 2017:

6) in engagement with a o6rich |l andscape ¢

2014: 326).
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The final perspective of the SIF provides an account of sociomateriality in practice
as affordances wunfold. Van Dijk and

established social practice, where friends meet for coffee and conversation,
draws attention to the entanglement of proximal and distal social and material
affordances. Building on this image, they draw attention to the rich landscape of
affordances, including the ambience and the layout of the café and its resources,
all of which enable and constrain the activities of this behaviour setting. This
scenario changes in subtle ways as the cup is moved aside, the chair pushed

back, the time is checked and the conversation becomes hurried i all are related

Ri et

t o t he 6constituti ve anenstoacni gol neameenrti abf t ya

emphasis) (van Dijk and Rietveld, 2017: 7). Therefore, evident in this
conceptualisation of affordances is their connection with people and

environmental resources and practices.

Bringing this perspective to an ECEC context, for example, we can explore
sociomaterialty in daily preschool practice, whichispartof a | ar ge

of practices (van Dijk and Rietveld, 2017: Costall, 2012), shared among many
individuals. An important consideration is an acknowledgement that there is some

6con:

uncertainty as to how actions Wwetér minh od

(van Dijk and Rietveld, 2017: 7), highlighting how regularities in practice are
subject to change. Therefore, first, we notice the daily routine adapting
continuously to the people (parents and children) arriving, the immediate
environment, in flux (weather), and available resources (sand, buckets and

spades). Simultaneously, being responsive to the behaviour setting (ECEC

setting) includes both being responsi

moment in the outdoors), the affordances offered by the material environment
and the opportunities for social engagement offered by other people (parents,
colleagues, inspectorate). So, we consider how skilled individuals, enmeshed in
the landscape of affordances, and responsive and attuned to possibilities for
action and social engagement, are acting individually and in community with other

participants in this sociomaterial setting.

For example, if we consider affordances as processes (Kiverstein, 2023: 10)
unfolding in a sociomaterial setting, such as a preschool, we see the experienced
individual scaffolding the novice (noting the roles are interchangeable) in the
outdoor environment. So, in this scenario, for example, we notice the seasons
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and weather slowly transforming the landscape of af f or danc e s, [
unfolding processod6 (Kiverstein, 2023
fully determinedi aut umn gr adually transfor ms
a collaborative relationship, educators and children respond to the invitational
affordances of the situation T sensorial experiences of crisp or wet leaves,
physical experiences of running through wet or dry leaves, possibly adjusting
behaviour due to a risk of falling on wet leaves. Affordances are promoted or

n o0ac¢

: 10
t he

constrai ned, regul ated perhaps by policies,

values and attitudes.

Nevertheless, the intent is to make the pedagogical affordances of outdoor
environments more visible, anchored in the relational and physical, in order to
understand what constitutes learning and when, where, how and with whom

learning takes place.

Theories of affordances and relational pedagogy have been used in relation to
research with children in ECEC. These theories are consistently present in the
literature on the provision of quality ECEC. However, the focus, to date, with
limited exceptions, has primarily separated these theories. The framework |
developed provides a dual focus, looking at outdoor pedagogy through an
integrated lens of relational pedagogy and affordances in the outdoors in ECEC.

This integrative framework of affordances and relational pedagogy, as the
ingredients of the interaction between the outdoor environment, educators and
children, aims to communicate a rich understanding of educator-children dynamic
interactions, motivations and dispositions in unison with the affordances of
outdoor environments. This richness

39) suggestion that 6[ L] earning beg
curiosity, perplexity, passion, imagination, but also generate confusion and
disturbance. This involves creating conditions and atmospheres that allow for
open collective enquiry, study and

relational pedagogy theories together, this encompasses a rich dynamic of the

agentic child, agentic educators and a view of the environment as having agency.

A persistent theme throughout the reviewed literature centres on children as
having agency and that their own understanding of themselves as agentic beings

is reinforced through nurturing relationships that respond to children uniqueness
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(NCCA, 2022; Beattie, 2015; Green, 2013; Oberhuemer, 2005). This allows us to
understand, on the one hand, that the enhanced status of children as agentic
social actors, in policy and national frameworks, potentially shapes their
experiences in ECEC environments. However, while power dynamics in the
adult-child relationship are balanced in the roles and responsibilities of educators,
arguably, this view tells only part of the story. For example, Mentha, Church and
Page (2015: 622) highlight the complexity of everyday practices, whereby
teachers 6éas brokers or conduits to

i s perceived 6congepabubbhlyby (Medt hcaon
Discourses around agency therefore create complex responses about how
affordances are enacted, and therefore experienced by children. An emphasis on
the latter acknowledges the intersectionality of affordances seen through a

relational pedagogical lens.

Accordingly, in order to illuminate the synergies among these concepts, |
developed the RAPO framework (Figure 4.1 below). This framework responds to
and brings diverse perspectives into conversation with regulations, policy and
wider literature on pedagogy in the outdoors. Furthermore, it provides a
framework for those working at the intersection of ECEC, policy and regulatory
requirements in prompting critical reflection, fostering connections to strengthen

dialogue and action for relational pedagogy in the outdoors.
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Embedding relevant and invitational affordances with skills and abilities in a
constellation of pedagogical practices provides insights into how the lived
perspectives of individuals in the ECEC setting are influenced. This chapter has
explored the theoretical concepts associated with relational pedagogy and
affordances theory, providing the RAPO as a useful framework to illuminate the
interconnectivity between relational pedagogy and affordances relevant to this
study of pedagogy in the outdoors. The RAPO theoretical framework also makes
an argument for elevating concepts of agency, alongside invitational and
motivational aspects of outdoor environments, skills and abilities of individuals,

as played out in the social and material context of an ECEC setting.
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Pedagogy in the outedoeasched aanr ewan doefr EC
Consequently, this research study ai ms t
endeavoured to ensure that the choice o
supperthe collection and analysis of dat e
of ECEC policy and practice. Fur-t alkeamed e
research in order to provide a platform
articul atrei emees a@&nxgpevi ews on pedagogy i

consideration was t hjagl etvhainst sttou dpyr ewsocuhl odo |

ot her educational actors and, in téde 1o
(Wal l eest @adt2 3: 174) .t Tthhriosugrmhesilear ch st udc
sensitive to the fact that ECEC, as an el
negative exposure and is also a heavily 1

outlined in my ethics applliBc¢ afspepeenn daamp plr)o,\

et hical approach informed each stage of

This chapter provides a detailed rationale for the research design and presents
the methodology. Starting with Section 5.2, the chapter briefly returns to the
research questions, before moving on to provide details of the research setting
(Section 5.3). Details of the research participants are provided in section 5.4.
Section 5.5 sets out the rationale for the research design, with subsections
offering further details. This is followed by section 5.6, which provides details of
the methodology. Section 5.7 and subsections outline the data collection
methods, followed by section 5.8 and subsections that focus on the rationale and
research methods for research with children. Sections 5.9 and 5.10 focus on the
data collection methods with educators and parents, respectively. A focus on
researcher participation and data collection methods is provided in section 5.11.
The data analysis is presented in section 5.12 and subsections. Section 5.13 sets
out ethical considerations. Research limitations are outlined in Section 5.14,
followed by a conclusion to the chapter.

pPH . NAST NBOdzNYy G2 NBaSkNOK ljdzSadAazyas |
These considerations qiunefsarinend , myai mes eaanrdc

which in turn reflect my ontologicdh, ep
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(2018: 11) suggests that defining the re
i mportant step to be takengpoimwastoenswge ar ¢ h
my research questions have both substance i what is my study about? and form

i considering what questions lam askingi i who o6, f@Awhat o, fAwheno
and Awhyo (Yi form of2l@ ¥e86arch qliestiens thus provided a

structure with which to bring different experiences, perspectives and expertise to

the field of study.

Defining research questions is an important step in the research process and

requires time and patience (Yin, 2018). Bryman (2008) posits that well formulated

research questions guide the literature search, the data required and their

analysis and writing up. As previously discussed in Chapter One, | refined my

research questions during the data collection phase. Occupying and reflecting on

my diverse roles as an ECEC educator and ECEC lecturer, engaging with the

wider literature, along with ongoing discussions with my supervisors and critical

friends during data collection, helped refine the final research questions. Dr a wi n g

on these experiasced avamdchtpdsittoi ogat her d
sensitive to harnessing the experiences,

children and parents.
The research questions, aims and objectives are outlined below:
Educators - Question:

To what extentddoesenhier onment i nd or m
pedagogi cal approaches in the prescho
Aim:

To explore educatorsé6é perspectives of

environment(s) in the preschool.
Objective:

To provide insights into the extent to which educators consider
affordances of the environment, potentially contribute to its use as a
pedagogical space and furthermore shape pedagogical interactions and

relationships.

Children - Question:
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Aim;:

Ob j

Par

Ob j

How does the outdoor envir exmpemtcesham

pedagogi cal encounters in preschool ?

To exami ne and un® e rextpeerd ecbes$ driemn t

environment in preschool

ecti ve:

To explore how children view, under st e
ECEC.

e-Muse sti on:
Whatt hpar emit sw of the outdoor environm

educational space?

To expl oroei pwuas eoft st hea lhtedbaoe environmer
chil&@rlesmarning and devel opment in pres
ective:

To i nvesti gast eviheoww tphaer eonutt doors as a p

ECEC preschool

This chapter provides a detailed rationale for the research design and presents

the methodology. It sets out epistemological, ontological and axiological

considerations, before moving on to outline the research paradigm, explaining

methodological and methods choices.

p®o

LRSYdATeAy3ad GKS NBaSINOK aSidaAay3

The choice of an ECEC setting in which to conduct the study, which routinely

uses the outdoors, meant careful selection at the recruitment stage. Efforts

through my own professional contacts/ networks initially identified a community

setting. A community setting is a not-for-profit setting which offers ECEC. |

received verbal approval from the Manager at this time, and written details of the

research were sought to bring to a Board of Management meeting. | explained,

following advice from my supervisors, that when ethical approval was obtained

from Maynooth Ethics Committee, detailed information would then be forwarded
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to the preschool Board of Management, from which ethical approval would also
be sought. Regrettably, due to their busy schedule at the beginning of the new
school year, they were unable to find the time to facilitate my research. The
second site was recently opened (January 2018) and, although a dedicated
outdoor setting, the owner expressed similar logistical issues. | then approached
a rural preschool following a recommendation from an advisor in ECI who had

previously worked with that setting.

In order to frame the analytical approach proposed in this chapter, | offer a brief

overview to provide a summary of resources (visual and descriptive) in the indoor

and outdoor environments t hat contri

engagement with the affordances of the environments,andadul t sé and

relationships and interactions. There are two outdoor environments primarily
used for play:*° the backyard, accessible from the 2" room French doors, and
the large garden, accessible through the front door to a small enclosed concrete

front yard leading to the garden, both pictured below:

5.1 Access to the backyard through the French doors

S 0St260 0
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5.2 Access to the garden through the

main door, gate and down the path

Focusing on the backyard, this area incorporated a sloped concrete area with
various ride-on vehicles. A blue wooden fence surrounds this area. This area was
developed over the course of my research, with a wooden bridge added. There
are also two small alcoves in this area. Resources were frequently moved

between this area and the garden (e.g. some of the ride-on toys).

5.3 Backyard with various resources

(accessed via French doors)

5.4 Large alcove in the backyard
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5.5 Small alcove in the backyard

Similar to the backyard, the garden went through a transformation during my
fieldwork, with construction areas created and new resources added. This area

is surrounded by a hedge and fence. Below is a montage of photographs which
represent the garden

# 5.6 View of the garden from the gate

5.7 Trampoline
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5.8 Changing area/shelter. Toys, books are also
stored/ added here for the children to access

5.9 The shop

5.10 Willow area

11 The o6wel |l 6
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5.12 Slide embedded in the grass slope

(main garden)

4 5.13 Climbing frame

5.14 The castle and slide

The photographs below show new resources that were added during my

fieldwork.

5.15 Gardening and sand resources
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'15.17 New digging area

5.18 New house frame

5.19 Developing a new digging area

5.20 New bench
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Indoors also featured in my fieldwork. There were three access doors in the
preschool: the entrance door from the enclosed front yard; the French doors
leading to the backyard; and the door leading to the biodiversity/ art and craft
room. The photographs below represent different views of the interconnecting
rooms (which | describe as the 1%, 2"¥ and 3 areas of the large room, and the

biodiversity/ art and craft room).

5.21 View from the 2" area (Interconnection

interconnected)

5.23 The 39 area
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5.24 Biodiversity/art and craft room

pdn t I NOAOALN yia

The participants in this research comprised educators, children and parents.
There were 27 participants in total: 15 of whom were children, nine parents and
three educators. There were three educators and, for the purposes of the
research, each staff member chose a pseudonym. All of the educators have
different levels of qualification in ECEC. Two of them come from diverse working
backgrounds. The third educator, who worked part-time in the setting, has 25
year so experience working in the sector.
reflective of the workforce nationally with over 98% of female staff employed in
the sector (DCYA, 2019). The owner (Mary Jane) opened the setting in its current
premises in 2009. She completed an Honours Degree in Early Childhood
Education and Care in 2018. The Manager (Jane) has been employed in the
setting since 2010. She completed a QQI Level 6 Major Award in Early Childhood
Care and Education (Qualifications and Quality Assurance (Education and
Training) Act 2012) in 2017. A third member of staff (Ciara) was employed part-
time from September to December and full-time from January to June as a
support under the Access and Inclusion Model (AIM)*! and had previous ECEC
experience elsewhere. This enabled the reduction of the staff-to-child ratio under
the Access and Inclusion Model (AIM) (aim.gov.ie). This member of staff had over
25 yearsd experience i QIL&vEEIC20@ONAl stadfbachp | et e
engaged in CPD. From 2012 to 2015, the setting had participated in the Siolta

“¢KS | O0Saa FyR LyOfdzarzy a2RSt 6! Lav Aa | Y2RSt
RAZIAGM Sa Oly 00Saa GUKS 9FNIeé /KAftRK22REKISNE I yR
J2+t 2F !La Aa (2 ONBIFIGS I Y2NB AyOfdzaAdS SydAiNR)
O0SYSTAG FTNRY ljdz t Ak&iSBENKkal @ SONEVPASKkYR OF NB 0

¢CKS {N2f (mG8LX LINBOKamE ¢6KSNBoe +y 9//9 aSaiay3a &,
ol &aSt kAR SAHKIYBY iz | OGA2y LXIFYyYyAy3a yR yfddkyRi(G& RSO
LRNIF2tA2 odAftRAYID ¢KS aSGiAy3a Attt 0SS &dzlJLI2 NI S|
O{ N2t dF [/ 22NRAYFG2ND oKOGdGLAYkkaA2f GF dASkljdza tAGe Yl
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Quality Assurance Programme (QAP).*? Staff considered this a significant CPD

exercise and referenced Siolta (CECDE, 2006) frequently in their approach to

gual ity practice. Table 5.1, below, provi
Tabbel Educbdebasl s
Name Position Experience in Early Ye
Early Years Qualification
Education (years)
Mary Jane Owner 10 QQI Level 8
Jane Manager 9 QQI Level 6
Ciara Assistant 25 QQI Level 5

Over the course of the fieldwork, the number of children attending the setting
fluctuated between 11 and 17. This was due to families leaving the area or
children not settling in. The core group involved in the research was 15 children
in total: ten boys and five girls. The children could choose their own pseudonyms.
If they did not wish to do so, staff chose names and checked with the children
whether they liked the names chosen. Their ages ranged from two years and six

months to four years and six months. See Table 5.2, below.

Tabbe2 Chiddgddenail s

Name Age (years: months)
Jack 4:4

Gareth 3:11

Francis 4:6

Ethan 4:4

Johnny Farmer 4:0

Ciaran 4:1

2¢ KS

Ay Of dzRA Yy 3 Y& a0a 58St YAS/YS 33 SICORI A 2 Y
0dzAf RAy 3o
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Lauren 4:1

Lorraine 4:3

Pat 3:9

Grant 4:4

Isla 3:0

Ger 2:11

Donna 3:1

Noah 2:6 (started in March 2019;
Johnny Far mer

Susi 2:8 (started in February
2019; Jackos

Parent participation in the focus-group discussions was all female. This was not
an intended approach as all parents were invited. The focus-group discussions
were arranged over two evenings to facilitate maximum attendance (Table 5.3

below).
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Tabbe3 Parogeett i | s

Parents (in Focus Groups) Their children

Beatrice Johnny Farmer and Noah
Sophia Isla

Teresa Lauren

Marie-Claire Jack and Susi

Susan Jake

Caroline Ger

Zara Gareth

Martha Pat

Adele Francis

pdPp wlkidA2yFfS F2NJ 6KS NBaASIFNOK RSaAiay
This section provides the rationale for the research design and situates the ethical
choices made. Learning from study trips to Trondheim in Norway and Reggio
Emilia in Italy, in 2012 and 2014, respectively, was pivotal to my research design.

Immersed as | have been in the provision of ECEC and in the education of ECEC
educators for over 30 years, my world view has been informed by my role as a
parent, educator and lecturer. Lessons learned from embarking on a journey
towards changing practice, to moving my practice primarily outdoors, irrespective
of the weather, were difficult. While the cultural practice of Nordic countries is
positively associated with regular outdoor use in ECEC, adopting this practice in
my setting a decade ago was not straightforward. Parents decided this was not
the best place for their children, the barriers cited primarily being weather
conditions. My staff did not feel prepared to adopt this approach. In hindsight,

none of us were.

| wanted to develop and adopt a holistic methodology that captured and brought
together, individually and collectively, the experiences and perspectives of three
central stakeholders: educators, children and parents. A literature review

revealed the disconnect in research across those three central voices in early
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childhood education, in some places excluding one or more voices, or placing an
unbalanced weighting on the voice of one stakeholder i often not that of the child.
In ensuring that my research included the voice of the child as central,
| developed a methodological model, based on Clark and Moss (2001, 2005)
Mosaic approach, in which the central focus was the inclusion o f c hi

perspectives, as a starting point for exploring outdoor pedagogy.

My research approach was influenced by Lather (1986: 259), who notes that
0[] E] manci patory knowledge increases
distorted by everyday understandings, and in doing so it directs attention to the

possibilities for social transformation inherent in the present configuration of

soci al processes. ® Drawing on Freire

(1981) and Westkott (1979), respectively, Lather further suggests that, just as
there is no neutral education, there is no neutral research (Lather, 1986). Randall,
Cooper and Hite (1999: 8) state that

|l dr e

awar |

(16

Or e

intrinsically political and both have been and will be used for polit

Nevertheless, Halpin and Troyna (1994) and Walford (1994) argue that the

researcher6s neutrality is neither

desir

2010), and that O0some shared unpgadonandandi r

social class underpins the practices of interviewing, and that at least some of the

meaning of the interview is constructed

87). | had a shared understanding with the owner of the setting in which my
research took place, something of which | was continuously aware as my role

moved from educator to researcher.

5.5.1 Research design
Parker-Jenkins presents the rationale for combining ethnography with a case-

study research design. Key in an ethnographic approach, according to Parker-
Jenkins (2018), is a focus on people and the value of their personal and collective
accounts of aspects of their lives. Drawing on diverse explanations, she further
explains the case study as a method that can be used in diverse ways, with the
intention of describing, explaining or exploring a case, such as an educational
setting or a single issue (ibid.). Parker-Jenkins draws attention to subtle
distinctions and similarities between these, suggesting a hybrid form, which has
the advantages of both ethnography and case study. Although she argues that
doing ethnographic research requires immersion in the research context and/or
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data, she also acknowledges that advances in/ new methods for data collection

suggest that dodt iareen ilme theonfdueclt ed t hroug

periods of ti me -Jenkinst2018: 22).iCase-stualy rés€aech rkag r

require a shorter duration of time in the field, blending case study and
ethnography requires that the premise of ethnography remains; that is, building

rapport and trust over a period of time, while interpreting data with reference to

the participantsdé context and experi

ethnography is concerned with meaningful social action, it is also concerned with
what things or events mean to social actors. Hence, adopting an ethnographic
case-study approach opens up a space for the participants to tell their stories in
the immediate and wider context of ECEC. The multimodal approach of the

Mosaic underpinning this study is commensurate with this approach.

5.5.2 Case study
Denscombe (2010: 53) highlights a focus on the interconnectedness of

relationships and processes within social settings. In this regard, he suggests that
the real value of a case study is the opportunity to explain why certain outcomes
happen. In addition, he notes that another strength of a case-study approach is
that it allows the researcher to use a variety of sources, a variety of types of data

and multiple methods.

Providing a twofold definition of case study as a research method, Yin (2018: 15)
explains that the first part begins with the scope of the case study, and the second
part involves the features of a case study. This study is an ethnographic single-
case study which explored the value of outdoor environments as a pedagogical
space from the experiences and perspectives of children, educators and parents.
The provision of ECEC is embedded in a wider policy and regulatory context,
highlighting variables that shape and influence day-to-day practice. Therefore,
the scope of the case study, whilst focusing on a rural preschool in Ireland,
included the stakeholders involved in daily practice. The research period was
from October 2018 to June 2019 (130 hours). Including a review of international
and national literature on outdoor pedagogy, in addition to Irish policy ECEC
initiatives, the features of this case study comprise:
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1 An ethnographic approach;
1 Mosaic approach;
1 Reflective Thematic Analysis.

As a preschool, with a focus on the outdoor environment, this context provides
an exemplifying (original emphasis) case in which to seek answers to certain
research questions (Bryman, 2008: 56). In seeking to explore lived experiences
in the real-world context of the outdoors in an ECEC setting, this research also
goes beyond the immediate context of the setting, by including parents as
participants along with their children, thereby acknowledging the ecological
context of how meanings from different participants may shape ECEC practice in

outdoor environments (Hayes, OO6Tool e

Yin (2018) identifies the strengths and weaknesses of six sources of evidence in
case-study research. Strengths, relevant to this study, included observing
educators and children in a naturalistic setting, capturing contextual information
as it unfolds, while weakness may lie in observations influencing participant
behaviour or selectivity. The strength of interviews depends on clearly articulated
open-ended questions, which also allow for follow-up. However, interviewee
responses may be influenced by what they perceive the interviewer wishes to
hear. While, on the one hand, gaining insights into cultural features and practices
in the environment is beneficial, there may also be limitations considering the
availability and selection of certain artefacts in that environment. Nevertheless,
the ethnographic case-study strategy facilitated a holistic approach to describing
and exploring the outdoors as a pedagogic space, researched over time, thus

providing rich and authentic data from the social unit of the ECEC setting.

The microcosm of the one-site case study provides deep insights into the
interplay of complex relational and policy dynamics of ECEC provision and how
outdoor pedagogy is valued and shaped. The rationale for using a one-case study
design emphasises that this i1s not

pedagogical approach. Rather, it is an exploration of how outdoor pedagogy is

specified, enacted and experienced by children, educators and parents.

A further reason for this decision arose due to my belief that although | considered

the reassurances would, to an extent, minimise the difficulties in gaining access
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to an ECEC setting, | was less sure whether being at more than one research
site would be welcomed by either group of participants from different sites. While
it would not be intended to compare settings unfavourably, there might be
concerns that this could arise. The one-site case study enabled me to be
embedded ethnographically and to develop a deep relationship of trust, as
Parker-Jenkins (2018) suggests. Furthermore, being immersed in one site over
a condensed and intense period of time in the field was conducive to answering
the research questions posed in a naturalistic setting. Moreover, through my
embeddedness in one site, participants had time to reflect on their engagement
and interpretation of the research questions through the multiple methods of the

mosaic approach.

5.5.3 An ethnographic approach
An ethnographic approach is consistent with an interpretivist paradigm, which is

reflective of the quality framework of ECEC, Siolta (CECDE, 2006; DES, 2017),
and Aistear, the curriculum framework (NCCA, 2009). This method aligns with
the aims and objectives of my research and provided open-ended opportunities

for exploring the research questions.

Moreover, Mukherji and Albon (2015) highlight the benefits of ethnographic

research in ECEC, suggesting that being immersed in ECEC settings enables

the researcher to observe change over time, while also facilitating the observation

of practice in naturalistic settings at micro-, meso- and macro-levels. For

example, being immersed in the regular routine of the ECEC setting allows me to

observe how policies and sociocultural practices shape the ways in which

practice plays out. In addition, ethnography can be empowering, as sustained
engagement with children allows time for relationships to develop and facilitates
ongoing negotiation. Thus, an ethnoggraph
uncovering, and making explicit the detailed interactive and structural fabric of

soci al settingsd ( O6Re iBlatthford (2210:®B7) posits4 ) . F
t hat empl oying an ethnographic met hodol
experiences 6 of the participants, and therefol
the subjective world of human experience
orientation, this research aims to ident
are available in a culture, to explore the conditions of their use and to trace their

i mplications for human experience and soi
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The methodological framework adopted in this study is located in a
constructionism ontology and an interpretivist epistemological stance. Adopting

an interpretivist approach acknowledges multiple realities that are socially

constructed. Rehman and Al harthi (2016:

research is not to discover universal, context- and value-free knowledge and truth

but to try to understand the interpretations of individuals about the social

phenomena they interact with. & Enter.i

means acknowledging the different perceptions of reality that exist at any given
point in time, which are constantly reconstructed in the interactions between
individuals (Pring, 2000). At the same time, it is important to acknowledge the
60stable and enduring features o0 fthsuch
constructions occur. Exploration of those realities that are socially constructed in
the interactions between the researcher and research participants involved
seeing how these are embedded in the subjective world of human experiences
(Guba and Lincoln, 1989). Atkinson (2015) notes that an approach that engages
with three different groups of stakeholders, where all of their contributions are
valuable and provide layers of understanding of the topic, supports this
construction of meaning. In this regard, Clark and Moss (2001) argue that the

involvement of educators will enhance the process of listening to children, as will

involving parents, as this can support

ECEC setting, the home and the wider community in which they engage. A further
important consideration noted by Clark and Moss (2001) is that the engagement

of parents and educators must not undermine the contribution of children.

al

[

.

ng

r

Oancea and Pring (2008: 28) suggaeauation t hat

arise from the different values that people hold and that permeate the judgements

they maked. Accordingly, they do not

instead, they stress the importance of democracy, where policy and practice
emerge from the collaborative process of deliberation of evidence. They are
critical, however, of what they consider a narrow view of research, which they

u

term O6what wor kso. I n taking this positi

adopt a positivist epistemology, where knowledge can be tested and
hypothesised, and is neutral, objective and value-free (Grieshaber, 2010). This

ontological perspective views knowledge as measurable and quantifiable, seen
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to be appropriate in policy-driven education, as it can be tested for objectivity,
reliability and validity, and is generalisable. The hierarchical endorsement of such
evidence-b as e d research, i nforming a oOwhat
diversity and complexity of context, which in turn diminishes its application and
authenticity in diverse contexts. The research questions enabled the participants

to explore and consider the experiential and application aspects of pedagogy in

the outdoors. So, for example, while parents are situated on the periphery, as

they are not directly involved in the day-to-day routine of the preschool, they hold

a central role in their childrenb6s I|ives
Children and educators equally belong through their interpersonal relationships

and interactions. While there are obvious shared experiences in this context, their
views and experiences are also different, coming from different perspectives i

enacting and experiencing the outdoors.

Agreeing with Oancea and Pring, Jarvie (2012) argues that qualitative research
is frequently marginalised in favour of quantitative research for several reasons.
Quantitative research has produced persuasive evidence regarding the benefits
of guality ECEC, justifying approaches
productivity and income. Furthermore, she argues that approaches to early

intervention also draw on evidence from quantitative research.

I n this regard, OO6Reilly (2012) argues th
from contributing to and developing concepts and theories that are extensively
used, and are therefore more generally applicable. A further strength of
qualitative research is that it draws from multidisciplinary fields of sociology,
health, education and family to inform policy and programmes. Whilst Jarvie
(2012) argues that overuse of qualitative research, with little attention to rigour,
detracts from its ability to provide valuable evidence, Jensen and Laurie (2016)
suggest that the strength of qualitative research lies in its flexibility of design,
which allows the researcher to adjust as the research unfolds; it is exploratory
and therefore enables an understanding of diverse ideas and perspectives of
participants. Furthermore, it allows for an in-depth understanding of contexts,
experiences and perspectives and may contribute to explanation of quantitative

findings.

164



p®t 5FGF O2tfSOGA2Y YSIK2RA

Drawing on concepts of emancipatory and transformative research, Palmar and
Torres (2018: 311) argue that Or easrelar ch
for transformation through the cultivation of awareness and the skills required for

di al ogical communication. 6 I n order to me
developed for research conducted by Clark and Moss (2001). As a reflexive
researcher, | was mindful that investigating the experiences of preschool children

might be complex and their interpretations transient. Adopting a multi-method

approach provided a platform on which dialogue, verbal and non-verbal (art,
photographs and drawings), reflection and interpretation could have equal
prominence and equal opportunity for each participant to contribute. Palmar and
Torres (2018: 313) refer to O6horizontal <c
present in collective living, thinkingandlearfni ngd6é, wher eby meani ng
in a O6continuous spi rama hnalogy with ¢he slawv-foodSu g g e
movement, they emphasise the importance of allowing oneself time to reflect and

take a wide-angle lens to view education and research. Such an approach

provides the space for meaningful and collaborative understanding.

5.7.1 The Mosaic approach
Bryman (2008) notes that ethnographic researchers will typically use additional

methods of data collection. Within the ethnographic case study, as discussed
above, | draw on the Mosaic approach. In addition to the views and experiences
of children and adults, educators and parents, the Mosaic approach supports an
interpretive paradigm that enables each participant to describe diverse views and
experiences within a sociocultural context (Rathunde, 2009, 2013;
Papatheodorou, 2009; Gonzalez, Moll and Amanti, 2009; Clark and Moss, 2001;
NCCA, 2007).

Using a multimethod approach, shown in Table 5.4 below, this research
acknowledges the growing recognition of chii dr enés agency and t
paradigm shift to include childrends voi
platform for children to tell their stories, through narrative, photographs, tours and

dr awi ngs. These st or i e sriesacolective and sndividiee ¢ hi
stories, potentially highlighting the significance of disrupting perceived
pedagogical norms in ECEC and encouraging educators and parents to think
differently and creatively about the outdoors. Bringing the views and experiences
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of all the participants together, along with my observations and reflections as a

participant observer, provided synthesised evidence that potentially contributes

to an ecological view of pedagogy in the outdoors in preschool.

Tabl e 5.

4 .

hMaos ecioompmente nt-ga tamaer idmg at ool s

Participants | Mosaic Method Components
Children Drawing/art 2D  representations of places,
equipment and people that feature/ are
important to the children
Child-conferencing A short, structured group/ individual
interview
Conversations Informal conversations with children at
opportune moments
Walking tours Led by children as a means of listening
t o childrenods f a\y
activities outdoors. | noted their
narratives in my notebook
Photographs Children use a digital camera to
photograph their favourite people,
places and equipment outdoors
Photo-elicitation Led by children as a means of listening
to their interpretation of photographs
Educators Interview Semi-structured interview with
educators
Conversations Informal conversations with educators
at opportune moments
Parents Focus group Focus-group interviews
Conversations Informal conversations with parents at
opportune moments
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Researcher | Observations/ Narrative observations of and with the
reflective diary /field | children. | recorded personal feelings
notes in my reflective diary, capturing
thoughts on aspects of my fieldwork.
Field notes captured moments,
thoughts and events that | considered

important and could revisit

Photographs Using a digital camera to capture
chil drenods engage

spaces and resources

Interactions with Over the course of my research, |
children engaged in conversations with the
children while they were playing. |
joined in their play scenarios, when

invited.

As a reflexive researcher, | was mindful that investigating the experiences of
preschool children might be complex and their interpretations transient. In the
process of negotiating meaning with the children my research involved mutual,
sincere,coll abor ative and reciprocal wor Kk

voices were heard in an environment of equality and empowerment. For example,

ende

I was aware of each individual chil dbés a

observation and in consultation with educators/ parents/ primary caregivers) and
took the time for children to explain their views. The Mosaic approach
underpinning this process provides platforms on which dialogue, reflection and
interpretation have equal prominence and equal opportunity for each participant
to contribute. The researcher is part of the research process of gathering and
analysing data (Clark and Moss, 2001). This does not influence the process;
rather, it may add a different perspective. | committed to sharing my own data
with participants as well as explaining how their data/ stories would be

represented.

Adopting a rights-based methodology, Blanchet-Cohen and Elliot (2011) sought

to investigate young childrends and
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learning possibilities outdoors. Drawing on the Mosaic approach, one of the

research methods used to engage the children was participant observation. This

method facilitated opportunities to observe the children directly, which also
encouraged themtotalkktome; 6t he i nf or mal setup [ makin
comfortable to talk at t heir own pace a
Cohen and Elliot, 2011: 763). They suggest that researching with children and
educators facilitates a dual emphasis on how young children and educators

actively engage in the outdoors, frequently overlooked in research. In a similar

vein, Huser (2015) suggests that drawing together the pieces of the Mosaic used

i n her research enriched the chil dgenods

experience for the children as they reflected on their play in kindergarten.

The principles underpinning the Mosaic approach were pivotal in the research
design of this study. The principles advocated by Clark and Moss (2005: 5) when
adults interact with children, outlined below, foregrounded my engagement with

the children, namely, viewing:
Young children as o6experts in their o
Young children as skilful communicators;
Young children as rights holders;
Young children as meaning-makers.
Clark and Moss, 2011: 6

Furthermore, considerable literature has grown up more recently around the
concept of 6slowé in relation to engagi
expands on ways of noticing and listening to children that are embedded in the
Mosaic approach and which shed light on how the aforementioned principles may
be nurtured. Individual methods included in the Mosaic approach can provide
opportunities for the co-construction of knowledge. For example, Clark (2023:
109) suggeststhat narrative observation should 6
seek to record the smallest details of t
In a similar vein, Dalli, White, Rockel and Duhn, along with Buchanan, Davidson,
Ganly, KusandWang(2011: 4), suggest the importan
and emotional presence, active listening processes, and an ability to orient

oneself towards the relationship with the
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to support t he cAcliohsckededdednn the Mesaid apmdadh,s
such as stopping to observe, slowing down to talk and slowing down to review
images with the children (ibid.), draw attention to the temporal dimension in the
everyday life of children in early childhood settings. A further example of a slow
pedagogic approach is described by Payne and Wattchow (2009). In case-study
research with undergraduate students, the
highlights the importance of the body in education, which requires a shift from
focusing:
éprimarily on t he -dndagirarthe activg, perceiving,0 t o
and sensuous corporeality of the body with other bodies (human and
more-than-human) in making-meaning in, about, and for the various

environments and places in which those bodies interact and relate to
nature.

Payne and Wattchow, 2009: 16

Their students are required, on return visits to their site, Bear Gully, to return to

the same place where they had felt and b
visitss They suggest that this exercise afford:
engagement in time and spaced (p.28), f
sketches and pl ay, revealing how O6the pr
and often previously invisi bl e are discovered?d (i bid.
methods, discussed below, highlight how the naturalistic setting of the preschool

i's sensitive to ensuring that time and s

and articulation of what is personally meaningful for them.

pdy wSaSIFNOK YSGK2RAY OKAf RNBY
5.8.1 Rational e: Research with children
Kellett (2014: 146) suggests that involyv

authentic understandingdéd of their thatved

greater emphasis should be concentrated on the applied element of practice to

inform theory, positing that o[ ]t is «ci
that begins at theory and | eads to pract.
From the outse t of the research process, I want

participation was central. Ethical considerations, discussed below and approved
prior to the commencement of fieldwork, facilitated a reflective and reflexive

opportunity in this regard. Pascal and Bertram (2009) stress the importance of
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supporting and listening to the voices of young children in the research process.
Their focus aims to support the empowerment of children as rights holders with
voice and power. However, they note thatthelack of chil drends i
research persists, and children remain o0
affect them because they are considered ¢

voices (Pascal and Bertram, 2009: 253).

In her commentary on the Mosaic approach, Clark (2004) refers to the inclusion
of childrendéds views as a question of eth
status or ability, chil drenb6s voices mus
of society and education. Drawing on ideas and theories emerging from the
sociology of childhood, Clark was influenced by Qvortrup et al. (1994), viewing
children as human beings in the present rather than looking forward (Qvortrup,
2014). Further influences were drawn from Participatory Appraisal methodology,

which is a équalitative technique for C (
devel oping countries to gain insight i nt
needso (Pepall, James and Earnest, 2006
chil drends O6assumed competencyd (Clark, 2
within supportive relationships: oO0if you

a rich pedagogue and you have rich paren
250).4

Sammons, Wright, Young and Farsides (2016: 1086) posit the importance of
protecting children through research rather than from research. In a similar vein,
Christensen (2004: 165) advocates for researchers to view children as human
beings, suggesting that, while acknowledging issues of power, voice and
representation, children should not O0in
This point is further articulated by Kolucki and Lemish (UNICEF, 2011: iv), who
highlight the importance of ensuring that what and how we communicate with
children is effective and empowering and demonstrates a commitment to
uphol ding c¢hil dr-estrongation,i fiigddons of expression as
human beings and holding opinions. Dockett and Perry (2011) focus on

recognising the wishes of young children in relation to participating in research.

Ba 2884 omMindany RNY ¢ 2y (GKS LISRIFI23IA0P @zNI RIWINBBORB A G K
Ad NAOK Ay LRGSYdAItS AGNBY3IZT LRGSNFdA = BNBYSHESYL
dalftl3dd T AI mdbhpo &Y HabfrBEY &4 pOANIE R Ay a2ada
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They highlight t he rel ational proce

S S C

defining assent (di scussed bel ow) 6as a

actions and adult responses take n toget her, refl ect
deci sionsd (Dockett and Perry, 2011:
experiences of children as <c¢children,
whereby children are recognised and acknowledged as O bei ngs o

Obecomi ngso.

5.8.2 Children: Data coll ection methods

5.8.2.1 Drawings/ art
To support childrends participation

given to choosing research methods t

c hi
231)
dr a

rat

hat

could express their opiniondé (Wall 2017

displayed in the setting that the children had had opportunities to engage in art
experiences. Furthermore, the owner explained that the children frequently used
a camera in the setting to record parts of their daily routine. Wall (2017)
underlines that art tools are associated with common pedagogic practices and as
such enabled children in this research to participate, irrespective of their verbal
contributions. Drawing on my personal experience of working with this age group,
children were reassured that they could choose whether or not to participate and

decide when their drawings were complete.

Coates (2002, 2004) and Einarsdottir, Dockett and Perry (2009) highlight how

being in close proximity to the children while they draw provides opportunities to

hear childrendés utterances/ narratives ai

activity. Wall (2017: 327) suggests that while having an adult nearby may
i nfl uence c h atibndgheasdagugs that for the yopinger age group
this represents o6normal 6 pedagogy. I
providing blank A4 sketch paper with a range of drawing materials (markers,
pencils, crayons) and asked the children to tell me about their drawings when
they had finished, as opposed to interrupting their flow. The direction given asked

the children to draw their favourite place outdoors.

Research into childrenos under standi
preschool requires paying particular attention to their strengths and abilities.

Therefore, as noted by Wall (2017), the use of drawing and artwork reflected
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routine pedagogic practices. However, research by Olafsdéttir and Einarsdottir
(2017) found that some children vie wed dr awi ng and -pclod ydu,r i
particularly if they were seated at tables. I invited the children to draw, leaving the
writing materials on a table near to where they were playing. | adopted this
approach, drawing on the Reggio Emilia approach as a provocation, to invite their
interest and participation. Having observed the routine in preschool, | was aware
that the children took drawing materials to different areas, meaning that while
there are tables and chairs where children frequently participated in art and craft

experiences, they were not restricted to a designated space.

Reflecting research by Einarsdottir, Dockett and Perry (2009), an invitation to
children to draw can provide insights into what is important to them when
combined with their narratives. This non-directive approach, except to draw their
favourite place/ equipment outdoors, thus enables children to be creative and
imaginative. Furthermore, drawing, as an open-ended activity, means that
children control the activity while att he same ti me providing
promote mutuality in interaction as researchers and children share focus and
attenti on 0 et(@k 2009 229%).dConversely, Wall (2017) suggests that
the power dynamics between child and teacher may affect the data, while Clark
(2004) cautions about childrenbés eagerne
qguestions what is truth in the context of research with children. Nevertheless,

Clark argues that a multi-method approach minimises this possibility.

5.8.2.2 Child-conferencing/ conversations/ walking tours

Recognising children as skilful communicators is facilitated through diverse forms

of expression, the range of methods avai
ways of communication, and importanty t o &éadj ust our l i st en
creative and sometimes non-verbal ways children communicate their views and
experiencesod (Clark, 2001: 333). I nf or m.
provide insights into thedmotfrmy nfdrsihd rpd , ¢
their interests in preschool and beyond; favourite places, games, skillsit he 61 0 o k
at med moment s; their family and their
conferencing (Appendix 2) was used infrequently as | realised the children were

not very interested in talking in this formal way. | became attuned to the ways in

which the children wanted to engage with me, primarily as they were engaged in

play. Frequently, the naturalistic setting of their play outdoors afforded
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opportunities for child-led conversations centred on what was important to them,

both in preschool and in their wider ecological contexts.

Clark (2022) suggests that walking tours led by the children prompt adults to
adjust their speed to the pace of the child as away of l i stening.
engagement in walking tours was sometimes initiated by me and at other times
by the children or the educators. Asking the children to show me their favourite
pl aces or activities added a f wtionhsh er I
Occasionally, when new resources had been added since my previous visit, the
children either took the initiative or were prompted by the educator to show me
the new equipment/ resource. At times, the children used this opportunity to

demonstrate a skill they were practising or honing.

5. 8.Ch.id &r grhot ographs and photo elicitation
Clark (2004: 145) noted Walkerodés (1993)

camerad, suggesting it provided a power f L
from the beginning of the fieldwork, and while | demonstrated to the children how
to hold and use it early in the research (November 2018), not all the children
demonstrated sustained an interest in doing so. On reflection, | should have had
some disposable cameras, as arguments occurred over its use. Despite this, the
childrends use of the camera provided f ul
t hem. Pink (2013: 75) suggests that the ¢
and subjective; they depend onwhoi s | ooking and when th
Moreover, Pink further highlights how our biographies, researcher and
participants, become significant during research. For example, the researcher
may take a photograph because s /ubesofawi s he
resource outdoors, whereas the children may take photographs because they
associate them with achieving a new skill or being with friends. Therefore,
engaging in photo-elicitation sessions provided opportunities for dialogue and

reflection.

In addition, the children engaged in photo elicitation on three occasions when |
printed photographs and asked the children to talk about them. Pink (2013: 92/93)
discusses photograph interviewing and the importance of the ethnographer
paying close attentontohow parti ci pants Ouse i mages
experiential and affective ways of knowing that might not so easily be expressed

in words [ é] i nf or me dcrehting anddneaking knowledge n v i t i
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with photographsé. kihs wayrimey torvgpke dhenwiges S S i 0 |
and provided insights into meanings the children took from photographs taken
either by the researcher, themselves or their peers. A limitation of these methods

was that not all the children were interested in participating all the time.

pdp 9RdzOF 62NERY 5FdF O2fttSOGA2y YSUK2Ra
5.9.1 Interview and Conversations

According to Yin (2018: 118), case-study research interviews can help to explain

the Ahowsd and Awhyso of the topic, reseil
struct ur ed q Simiatto tlemproa@sses with the children, building rapport

and trust with the educators was central in this research. Sharing insights from

my previous practice as an ECEC provider and discussing current activities
happening at the policy and practice level provided a strong foundation for

ongoing dialogue. Clark (2022) and Blanchet-Cohen and Elliot (2011) provide

important insights into the central role adults (educators and parents) play in

nurturing opportunities for outdoor play. Clark (2022: 57) draws attention to
educatorso6 experience of slow practices I
6t he unfolding relationships of place, o]
Cohen and EIlliot (2011) s uggwatsthe oitdoas e du
unfold alongside the children as discoveries are frequently made simultaneously.

As a participant observer | was able to capture the evolving personal and
professional discoveries of the educators through interviews, conversations and
reflections with them, which | recorded as field notes and in my reflective diary.

In this way | was sensitive to the contexts (Roberts-Holmes, 2011) where
interactions and relationships were occurring; therefore, |1 wrote up narratives and

observations later.

At kinson (2015: 95) proposes that oOthe ir
as part of the research process, are both particular kinds of spoken activity. They
embody speech acts and performances. 0 As
deliberate | y desi gned occasions é they do not
sources of datadé (Atkinson, 2015: 95). In
| drew on a reflexive, pragmatic approach (Qu and Dumay, 2011) that suggests
interviewers develop, adapt and generate follow-up questions reflecting the

central purpose of the research. This approach allowed the participants to answer
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freely and, at the same time, share personal reflections, knowledge and
experiences (Jensen and Laurie, 2016). | endeavoured to minimise any
perceived a priori knowledge that participants might attribute to my roles as

researcher, lecturer and ECEC provider.

| conducted a lengthy semi-structured interview (approximately 90 minutes) with
the owner and manager (after a morning session) in the first month of my
fieldwork. Having sought permission from the educators, | recorded the interview
for | ater transcription. This approach er
work and role in the preschool. The semi-structured format enabled me to keep
a focus on the research topic while at the same time it was flexible to allow the
educators to elaborate on points that were important to them. The overarching
interview question for the educaeritnans, o W
you know, inside é what is the interest ?¢
while also affording opportunities for follow-up, probing questions (Appendix 3)
when appropriate. In this way, the diverse data collection instruments

underpinned the process of triangulating/ crystallising the corpus of data.

podmn t I NByGay 514 02ttS80GA2y YSiK2Ra

5.10.1 Focus group and conversations
The importance of parent-educator partnerships in ECEC is emphasised in the

practice frameworks (CECDE, 2006; NCCA, 2009). While some parents engaged
in conversation at drop-off or collection times, or at organised events in the
setting, | considered focus groups more appropriate as those times are frequently
busy and carers, e.g. childminders/ grandparents, may attend at drop-off and
collection times rather than parents. Jensen and Laurie (2016) suggest that
focus-group interactions potentially illuminate new perspectives and help to

facilitate the articulation of similar or diverse opinions on a particular issue.

Nine parents engaged in focus-group discussions, organised over two evenings.
The majority of them had met previously while some had children who attended
alternate sessions. These groups comprised all mothers, which was not
unexpected as mothers frequentlyta k e on t hese etall 20§9). ( O0 T ¢
These focus-group sessions were facilitated by the owner, who also cared for the
children if parents did not have alternative childcare arrangements. These

sessions were recorded with the permission of the participants. Yin (2018: 120)
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cautions the interviewer to be sensitive to the conversational nature of focus-

group discussions, as O6conversation can
bet ween y Ou and t he intervi eweeo. He S
unwittingly over-i nf  uence whil e intervieweesd res
researcherdés | ine of enquiry. To minimis:

back to the research questions (Appendi X
meaning can be created in groups and consequently may be creative, she also
emphasises the importance of being cognisant of power relations within the
group. On occasion, | invited further comments from parents, allowing time for

their contributions.

In addition, when opportunities arose, such as pick-up and drop-off times or
during organised events to which parents were invited, parents engaged in
informal conversations. These were recorded in my field notes as soon as

possible after the preschool sessions.

pdvMm WSBEBISNINOGSNF A2y Y LIK2G§23IN)ILIKE&Kk 203aSNI
NEFt SOGABS RAIFINE kFASEtR y23Sak AYUGSNI OGA:
The researcher is part of the research process of gathering and analysing data
(Clark and Moss, 2001). This does not influence the process; rather, it may add

a different perspective. An et hnographic approach allo
temporary parté (Mukherij.i and Al bon, 20
O6Rei ll'y (2012: 92/ 93) highlights the i
Ome omer 6s viewd in the early stages, whi

changes over time. In addition to the above, | engaged in play with the children,
at their invitation. While this was not a deliberate decision, | found it difficult to
remanan O6outsiderd from their daily activit
you participate in a group without thinking, that you fully understand the group,
although this approach may be challenging as it involves being subjective.
Nevertheless, she further posits that being a participant observer is also a
strength as it allows the researcher a distinct way of being in and learning about
the world (OO6Reillyvy, 2012) . On the othe
impede note-taking. However, | minimised this by writing up my notes in the car
before | left the setting, reflecting on my journey home in the car and writing up
more detailed notes. Yin (2018) further cautions about the need to be aware of

bias; for example, a researcher finding what s/he set out to find. In contrast, Pink
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(2013) argues that reality is subjective and is personally experienced; thus,
engaging in reflexive practice focuses attention on how ethnographic knowledge
i's produced. Il n this way, Pi n the s(GbpeOitty : 37
of the researcher that may shade his or her understanding of reality, but the
relationship between the subjectivities of researcher and research participants

t hat produces a negotiated version of re:

Dr awi ng on N C C A 0 artrait@re 8t@dy,** |1 wialted topreassure
participants that the r e seatisgoddarfdbealthg was
about the experiences of the participant
the researcherto listen 6 f tolre st o r y Olistenrtcettte btaery. Welty (2003,

in NCCA, 2007) distinguishes between listening for and listening to the story. The

for mer emphasi ses the active participat:.i
researcherd (NCCA, 2007: 15) ningsconstifudtedc t i Vv €
in the research. | considered the selection of a case-study design for this
ethnographic research as a mode of enquiry to listen for the stories of the
participants 6 wi t hout | osing the threads of the
(Lynch, 2011: 200). Thus, | actively engaged in identifying and selecting the story

and helping to shape the storyds coher eni

5. 1Retear& hphotographs
Taking photographs provided another insightful layer to explore the outdoors as

a pedagogical space in the setting. Wall (2017) notes the omission, from BERA
(2011), of the field of visual methodology and issues associated with researching
with young children. Drawing on a range of research, Wall (2017: 318) advocates
the use of visual methods with young children because they remove barriers of
depending on |l iteracy and being incl usi
(Thomson, 2008) and are age-appropriate (Cook and Hess, 2007), thus reducing
potential power dynamics between adult and child (Wall and Higgins, 2006) and
encouraging thinking t i m$ather, 22002 ¥a Bothe d sy

childrends and researcher 6s pho-¢liatgionap hs

sessions.

Yt 2NINF AGAZNE A& | F2NY 27F ljdZh f AGFGAGBS NBaSkNDK Sy
NB&SHNDK LINIGAOALI yGa Ay LI NIAOdS YN AISyiR ANItddZY A
GKS O2YLX SEAGE YR RSOGFAE 2F | dzyAljdzS SELISNARSyOS

NEFf SOGSR Y IKUi TR NFROS2FFYIYY 5FFAAT MppTY wmn
KGGLAYKKkY OO ®AiSkEaERE $ G Sutredald N Ridb A dzRANSLIR T
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5.11.2 Observation
Observing children is a routine occurrence in ECEC (CECDE, 2006; NCCA,

2009). | chose a narrative-style observation. The purpose of observation was to
gain insights into the childrends interes
not be possible to capture all events, | used the skills from my experience as an
educator, using anecdotal notes as prompts for later writing up full observations.
These notes also served as precursors for reflective practice. My intention was
to focus on different groups of children or individual children in the outdoors.
Based on my research questions, i f I g al

were occurring, | would then decide to observe and/or engage, if appropriate.

5.11.3 Participant observation
Kumar (2014: 173) describes participant observation as partici pati on &6i r

activities of the group being observed, in the same manner as its members, with

or without their knowing that they are
collection was commensurate with the research design as my active participation

with the children in particular arose naturally enabling me to engage with their

play, conversations and social activities, such as lunch times. The educators are

also inherently part of the research and thus were, at times, involved in the play

and socialact i vi ti es. Yin (2018:-offt Bebvpen thenp h a s
opportunities and challenges have to be
opportunities such as gaining access to
perspective must be carefully considered alongside working as an external
observer and assuming an advocacy role. The diverse methods drawn on in this

study meant that | remained aware of how | positioned myself and was positioned

by others throughout the research process.

5.11.4 Axiology
My awareness of my recently relinquished position as a preschool owner/

manager influenced how | positioned myself and was positioned by others. For

example, during the interview with the owner and manager, and during informal
conversations, | was conscious of empathising in terms of challenges in the

sector to an extent that risked clouding my ability to listen more carefully and see

more clearly. At the same time, | was alert to the possibility of what Brannick and

Coghl an (2007: 7 0) etiveem layalty togs,ibehgvioral lairgsh t b
and identification dil emmas?®o. With refer
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preference for an interpretivist stance informed the values and approach that
frame the study. As a result, my research questions are underpinned by a desire
to listen for the story of the participants (NCCA, 2007: 15), which it is hoped will
contribute to ECEC policy and practice.

Corbin Dwyer and Buckle (2009) succinctly explain the layers of meaning
inherent in the research relationship where there may be assumptions of
similarity or commonalities between researcher and (educator) participants. They
argue against the need to adopt either insider or outsider positions, instead
positing a concept of &6t he s p ato&oobean
either/or position. Hence, although | was aware of commonalities in shared
experiences with the educator s, hol
appreciation for the fluidity and multilayered complexity of human experience.
Holding membership in a group does not denote complete sameness within that
group. Likewise, not being a member of a group does not denote complete

di fferenced (Corbin Dwyer and Buckl e

Furthermore, keeping a reflective diary after each visit to the setting served as a
prompt to evaluate my actions and interactions with the participants. On the one
hand, insider knowledge of practice in ECEC was advantageous in establishing
empathy with the educators and children. On the other, a view as an outsider

may be adopted by participants, whereby my role may be perceived as someone

ween

di

who O6parachut e[ s] into peopleds | ives

as cited in Breen, 2007: 163). The owner and manager demonstrated confidence
in my ability to tell their story as it unfolded, generally continuing with their daily
routines, leaving me to conduct my research. On one occasion when | enquired
whether | could invite the children to engage in a photo-elicitation session, asking

whether they had something else planned, the owner, Mary Jane (laughing),

replied, ASure you know itdos n oHReldnotes,t i

18 November 2018).

Frequent sharing of information took place between staff and myself regarding
current activities and events ongoing in the wider context of ECEC provision, both
from the perspective of my role as

CPD. Reviewing my journal entries brought my role as researcher and confidante
into sharp relief. One of my first entries had noted t he owner 0s

being involved in the research, as it coincided with the tenth anniversary of
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opening the setting and was viewed as a celebration of their ongoing work in it.
In a highly competitive, private, for-profit arena of the provision of ECEC (Pobal,
2022), the owner said that she viewed my research at PhD level as validation of
the use of outdoors as an integral part of their service. While | was aware this
might impact on their responses to me, and their behaviour might become
0 unnaltéu,r | felt confident t hat the 1i kel
diminish due to my immersion in the preschool over the academic year and the
use of multiple research methods. In many respects, | felt my roles (as provider,
lecturer and researcher) gave me more credibility in the preschool. Moments of
tensions and fun were shared equally; staff appeared eager and anxious to share

the passions, tensions and vulnerabilities inherent in their work.

Therefore, in seeking to explore the outdoors as a pedagogical space, and to
understand the meanings that participants attach to actions and behaviours, it
was important to adopt research methods that would be sensitive to the
perspectives of all participants and could draw on the interplay between

perspectives and context.

| believe all research is personal in the sense that it is personal to the researcher;
we must have an interest in the phenomena influencing what we intend to
investigate. Roberts-Holmes (2011) suggests the importance of choosing a
resesar ch topic that appeals to the researc
and professionally. A central premise of this study is the belief that, in order to
gain an understanding of the outdoors and its role as a pedagogic space in an
ECEC setting, a starting point must be that we listen to and really hear the voices

of many and all stakeholders.

Schutz (1962, as cited in Byrman, 2004: 14) suggests that understanding a
setting O6has a specific meaning and r el
acting, and thinking within ité. Li kewi se,
the world of human beings, complete with plans and aims with which to achieve

those aims, merits understanding rather than explanation. Such understanding,

he proposes, cannotbe gener ated through observatdi

needs interpretation and an insider perspective.

Christensen (2004: 166) emphasises the significance of the process of

engagement and O6how we relate to each ot
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into childrenés o6cul tures of communi cati o

James, 2000), research practices must be dialogic and reflexive. Thus, when
children asked, AWho are you?0 | ref
was positioned by the children. Inherent in this relationship is engagement with
the lives of children and questions that are important to them. Thus, the rationale
for taking an interpretivist methodology (Flick, 2006) is foregrounded in the
contention that it is essential to locate the research in naturalistic contexts of an
ECEC setting.

5.11.5 Reflective diary
Over the course of my fieldwork, | kept a diary after each visit, recording thoughts

and feelings, reflecting what Braun and Clarke (2022: 19) suggests prompts

ect ¢

westions that unpack the initial respon

reflective diary also served as a reminder of my axiological position, interrogating

the research process and helping me to engage more deeply with the data.

5.11.6 Field notes
At kinson (2015: 160) suggests that

f

information é but things to think wi

i el (
t h

worl ds are reconstructed (p.52)606. These

challenges that | encountered with a fresh vision, which | considered beneficial to
enhance my knowledge, and | felt | could revisit them to clarify thoughts or events

at a later time.

5.11.7 Interactions with the children
From the outset of my fieldwork, | aimed to build a rapport and trust with the

children. This involved chatting with them as they played and joining in, when
invited. | shared experiences that | became aware interested the children (e.g.
farming), and mostly | followed their interests. This was pivotal, as the naturalistic
surroundings and typical activities in which the children were involved meant that

interactions were child-led.

pdmMH S5 GF ylfeara
Roberts-Holmes (2011) suggests that it is not the quantity of data that is

important, but rather the quality and how it informs the discussion. Pole and

Hillyard (2016: 125) suggest the task
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and see what is ordered out of what may
Furthermore, as suggested by Braun and Clarke (2022), a systematic coding
process is essential to the analysis process for two reasons: insight and rigour.
Repeated engagement with the data prompted deeper and more interesting
analysis, enabling a move towards latent coding, which enabled coding that could
Obalkca precision and inclusivitydéd (Braun
paying attention to rigour ensured that | interrogated the whole data set,
separately initially and then across the whole, allowing it to evolve organically,
shifting in response to my deeper immersion in the process. | used inductive
coding where codes were developed by reading the data, following the steps

outlined in Table 5.5, below.

Braun and Clarke (2022: 5) suggest that reflexive thematic analysis (RTA)
recogni ses asubjectiveasituatesl, sawabeaand questioning researcher
[ é] where reflexivity involves the pract
researcher and your res®&8anrmum @pmacCiae kad
to reflexivity resonates with case-study and ethnographic research. Reflecting the
complexity of discourses on outdoor pedagogy at policy, regulation and
legislation and also emerging from the review of the literature, the RAPO
framework (discussed in Chapter Four) provides a lens to discuss and illuminate
the importance of locating discussions on outdoor pedagogy in a relational

affordance pedagogical context.

During my PhD journey, | completed training in the CAQDAS programme, NVivo,

as in discussions with my supervisors it was suggested it would be helpful and

assist with the coding and analysis process. However, Braun and Clarke (2022:

66/ 67) argue that the O6connecting the do
website, 6is at odds with deep andentguest
of time f or reflection and insight to devel o
2021d). Despite this criticism, | valued the process as a reflective and reflexive
opportunity. Drawing on the steps suggested by Braun and Clarke (2022), | also

found the process cathartic as | delved deeper into the data repeatedly, either
confirming interpretations or highlighting new insights. The codebook developed

in this process is attached in Appendix 5.

In the context of the researcher-participant relationship built over the course of

the case study, Kidder and Fine (1987) identify certain skills and orientations that
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are critical to 4% @umalandtCiatke, 2082: & Braumiardi | i t vy
Clarke, 2013; Kidder and Fine, 1987). Outlining the characteristics of qualitative
sensibility, Braun and Clarke (2013) include skills and orientations such as an
interest in process and meaning, a critical and questioning approach to life and
knowledge, an ability to reflect on the dominant assumptions embedded in a
cultural context, meaning that the researcher must be a cultural commentator as
well as a cultural member, as well as having the ability to read and listen to data
actively and analytically. Braun and Clarke (2022) suggest that a desire to
understand concepts such as nuance, complexity and contradiction are
embedded in fully qualitative research, with the researcher looking for depth in
long answers, as opposed to short answers. Moreover, fully qualitative research
highlights the importance of tolerating a degree of uncertainty, while also
embracing the positionality of knowledge rather than singular answers.

Therefore, reflexivity is integral to all stages of this ethnographic case study.

Atkinson (2015: 27) emphasises the position of the ethnographer as always
having an oO0interactive effecto, hi ghligh
essential character of social researchasa seri es of social, int
He further highlights the importance of being aware of the bidirectional character
of ethnographic research: while the researcher aims to make sense of and
interpret the social actions and events of which s/he is a part, so too are the
participants of the research. At ki nson (
place within a mesh of social rel ations, and i n a wel
Acknowledging the subjectivity of data analysis, | decided to adopt RTA for data
analysis. It heightened my awareness of what shapes my analysis (Braun and
Clarke, 2022), in particular, my previous and current roles as an ECEC provider

and lecturer.

In this regard, the work of Saldana (2013) resonated. For example, ECEC is
characteristically relationship-based, so | considered that paying attention to
participantsd nuances of v odldama, 2018ty | an

important during the coding process. Hence, | discovered that attending to the

S NY¥dzy FyR /[ fFNJyS Ypdenfumilyl o A 81za86S i EKESO KISMNDE LIG dzNB i K
FaadzYLlianz2zyaszs 2NASyGFGA2Y YR alAfta ySSRSR G2 02\
F LILINZ | GNJ 6 YRRRAY ST MpyT0d ¢tKS8 RN}Yg¢ 2y YARRSNI I
dzaSa ljdz2 t AGlrGAGS G22fa yR GSOKyAljdzSa gAGKAY | lj
(o)
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emoti onal aspects of participantsd contr
into their experiences. For example, unpacking the data in this way made it
possible to gain insights into the way i
were played out by the participants. This, in turn, highlighted the complexity of
the participants6é6 narratives, which | ed
In addition, using RTA as an analytic process meant that my interpretation of the
data was:
éanchored by the participantsd account
and the | imits and constraints of the
the material worldand soci al structure shapes

sense-making and might also situate their accounts in the materiality they
have to negotiate and manage.

Sims-Schouten et al. (2007), as cited in Braun and Clarke, 2022: 171

The detailed core assumptions of RTA (Braun and Clarke, 2022: 8), along with
the six phases of RTA (Braun and Clarke, 2022: 35), also appealed to me during
the process. Table 5.5 below and Figure 5.1 illustrate narratively and visually the
process of interpreting the data and developing the codebook (Appendix 5). At
times when | felt overwhelmed by the sheer volume of data, | felt reassured at
each phase that if uncertainties and contradictions arose, | viewed them as
enabling me to gain nuanced insights into the data by paying deeper attention to
rigour by interrogating the what, how and why contained in the data, alongside

explicit or implicit assumptions.

Working systematically through the corpus of data highlighted how meanings

were shared by the participants, either explicitly or implicitly. Organising the data

for each data set in this way enabled me to see the beginning of patterns
developing, which in turn led to developing similarly coded data into categories.

Braun and Clarke (2022) emphasise the importance of allowing sufficient time to

ensure quality analysis that moves beyond description in RTA. Time, in this case,

they suggest i's not hours spent anal ysin
time to think, to reflect, to let ideas percolate; time for moments of clarity, sudden
insight or inspiration, time to put thin
and Clarke, 2022: 272).
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Table 5.5: Data sets aligned to Braun and Clarke (2022) phases of RTA

Core Six Phases of Data Set 1 Data Set 2 Data Set 3

Assumptions RTA (Children) (Educators) (Parents)
Child- 1 Interview Focus group
conferencing (29/11/18) (7 and
(8/11/18) 1 Conversations 11/12/18)
Drawing/art (ongoing) Conversations
(6/12/18); (opportunistic)
17and
18/1/19)
Group art and
reflection (8 Data Set 4
and 15/2/19, (Researcher)

respectively)
Walking tours
(7/3/19) and

1 Observations
¢ Field notes

1/5/19) 1 Reflective

Photographs diary

(opportunistic) | 1 Photographs/

Photo- photo

elicitation elicitation

(8/11/18 and 1 Interactions i

8/3/19) children and

Conversations educators

(ongoing)
Researcher Familiarisation The child- The initial phase of transcribing the
subjectivity is with the data conferencing | educator semi-structured interviews
a primary tool, set T session was and parent focus group interviews,
as knowledge becoming hand-written and child conferencing provided
generation is deeply and during the repeated opportunities for
inherently intimately session. familiarisation with the data. Before
subjective and familiar  with During and during transcribing (educators and
situated. the data set, transcription, | | parents), | listened to the recordings a
Thus, through a noted points of | number of times. On completion of
attempts  to process of interest in their | transcribing, | replayed the recordings
control immersion conversation, as | re-read the typed transcripts,
researcher for example, ensuring the nuances of pauses and

bias make
little sense
within RTA

talking about
home or things
they love
doing.

For the
individual
drawing
sessions, |
asked the
children to
draw their
favourite
places
outdoors in the
preschool.
Upon finishing
their drawings

clarifications were captured in the
participantsd tran
re-reading of my fieldnotes /
observations was ongoing throughout
the data collection and analysis. In this
way, | remained aware of my
epistemological, ontological and
axiological position. Reviewing the
photographs and photo elicitation
sessions also provided time and space
for reflection and analysis. This
familiarisation process provided a
foundation for my coding.
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to their
personal
fulfilment, |
asked the
children to tell
me about their
drawings,
which | noted
verbatim. If a
child did not
comment on
their drawing, |
asked 6
want to tell me
about your

dr awi ng
During the
group-art
session, the
educators
assisted me in
noting the
childre
comments,
also verbatim,
on their
personal
contribution to
the group
painting. The
drawing was
hung up on the
wall. When the
children
commented on
it, | recorded
their
comments in
my fieldnotes.

| accompanied
the children on
walking
tours. They
held the
camera (|
noted in my
field notes
which child
was using the
camera). |
noted their
narratives
without
interpretation
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17 Photographs.
| noted which
child was
taking
photographs.
Sometimes
they explained
what they
were
photographing,
for example,
AMy fri

17 Photo-
elicitation 1
The educators
worked with
me during
these sessions
to record the

childre
comments
when they
chose a
photograph.
Analysis and Coding i Reviewing the I used inductive ¢
interpretation working chil dr en 6] set as the starting point for engaging
of the data through the narratives with meaningé (Bra
cannot be data setin a (recorded during 55). Although Braun and Clarke also
accurate  or fine-grained art activities, tours | suggest that inductive coding can never
objective, but way: identify etc.) as well as be O6pured (i bistiousaf
can be segments of conversations my epistemological and axiological
weaker or data that when | joined their | views and thus my interpretative
stronger appear play or was in standpoint throughout.
potentially close proximity to Once each data set was transcribed, |
interesting; their play used the highlight:
apply code (recorded as in  Microsoft Word to capture
labels i anecdotenotesas |parti ci pant so wor d
coding may soon as possible surface 6 semanti cd | ev
be semantic after our research questions
or latent. interactions), | (2022:60) gui del ir
Collate code coded forwordsor {[parti cul ar angl e ¢
labels phrases that useful for analysing at the latent level,

resonated with
being outdoors, for
exampl e,
farming. o
visual data sets
were coded, either
based on the
childrené
accompanying
narrative or a
descriptive code:
for example, for

providing deeper meaning to the data.
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the trampoline, |
coded it as
6physi cal
The same process
was used for each

data set.

Good quality | 3. Generating Initial themes This stage was challenging due to the
codes and initial themes | reflected a broad number of codes generated from each
themes result T identify | view of how the data set (see Codebook, Appendix 5). |
from dual shared children completed this exercise by generating
processes: (a) patterned experience the thematic tables and maps in Microsoft
immersion meanings outdoor Word, separately initially, and then
and depth of across the | environments, for exploring themes across the data sets. |
engagement, data set. | example, with used the 0r ev Mieresdft
and (b) giving Identifying friends Word to add further notes.
the potential or
developing candidate
analysis some themes that
distance capture  the

data and

address  the

research

question;

collate coded

data relevant

to candidate

themes
Themes are | 4. Developing Having completed CAQDAS training (NVivo), this provided
patterns and reviewing | further opportunities to review the entire process again, before
anchored by a themes i generating a Codebook (Appendix 5). This meant going
shared idea, Review through all of the steps again. While it was challenging,
meaning  or provisional coming to grips with the technology of the coding programme,
concept candidate it was also exciting as the intervening time allowed my other

themes i this | chapters to continue and stepping away from my own data

isa allowed time to reflect and refine themes and subthemes if

questioning necessary. 6Di stanced from

process, while | still felt connected to the topic (through my lecturing

involving role) and ongoing reading, | returned to it feeling more

going back to | confident in the process. Phases 4 and 5 provided

the full data opportunities to delve even deeper into the data. In doing so,

set. Be | selected data extracts, visual and textual, that evidenced key

prepared to let | points in relation to the themes (Braun and Clarke, 2022)

things go. (discussed in Chapters Six, Seven and Eight).

Consider

relationships

between

themes,

existing

knowledge,

practice and

the wider

context
Themes are | 5. Refining, | found this stage exciting as producing visuals of the data,
analytic defining and | overarching themes, themes and subthemes, told a story.
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outputs T built
from  codes
and cannot be
identified
ahead of the
analytic
process

namin

themes 1 fine-
tuning the
analysis and
questioning,
such as
story does this
t heme ,
6how do
theme fit into
my overall

Each phase to this point pro
¢ h e ¢Bxaéin and Clarke, 2022: 97), as well as bringing out
the richness of the partici
when | reflected on being confident that | was being faithful to
the participantsd stories.

story  about
the dat
Themes do Writing up T | This phase comes with many iterations. All of the chapters

not passively
60emer gie
they are
actively
produced by
the
researcher

This may start
from Phase 3.
Ultimately, this

is about
weaving
together the
analytic
narrative and
compelling,
vivid data
extracts,
telling the
reader a
coherent and
persuasive
story  about
the data set
that
addresses the
research
question.

preceding the findings tell a particular story. In setting the

scene with the Introduction and outlining the wider context in

which early childhood education and care is located (policy

and practice), I wanted to -€
fuelled-questi oni ng approacho6 ( Br
Making the decision to write three separate chapters of

findings for each participant group was pivotal. It meant that

for each group of participants, and individuals within each

group, their story was given equal prominence. Bringing the

60 s o WBraar ahd Clarke, 2022: 146) of their stories into

conversation with the wider literature added richness to the

tapestry of ECEC and outdoor pedagogy. Completing each

phase of RTA enabled a broad, in-depth and integrative

exploration of the findings. Chapter Nine presents an overall

interconnected and synthesised discussion the findings,

bringing them into conversation with the RAPO framework

and the literature.
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N
6 stages for each data set
1. Familiarisation
2. Coding
3. Generating initial themes
4. Developing and reviewing themes

5. Refining, defining and naming themes
6. Writing up

Figure 5.1: Data analysis using RTA (Braun and Clarke (2022)

a
—W
4

5.12.1 Understanding t-susdworéeéedveaersh in
Yin (2018) suggests that instead of thinking about a case study as a sample, it

should be viewed as an opportunity to highlight theoretical concepts or principles.
However, Stahl and King (2020) draw on Lincoln and Guba (1985) to highlight

case

the i mportance of trustworthinehbespersobot h

telling it. Lincoln and Guba (1985) suggest four evaluative criteria for
trustworthiness in research: transferability, credibility, dependability and
confirmability.

Thus, the generalisability of findings for this case-study research foregrounds
similar Opatterns and descriptions®éo

settings in Ireland, while also providing rich contextual descriptions of the case-
study site. Therefore, the various processes of crystallisation (Braun and Clarke,
2022), Section 5.12.2 below, were pivotal in highlighting how the different
perspectives and understandings of the stakeholders told similar or different

stories.

On the other hand, the case study may highlight the extent to which this case is
different or unusual. Strength, then, must be derived from a clear set of criteria
documenting the procedures followed and, as Yin (2018: 46) suggests, it is
i mportant O6to conduct research as i f
Before undertaking this research, | reflected on my role as a researcher. Due to

my acknowledged passion for availability of the outdoors for children in preschool
190
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environments and its potential pedagogical value, | endeavoured to maintain a
bal ance on what | want ed dtommianentto thesfield 6 bet
and the capacity to offer an informed and research-based i nterpreta
(Edwards, 2010: 162). Punch (2016) further highlights the importance of
maintaining a balance between rigour in research and care for the participants,
as qualitative research, by its nature, is immersed in social processes with
inherent layers of meaning explored by the researcher. As a case study, the
criteria for reliability, that another investigation would arrive at the same findings

and conclusions, are difficult to meet (Yin, 2018).

However, while responsibility lies with the reader to interpret the findings, the
onus lies on the researcher to provide the necessary information (Denscombe,
2010) so that the reader can make an informed decision. Drawing on Gibbert et
al. (2008), the criteria for judging the quality of case-study research are
emphasised by Yin (2018). They are: construct validity, internal validity, external

validity and reliability. Each of these criteria is addressed in the research process.

5.12.1.1 Construct validity
Construct validity can be tested with reference to the multiple sources of evidence

garnered during data-collection phases. Steps taken to address this element
include ensuring a clear definition of what is meant by an outdoor pedagogical
space in an ECEC setting. The second test to fulfil construct validity is to identify
appropriate data-collection instruments (detailed above). The third test, to have
the draft read by key participants of the study, was not possible, due primarily to
time limitations: the duration of my time in the ECEC setting, completion of writing
up my findings and the Covid-19 pandemic. While Braun and Clarke (2022)
suggest that attempts to control researcher bias make little sense within RTA, 1
remained conscious throughout data collection and analysis of suspending any
preconceptions | held. In-depth and rigorous discussions with my supervisors,
critical friends, continued engagement with the data and researcher reflexivity

served to alleviate these concerns.

5.12.1.2 Internal validity
Internal validity in case-study research extends to the problem of making

inferences when events are not or cannot be directly observed (Yin, 2018). This
was addressed in a number of ways. Validity of ethnographic research involves

6direct and sustained contact wi t h human
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iterative and inductived (O6Reilly, -2012:
study approach enabled my sustained contact with the educators, and children in
particular. Yin (2018: 169) suggests that

[ é] you may now find that some part of t

t wo [ é] |l eading you further into your d
relationship s 0 . (This process is further di scu
Appendix 9.)

5.12.1.3 External wvalidity

O6Rei Il ly (2012: 227) explores external v
the analysis has ofdface val i dddoeyittmaket hat
sense?6 She suggests that if it does not

more closely and try to understand why, while also being open to being
challenged on what we thought made sense. As indicated in Chapter One, the
findings of thisstudyar e not expected to be generald]
38) discusses @tntad ycorrcgmEinkeafal gaabegoasd t
study setting, w h e&&r hedbuyl dt hteh irneks eaafr cyheur ¢
opportunity to tshernd sompe rtilcadr étiighadll.l con
a ddr e thisa@mtern by drawing on and combining the theoretical propositions

of affordances and relational pedagogy that potentially apply to a range of

studies.

5.12.1.4 Reliability

The concept of research reliability from an ethnographic and case study
perspective is explored by O6Reilly (201:
the chall enges inherent in these researc

the role of the ethnographer and Yin (2018) emphasises research procedures.

O6Rei lly argues that the reliability of e
researcher reflexively examines their own role in the construction of social life, as
ethnography unfolds by considering whom they are and how they experience the
world themsel ves. Yin (2018: 46) sugges
research as if someone is | ooking over
features of ethnographic case study research make replication of the research

improbable, | addressed these issues in a number of ways, discussed below.
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5.12.2 Crystallisation
In a departure from the familiar concept of triangulation, Braun and Clarke (2022)
propose the metaphor of 6crystallisation
(2010: 844) suggests that:
Crystallization encourages researchers to gather multiple types of data
and employ various methods, multiple researchers, and numerous
theoretical frameworks. However, it assumes that the goal of doing so is
not to provide researchers with a more valid singular truth, but to open up

a more complex, in-depth, but still thoroughly partial, understanding of the
issue.

Thus, while similar to triangulation, crystallisation resonates with the research
design underpinning this research, which is informed by constructionism, by an
interpretivist paradigm. Furthermore, Tracy (2010) proposes that multiple and
varied voices in the research and analysis enable thick descriptions of the data
from the participants©o wergtygnasignificancetowh i c h
the participants to interpret meaning. She suggests that creditability is enhanced
when the research signals attention to these possibilities. Crystallisation for this

study is achieved through the use of multiple methods, as outlined below.

5.12. 2.1 Parents and educators
As the interview and focus-group discussions were recorded, | listened to them a

number of times to familiarise myself with the data before | commenced typing
them up. At this point, | wrote up analytical notes and coded points. During the
typing-up process, | paid particular attention to hesitations and pauses to ensure
the context and nuances of discussion were captured. This further allowed me to
revisit areas of potential interest. The process continued until | had read all the
transcripts while simultaneously listening to the recordings. In all, this process
was completed five times. | continued coding as | listened to and re-read the
transcripts. The preliminary codes from the educator interview and parent focus-
group interviews were then compared to ascertain whether similar topics were

mentioned. These were then coded further.

5.12. 2.2 Drawings, art and photographs
Chil drenods participation in this resear

throughmult i modal tools. O6Reilly (2012: 169)
research whereby participants used video and photography to tell stories about
their own |ives, which they called 6daut org
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et hnogr ap h er the visualtismere emareipatofy and powerful than the

use of text €é to give over the producti ol

Pink (2013: 153) argues that o0to place a
richness of its potential for facilitating and communicating ethnographic
under standi ngs©o6. Nevertheless, they were
the childrends interest in taking photog!
for them to analyse and interpret what was important to them. As a result,
i nterpretations were shared rather than
took guidance from research by Huser (2015) when viewing the photographs,

whereby | compared or contrasted photographs with my observations of the

c hi |l dr e ®@ddooascwalking tours and our ongoing conversations. The
childrends narratives also provided i mpo
are relational to other materials and wa

the photo-elicitation sessions, when they commented on photographs they had
taken and also photographs | had taken. In addition, the photo-elicitation
sessions, which were recorded manually at the time by educators and myself,
added further opportunities to analyse the meanings attributed to them at a

particular moment in time.

pdPmo 9UGKAOFE O2yaARSNIGAZ2Y A

As per the Maynooth University Ethics Policy, section 3.1, | have a primary ethical
obligation to the participant group in question. As a lecturer on ECEC degree
programmes, | undertook certified training in 2016 in my HEI workplace in child
protection in accordance with Children First: National Guidance for the Protection
and Welfare of Children (DCYA, 2015).

Denscombe (2010: 331) proposes three underpinning ethical principles when
conducting research, with the overarching principle being that the ends do not
justify the means in the pursuit of knowledge (original emphasis). Maynooth
University Ethics Policy, BERA Guidelines (2011), Children First Guidance
(Department of Children and Youth Affairs (DCYA), 2017) and the UN Guidelines
on the Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) also informed the ethical
considerations of this study. Approval, see Appendix 1, was obtained from the
Social Research Ethics Sub-Committee in October 2018.
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Punch (2016: 23) suggests that et hi cal
research centre on access, consent and pe
involves children, informed consent is crucial. Christensen and Prout (2002, as

cited in Mukh e r j i and Al bon, 2015: 45) propose
to explain how adults and children should be afforded equal consideration in
research as human beings. Thus, while adjustments may need to be made in
practice to suit the abilities and interests of the participants, key ethical principles

are the same for adults and children, but may look different in practice (ibid.).
Christensen (2004) suggests that research with children is primarily like all
research, insofar as ethical standards and the research process should be
commensurate. Einarsdottir (2007) concurs, emphasising that children are
different from adults and, consequently, acknowledges the requirement to ensure
appropriate  methods are used, while also acknowledging the inherent

challenges.

5.13.1 Assent
Harcourt and Conroy (2005: 573), wr i tin

children in research in Singapor e, asser
by ensuring informed consent, students must explore ways of deconstructing

theirr eque st to observe. [ é] This involves
language, or other forms of communication, which will be used to support the
childés understanding.®d They further argi
0t he dialogbe musti aloitzedod (i bid.)®o. Ha
educators and parents to conduct the research, | attended the setting on two
occasions prior to the commencement of gathering data. This allowed me to
familiarise myself with the routine and, importantly, to introduce myself, and for

the children to ask questions if they wished. The children were accustomed to

visitors coming to the setting, as visitors included mentors from the QAP
programme, the inspectorate (DE and Tusla), the AIM co-ordinator and people

from the community, for example, a member of the Gardai came to speak with

them. Also, the children were familiar with the use of a digital camera, as
photographs in the portfolio submitted as part of the QAP accreditation process

were taken by the children.

Children chose to participate on their terms. | had prepared a colourful poster that
depicted emoji pictures whereby the children could indicate at any time their
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willingness or not to participate on any given day or move away/ re-join. This
poster was displayed in a prominent position at child level in the setting for the
duration of my fieldwork. I also had a letter with my photograph and a colourful
poster that | could use if and when children asked me about my research or why
| was in their preschool. | showed the children a visual of the ways in which we
could collect information about the outdoors in their playschool. | informed the
children that | would give them a certificate before | said goodbye at the end of

my research (see Appendix 6).

Throughout the ethics application process and during fieldwork sessions, |
ensured that | engaged with the children in a child-appropriate way. | did this in a
number of ways. | worked closely with staff during fieldwork sessions in order to
getasenseofc hi | dr ebnedisn gvealnd, crucially, sought
assent. Being cognisant oftheadult-c hi | d power i mbal ance, ar
willingness to please, | also observed their non-verbal cues as indicators of their

decisions whether or not to participate.

| also focused on building a rapport with both staff and children in the setting
during fieldwork. For example, throughout the research, the children made clear
choices as to whether they wanted to be photographed, either by me or their
peers, for example, by putting their hands over their faces if they did not want to
be photographed. | respected their choice to refuse and also to change their
minds. When their peers took photographs, | did not include photographs where

children had indicated they did not want to be photographed.

As both adults and children were involved in this research, Jensen and Laurie
(2016) propose two methods by which consent may be achieved: written and oral.
Written and verbal consent was received from staff a n d parent s. Ch
assent was in the power of the child to invoke or revoke. Through building
relationships with the educators and <chi
verbaland non-v er b a l cues. For exampl e, |l ebser
verbal cues, such as tone of voice, body language, facial expressions, arms
crossed and emotional cues. If | was unsure whether to continue engaging with

the children, | checked with the educators who were more familiar with them.

Important alsoisanaware ness of Omethodol ogi cal refl

which acts as a prompt in the encounters with participants. Drawing on a study
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by Guillemin and Gillam (2004), Stokes h
moment s6, whi ch e mpdaraisns that mag enteige tlardughoud n s

the research process. Therefore, | used my previous experience to draw on
knowledge gained from working with this age group over a period of 20 years to

build rapport and trust. In doing so, | was cognisant of potential power imbalances

in the research relationship. Detailing encounters in the research process, Stokes

(i bid.) concludes that 6any research pr
children generates ethical encounters in its iteration, which merit reflection and

anal ysi so. I mi ni mi sed t he risk o f t hi
representations of their contributions a
further | ayers beyond the rudi mentary r e:¢

to support the individual needs of children engaged in the research process.

In a similar vein, Harcourt and Einarsdottir (2011) draw attention to research that
recognises children as competent and capable thinkers and communicators.
Dockett and Perry (2011: 231) suggest that conducting research with children
rather than on children reflects a paradigm shift, whereby children are
acknowledged as O6competent soci al agent s
The definition of agency, offered by Sancar and Severcan (2010: 277), is
referenced as O0the power to make decisio
act on themdé (Dockett and Perry, 2011: 22
offers a critique of the concept of agency, cautioning that it is more than a

consideration of something that children have a right to or something adults

support ; rat her , it dhas to be something
5.13.1.2 An ethic of I|listening
Acknowl edging a paradigm shi ft in chil dr

Barley and Russell (2018: 223/224) suggest that visual research methods reveal
Ohow nuangedtgrdaassa surfaces i n unexpecte
further suggest that jointly produced visual data empower participants as they
have direct control over data that are intended to depict their lives or cultures.
Rinaldi identifies listening as: (i) that which connects us to others, (i)
acknowledging knowledge as integrated; (iii) open and sensitive; (iv) involving
both to listen and to be listened to with allour s e ns e s ; (v) and 1| is
hundred, the thousand languages, symbols and codes we use to express

our sel ves and communicat e é a ti me full
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|l i stening to ourselves é as an el ement t

turn, I's generated by |l istening that ot
study, mul ti modal met hods facilitated di
stories.

pdPmodH [/ 2yasSyl

| arranged a meeting with the owner and staff and was invited to attend during
session time, while the children were present. | considered that an essential part
of this initial process was to meet with staff working directly with the children to
secure their co-operation too. This also allowed me to provide details of my
research, di scuss mut ual expectations,
Garda-vetting and ethical approval. Burgess (1989: 60, as cited in Punch, 2016:
32) notes that agreement from management does not necessarily suggest all staff
had the choice whether or not to participate. Staff in this preschool expressed
their interest in the research and written informed consent was obtained from
them (Jensen and Laurie, 2016). See Appendix 7 for Owner/Educator Information

Letter and Consent Form.

Meetings with parents were organised through the owner, who acted as the initial
gatekeeper (Jensen and Laurie, 2016; Punch, 2016). | visited the setting on two
mornings to meet parents at drop-off and collection times, pre-arranged by the

owner. | introduced myself and explained in detail the purpose of the research,
verbally and in writing. | explained the
involvement and also answered any questions. Parents were reassured that

ethical approval had been obtained, thattherand t heir chil drenéo
was completely voluntary and they could leave the research at any time. Parents

were asked to sign a consent form, which was returned to me by the gatekeeper
(Appendix 8). Gaining access is not a one-off event; it must be negotiated
throughout the research (O6Reilly, 201 2;
parents and educators that | would be available to answer questions both before
commencement and during the research. Finally, once parental participation was
secured, times/days were agreed with the owner to complete the fieldwork.

From the outset, | ensured that the owner was made aware that my research
ai med to be a voyage of discovery, rat he

of practice. Drawing on my experience of owning a sessional preschool was
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pivotal in this regard. As the research progressed and the researcher-owner
relationship developed, shared experiences created a sense of empathy. Aspects
of practice such as inspectorate, funding and CPD were areas where there was
a sense of a lack of agency and opportunity to inform practice, based on her daily/
routine experiences. For example, the owner had previously purchased high
quality outdoor clothing and boots for the children. However, purchasing outdoor
clothing was a criterion of funding received; funding (correctly audited), she felt,
that would have been beneficial elsewhere, and her knowledge of her own

practice should have informed how it was spent.

5.13.3 Child protection and wel fare
Ahmad Aliyu, Musa Singhry, Adamu and Muhammad Abubakari (2015: 13)

propose epistemol ogy, ont ol odhinksaboaand xi ol
consequently sees the world that helps onetoacti n i nquiry and pr
best interests of the child were my primary concern throughout my research and

all participants were granted the right to express their views freely in all matters

affecting them, commensurate with their age and maturity (BERA, 2011).

Children are rights-holders, and hold personal views and perspectives,
recognised in The Irish Constitution, by the ratification of the United Nations
Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC) in 1992 (www.childrensrights.ie).

Therefore, my study is foregrounded by a recognition of these rights, based on

Lundyds (2012) conceptualisation of par
inclusive research process whereby all children have equal opportunities to
participate. My st udy facilitated chidwdangimdes r i g
those views given due weight, using the conceptualisation of Article 12 as space,
voice, influence and audience, and will be appropriately supported to do so.

Figure 5.2 below illustrates Lundyo6s con:¢
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http://www.childrensrights.ie/

UNCRC

Right to
SXPIESS
a view
Article 2 Article 13
Non- Right to
Discrimination Information
Article 12
Article 3 Article 5

Best Interests Tight b Right to Guidance
L) (]
Influence | have views | Audience from Adults
given due
weight

Article 19
Right to be Safe

Figure 1. Conceprualising Article 12

Figure GomRceptualisation of Article 12 (Lund:

5.13.4 Confidentiality and anonymity
To protect participantsd confidentiality,

from discussions were anonymised. The ECEC sector is relatively small in
Ireland, with consequent difficulties in complete anonymisation. Therefore, |
explained to the children that they could choose a different name if they wished.

They did so with the assistance of staff.

The advancement of methodologies such as visual research and ethnography
(At ki nson, 2015; O6Rei | | vy, 2012 ; Pi nk, 2
paying attention to ethical considerations in research. As this research study
explores the lived experiences of educators and children in the ECEC setting, the
use of visual images, in addition to traditional data collection methods, aims to
support the inclusion of children and the adults in telling their individual and

collective stories.

As outlined in the ethics application, photographs of the ECEC setting and
educators and children involved in the daily routine form an integral part of this
study. Photographs of the children and their play spaces can be used in the body
of the thesis and permission was also given for this in subsequent publications or
conference proceedings. Parents were made aware of this in letters of consent
(Appendix 6), outlining the possibility that participants could be identified from the
photographs in any publications or conference proceedings. All parents who
participated in this research signed a letter of consent, which included this

information.
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This study is limited in a number of ways. While an ethnographic approach is a

valuable research methodology, it also carries a number of limitations.

Firstly, | attended the preschool only twice per fortnight over the course of the
academic year, usually towards the end of the week. As such, there were many
events, learning experiences and conversations that | missed, as those occurred
at other times, not only because of the frequency of my visits, but also on different
days of the week.

Secondly, the research was conducted in a small, rural preschool, with a relatively
small sample size of participants, based in one area. All of the adult participants
were female: three educators and nine parents. This is limiting in that there are
no male perspectives included in the data. Furthermore, the majority of parents
were from the local area and knew each other over an extended period of time,
as their older children had attended the preschool. In addition, all parents whose

children were attending were happy with their choice of preschool.

Thirdly, the findings from the research cannot be generalised, as each ECEC

setting is uniqgue, 0i ferent dtoees soaldhbe wld abbua t

any situation, each one placing it
(Hammersley, 2006: 7).

Fourthly, as noted by Ryder (2021), ethics entail relationships and honesty. There
is a possibility that the participants may say what they think | want to hear. There
is also a potential for bias in the interpretation of findings.

With these limitations in mind, | believe | have been honest in the processes of
my research. Throughout the research process, | have illustrated how I collected
and interpreted the dat a, drawing on
(2018) guidelines for quality in case study research: construct validity, internal

validity, external validity and reliability.

By keeping a reflective diary following each visit to the preschool, | was able to
identify potential biases as well as areas where | felt | might feel challenged. In
particular, | was conscious of my previous and current roles in the ECEC

profession; being aware of empathy or judgement.
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5.15 Conclusion
This chapter has provided a detailed account of the research process. | have

included a rationale for the research, which adopts a qualitative methodology. A
single-site case study, adopting an ethnographic research design and using the
Mosaic approach best suited the research questions and was deemed most
effective for achieving the aims and objectives of the study. Reflexive Thematic
Analysis (RTA) provided a robust process, which guided the analytic journey and
captur ed p erspectices gnaaexgesedcespwhile also recognising and
acknowledging how the context shapes these. Table 5.1 and Figure 5.1 provided
a detailed account of this process, outlining how each phase was carried out.
These are presented to assist and support the reader to further understand my

approach to the analysis and discussion of the findings of this research.

As previously indicated in Chapter 3, the active role of educators in this research
has the potential to expand our knowledge and understanding of practice. The
engagement of children, educators and parents in this evidence-based research
aims to contribute to relational affordances pedagogy in the outdoors by providing
creative and dialogic platforms that acknowledge their complexity and the

interplay of converging and diverging perspectives and experiences.

The methodological choices | made in relation to the research study are inevitably
interconnected with the research findings. While the data collection methods
enabled me to become immersed in the routines of the ECEC setting over the
preschool year, they also enabled me to build relationships with the children and
educators. Importantly, the research design allowed me to access the stories of
the participants, visually and narratively, as well as on individual and collective
levels. This approach allowed me to develop themes relevant to each group of
participants, which in turn highlights the layers of meanings attributed to
understanding(s) and experiencing of the outdoors in the preschool setting.
Additionally, it also illuminates how the themes are interconnected. An
overarching theme was developed for each group of participants, with a number
of sub-themes for each group, presented in tables in each of the following

chapters.
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These are discussed in Chapters Six, Seven and Eight. Chapter Six presents the
findings from data pertaining to parents, Chapter Seven focuses on the analysis
of findings from children. Findings from the data for parents are presented in
Chapter Eight.
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LYGNRRdAzOGAZ2Y
This chapter presents the findings of this research study relating to the educators.

c dm

Data presented were gathered from educators, children and parents, involved in
the day-to-day provision of ECEC in a rural sessional preschool in the midlands
of Ireland. Chapters Seven and Eight present the findings from the data for
children and parents, respectively. By separating the data analysis for each group
of participants, it provides a space for the perspectives and experiences of
individual participants in each group, as well as for each group of participants.

Furthermore, it illuminates common and divergent themes across the data sets.

Table 6.1 provides an outline of the overarching theme and subthemes.

Table 6. 1: The€«memeand osuleducator s

Participant Overarching Sub-theme Sub-theme Sub-theme Sub-theme
Group theme
Educators Opening the Relationships | Educational Reciprocal School
doors towards | gnq encounters | engagementi | readiness
pedagogical i ; ) ; ;
change interactions in an indoor- | mind, body
outdoor and
continuum environment
cd®H LYGNRRdAzOAY3I (GKS O2yGSEQ

Chapter Five introduced the research design and methodology respectively for
this study. This chapter provides an in-depth detail of considerations made in
order to capture and provide a deep understanding of the real-life context,
process and practice of pedagogy in the outdoors in the ECEC setting. A study
of the educators and children in the ECEC setting fits well with an ethnographic
approach, allowing me time and space to build rapport and engage with the
educators. Furthermore, the research methods drawn from Mosaic approach
empower the educators to participate in a range of ways over a period of time.

Photographic and narrative contributions are core features of their contributions.

My initial introduction to the preschool was facilitated by an ECI mentor.

Conscious of the need to engage with all of the staff in the setting, following a
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telephone call to the owner, my visit to the preschool was organised to take place
during a preschool session. This provided an opportunity to also meet the staff
and be introduced to the children. | also wanted to inform the staff, as well as the
owner, of the value of their participation in providing personal, professional and
authentic insights into exploring pedagogy in the outdoors in ECEC. | was

reassured that they were both willing and enthusiastic to participate.

Throughout this chapter, findings from the perspectives and experiences of the
educators are underpinned by a core theme, (developed through RTA and
presented in the Codebook, Appendix 5), namely that through opening the doors
to the outdoor environments in the ECEC setting benefitted both themselves and
the children on a number of levels. The educators refer to enhanced relationships
with the children, an enriched curriculum, a view of the children as agentic
participants in their learning and development, and improved well-being for
themselves and the children reinforced by the affordances of the outdoor
environments. Nevertheless, tensions remain as educators navigate policy and

legislative requirements and, at times, professional uncertainty and sustainability.

The following sections discuss the themes developed from the educator data,
supported with interview quotes, photographs, researcher-educator

conversations and my reflections and fieldnotes.

c®o h@SNI NODKAY3I GKSYSY hLISyAy3a GKS R22NA
Embarking on a journey towards pedagogical change, Mary Jane (owner) and
Jane (manager) described their pedagogical approach as a trajectory from a
controlled, adult-led indoor environment to a more relaxed atmosphere that
permeates both the indoor and outdoor environments, as a result of being

outdoors.

The daily routine and transition points during the day indoors appeared to impact
negati vely on edu ebangowhgedlans descsbes the foutinee | |
as being o6al ways inside, around tabl esod,
felt: o1 hated it , thelessatlappeass|that the autdoat 1 t .
environments were not initially considered to be part of the routine. Jane explains:

When | came here first, like | mean, this is how | knew playschools to be

anyway, so | woul dnot have kasesitting any
around tables, learning this, trying to think of what to do next, do this, do
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this, do this, do this, and you have a sort of a plan to do, like okay after
this, now | 611 get the kids to do thi
really hard.

Mary Jane: Oh, the transitions were hard.
Jane: It was really hard.

Environmental and human noise levels further exacerbated their sense of well-

being:

€ and | have huge space in here, but
t hereds r estr i cthairownsestriciohserytheeselas|[ p |t
And thatodés why we moved, and thatods
evenings, and we do our observations,
that s not workingdé 60o0h, okay, eav@;l |,
0t hat és not workingd Otheydre too 1o
morning, they were too noisy, they we
by the kids, 6cos you know the kids, i
somet hi ngobés g o ingog just @pendhe doordand theaoor is

usually always open, but |ike, okay,

\

External (inspectorate/regulation) requirements further negatively impacted on

t he adul t sdé a rbéeing.cMary Jaderseggedted: we | |
€ if you put too much up on the walls, the children will (inaudible). It gives
you a headache. And thatodés what | fin
and | was going, |l come in and | go 0C

stuff down! o (dgmina@g)i pgndadiebl( ¢pruand i
busy in here Jane!

Further mor e, Mary Jane adopted a holisti
learning and development while they were in preschool. She expressed a sense
of responsibility towards the provision of outdoor experiences for the children for

a number of reasons.

First, due to childrends organised actiyv
Jane considered t hat t he chil drenos acc e

environments are both limited and restricted, as evident in the excerpt below:

ét hey all have proof that being outdo
AND, they donot go outdoors any mor e
practitioners. Chil dr en ar8 osbcchl eodcukl ea
o6cl ock when theyodére collected from tl
that I s being left for the early year s
for them. I me an, when we remember ¢t

faciltytodoit,soitd s gr eat .
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Second, Mary Jane and Jane expl ained
| anguage and social and emotional devel

interactions when they are indoors and outdoors:

And all of them, theyt wal ki“ e cdyelvied &

non-verbal here, but outside they talked to each other, like language (sic)

isnét their first | anguage, itbés thei
theydre usually very quiet. Th@yyutunder
when youdbére outside, theydre conver si

Jane suggested that children develop self-regulation skills and manage conflict
independently when they are outdoors:
Out side, when they have a confl itct,
|l ook at you and go O6ehhhd [a whining

they candét really see you, they sort
Yeah, so, i1itodos not really, 1 think

Searching for solutions through engagement with ECEC literature and various
pedagogic approaches did not appear to yield practical results. Educators in the
setting participated in the Siolta quality assurance programme (QAP), facilitated
by ECI. During this time, a professional conversation with Hannah,*’ the Siolta
mentor, was pivotal in helping the educators arrive at a solution, evident in the
excerpt from Mary Jane below:

We were working off HighScope and Steiner and it was all outdoor
provocations, em, and | was, | was really leaning toward the outside and

Hannah came down and she just | ooked

maybe you know, move the tables (Il aug
leave the door open and, you know, let the children kind of come in and

out?6 [ é] And | said OEm, em no, becausce
doing this and wedre doing that, and

okay, so |l etds do that. o6 We made that

this room the area for the toys i and the difference! This was just an open
room (laughing) where they could kind of go from area to area and, oh my
God, the difference already!

In addition, the benefits of educators participating in the QAP programme in
creating a harmonious atmosphere, areevide nt i n Mary Janeds

We all say, the difference is, the difference in Siolta is, a Siolta premises
and somewhere el se, I mean you can

know 1 6m | ike oI°f you had read your

woul dndét be a problem!d You woul dnot

%al NBE WFHYS SELXFAYSR (kE§¥Sdp S85 6ORA DNEB Y 8 K02 4 S
UL yYEK AAY®D LESdR2ye
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[ €]
There was no uniformity, there was no mirror between every interaction
between parents, between practitioners, between the children, between

everybody, between their peers, between, you know, even the Siolta one
t hat g o-adult; dhidehild; &dult-c hi | d 6.

However, Mary Jane also expressed frustration at the relevancy of the content of
ECEC degree courses:

You know wher eas, t his i s the bit

bugbear, domnowgl &mol ta and thereods

childcare, but they still want us to write a million essays on a particular

t h

c

such
and the environment and the re-goud ati o

subject and they never come from a child-led curriculum. They donét
in and say OHow are you doing today,

and who has a Level 5, who has a
have you done this before, yeah, just read that and go on then, sure you

Lev

donodt need doneyotuda million ti mes,

done it there, weodre just ticking
Mary Jane and Jane highlighted their
providing outdoor environments that are flexible and respond to them. Mary Jane
also referred to the potential and diversity of learning inherent in the natural
environment:

Mary Jane: Because, the kids get

the same kids coming in doing the same thing all the time.

Resear cher: And | suppose the fact

t he

a
€

y

att

bor e

t hat

Mary Jane: And theyodére outside, yeah,

Researcher: The environment is changing.

Mary Jane: And naturally.
The value of outdoor environments is further acknowledged as a social and
educational space. Jane observed positive changes at pedagogic and

professional levels in her interactions with the children, as the outdoor

environment s afforded t he chil drenos

autonomy and choice in their engagement, evident in the excerpt below:

, even outside, itos i ke, (I
going 6round, and they wan
talk to you. I f theyoére doi

=~

but , ot her than that, it

not uptight about getting
, Yy ou Kk n oaws,cenired &aundjthe shtld. Tdne child is the
hfi@ished sentence].

u
o
P
I

0
o
0
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Similarly, Mary Jane captured opportunities for teaching moments:

So, we oObserve and facilitate their
somet hi ng and t h atadorconisdrthey gegdextemgont o p

on the | earning, |l i ke, so, theyoll
find a worm, wedll go, O6Whoop! How

foi
do

do. 6 oWell, whatdos the diffeWehde esuv
has a shell on his back. 6 So, we migh-

something more about worms, or we might do a wormery, or we might get
the, em, worm hut or the worm hotel out again and start doing stuff like
that.

For Jane, the change in her relationship and interactions with the children,
emanating from going and being outdoors, also appeared to be reflected in her

approach to curriculum planning:

Even when youodre writing down

about,you know, 60kay, we need to do
and that has to be done, 6 itodés mor
what they want to do and how we can extend their learning and how we
can facilitate them and things like that, soi t 6s compl et el vy

In addition, Jane also suggested her personal and professional pedagogic
relationship with the children changed as a result of being outdoors, evident in

the excerpt below:

e, instead of sitting
that, o6 i f a child comes in to usoOa
So, we were facilitating them, we were more into a facilitator then (sic) a
dictator [role], more or less. You know, | dictated what to do and, you know
we are more or less helping them to do what they want to do. [ € ] I

i t 6s byeoccuabursee hdwrahroend, itds the
a teacher [é] yeah, yeah, because
all.

The educators and children appeared to enjoy sharing experiences beyond the
setting, which were incorporated into the curriculum. For example, over the
course of my fieldwork, Mary Jane shared her interest in hill-walking with the
children, which provided opportunities to share and create resources. | noted in
my field notes:
Mary Jane had her compass that she uses during mountain-climbing and
Johnny Farmer had shown great interest. He brought in his own compass

and the discussion/ learning experience developed from there. The
children engage in map-making indoors, which is carried on outdoors as

felt a whol e Ihecthildén what éorde.nt .
Theyore more or | ess telling me what |
| ik

f,
his
e |

di f

dow
nd

t hi i

way
I d

the children draw the sandpitandswi ngs; Johnny Far mer t
dr awn, 6t he house, the river €& what e
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dr awi ng; drawing a |line with a o6dipé6
school . 6 We put the childrends homes

Field notes, 08.03.2019

Pat, prompted by his mum also shared his experience:

Mary Janebds i nt-elimang ts included mahe rcurrigulum

planning. Using a compass was previously a topic for discussion. At

di fferent ti mes whil e Is 6afmout tclimbinge Ma |
Carrauntoohil in County Kerry. Pat, smiling, tells Mary Jane that he has

been to Kerry and Carrauntoohil. The slope in the large garden provides

an opportunity for teamwork as the children and Jane enjoy
mountaineering. Real maps provide further opportunities for staff and

children to explore the world beyond the preschool, while the children

engage in individual and group work, map-making of the outdoor
environment in the preschool.

Field notes, 25.5.2019

Photographs of these sessions further hi ghlighte
engagement and enjoyment. Reading maps and map-making indoors and

outdoors below:
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6. 3.1 Relationships and interactions
Mary Jane and Jane noticed how being outdoors influenced relationships and
i nteractions. Janeds observations of t he
highlight how being out doointeractons@amavellt s t h
being:
ltés so different than inside. 6Cos vy
to stick to themselves. But outside ¢t
totally, they run around with everybody. They all have their little groups |
think, but it just sparks one interest or one, em, activity and they all sort of
go in together, |l i ke theyodore alll SO il

just takes one little, like the worm, it takes one little thing like that to get
everybody involved.

An enjoyable part of my fieldwork was sha
experiences and occasionally assisting them in their endeavours. This aspect of
the fieldwork allowed me to observe how, on the one hand, the children
deliberately excluded the adults from their play, and at other times, they invited
them to be play partners. The following is an example of how the children exercise

control over their play, and endeavoured to exclude Ciara, recorded in my field

notes:
Gettingof f the trampoline, she comes over
di ggi ng, l aughing and saying that Fr e
there, that says fANo adults! 0b

Field notes, 25.10.2018

Jane builds fun relationships with the children outdoors as she tried out the new

resources, closely observed by the children:
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The children also demonstrated affection towards the staff and myself. During
one of the photo-elicitation sessions, | noted Ciaran chose a picture of Lauren
and one taken of the educators and me before we left for a walk to the local park.

The photograph below shows the interaction between me and Ciaran:

Smiling, Ciaran is encouraged by Jane to show me the picture. He points

me out in the picture. Ciaran is clearly delighted, and with a big smile on

his face he goes to Jane where he is embraced in a tight hug, which he
reciprocates. He stays in this embrac
the biggest hug | 6ve got from you! 6

Photo elicitation, 8.11.2018

cdoc wSaSHFNDOKSNI FyR /AFNIY

While acknowledging the value of the large indoor space, the educators
highlighted the benefits for the childrer
through their engagement with the outdoor environments. Mary Jane explained:

Yes, there are different i nteractions
theydre better. Whatodéds the way to say
outside. So, the biggest learning, in my observation, in what we do, is the

learning would be outside; the biggest learning comes from outside, from
being outside, and having that space,
huge space in here, but theyodre more ¢
they even put their own restrictions on themselves.
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Despite having a large indoor space, Mary Jane suggested being outdoors
enhanced t he -bemg, tharecprocdl bensiiefdr the adults was also
acknowledged:
Mary Jane: The difference in me, the difference in them, it was much more
peasant, wasnoét it?
In addition, conversations between the children and adults became more

sustained, as explained in the excerpt below:

Mary Jane: you were just talking at them, telling them almost.
Jane: Yeah.

Mary Jane: Al most what dbobédeé. .Donoét

Jane: Children never really actuall
interested in [é] even when | was si
and if a child didnét want to do it
everybodyelseisdoi ng i t6é6 and o6if you donoét
to do it. o

Mary Jane: Yeah, there was no conversations.
Jane: No.
Mary Jane: There was no free, no conversations.

Jane: 1t was all, wedre sitting
keeptal ki ng away but you never re
but now wé&énterce leftaumfieished by Jane).

down
al |y

Outdoors provided unique opportunities for conversations. Mary Jane explained:

And 1 6ve often had a parydnkhowevieersithe g
river is, [an area in the large garden with a well structure and the oyster

shells fixed along the O6beddé of the
be sitting in the river, and youod
(imaudi bl e) would go 6What the hell
| said 6Well, youdd be surprised, i
and they ask me what |1 6m doing, and
they tell me and gou Sitsdowg,oyoumegver @all anybody

over, you just sit down and start g
come running over oO0Can | hel p, can
sweeping brush, come on and weweldl I
sweep out the stones, and when they
you know O0Look at the wor ms, |l ook a

daddy saidd and O6my daddy didé and

goodnessd6 and édo god o6eamembe do t hat

find out all this lovely valuable lessons.
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6. 3.2 Educational eneceoouutndtoeorrs coonn tainn uiunnd o 0 r
It appeared that the educators, despite acknowledging the benefits of the

outdoors for themselves and the children, were also unsure of how it was valued

by parents. | noted this in my field notes, following a conversation with Mary Jane:

Mary Jane welcomed the opportunity to participate in the research,
suggesting that research on outdoor education at PhD level would help to
promote her approach to the outdoors with the parents and at the same
time provide wider societal validation for her focus on the children being
outdoors in the preschool.

Field notes, 5.10.2018

At the same time, being outdoors appeared to have increased the value placed
on the indoor environment, too. Incorporating the outdoors into their pedagogy
also prompted a review of the indoor environment. Mary Jane explained during

our interview:

So, then we moved all the tables into that little room there [the second of

three rooms from the main door], which is only that little room and that

room [the third room] wasndét there, S
that room kind of table top and we made this room the area for the toys i

and the difference! This was just an open room (laughing) where they

could kind of go from area to area and, oh my God, the difference already!

And it was just one or two little tables in the back room and we did the

books and anything, pegs or marla [playdough] whatever and the door was

open all the time.

Jane described how being outdoors created positive feelings for the adults and
children, while being outdoors also promoted a child-centred pedagogic approach

in the indoor environment:

I think itbés enoyeudomeosut hiedenoryou wa:
the children wer e, the more relaxed |
more that, | took a step back, so | f«
to do it then, fair enough,ndt cwamtgetdo
it then, itdés fine.®6 You know.

This was further endorsed by Mary Jane:

Because we were doing, at that point | was doing, | wanted to do planting
and nature and all that kind of stuff and we just loved it.

The educators observed positvechanges i n the childrenés h
on a number of |l evels. Childrenés soci al
as being outdoors supported peer interaction both indoors and outdoors. Mary

Jane explained:
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Mary Jane: You Kk n o wdoftwdoethreetfthemnbeag | i k e |
in the same little circle is unlikely
somebody who is down the end of the

whinge about it, they just get up and run on to find the next person they
were running after or chasing.

I n addition, suggesting that <chil drenods
thus benefiting their language development and independence, Mary Jane and
Jane explain how they observe that access to both indoor and outdoor

environments s u pgistiacdevelop@enar anod s

Mary Jane: So, wedre standing back and weor
your own jacket, youodre wel/l capabl e.
hebébs-veobal . Hebs quite haywtlythedeveloh i t |,
communication, hedbs able to get[ élhrou
ltdéds not frustrating him enough to st

Jane:Wel | , yesterday, now, it was really
he came in and the three boys were playing with the cars and the train set,
he stood there, just looking at them. Now he took in everything, just stood

there. So, Il just whispered to Jack 6
to see would he | ike tod6Qilary®n,(swyws!| du
to play with us?6éd and it was |ike yol
jumped | i ke this é and he got down be:
them for ages. Which was |l ovely, 0cos
little bitofa é with Jack, you know. ©6Cos eve

Ciaran so well.
Further mor e, Mary Jane suggests that bei

resilience and well-being:

So, the learning comes from outside, and then when they come in and they

do fall over or they hit their knee, o
and then somebody comes up and says 06Y
on, ités fine! Come on, or wi || I g €
ambulance?

Planning the daily routine incorporated both indoor and outdoor environments.
Drawing on the childrends interests meal

change. Mary Jane explains:

No, we plan for outside. Our plan is
just plan, thereisnoinside-out si de, we dondét see it
inside-outside job. [ é \Ve follow the emergent interest. So, the emergent

interest will be the child and theref
an indoor i nt er es tat lfthekchdichhasvire lerest, lké an
the tools that | got this week, em, an
to dig holes and theydédre mad to fix th
Then, thatés what weodre plannsideg f or.
outside, we donét, we plan for the chi
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However, following the childrends intere

choice. This is evident in the excerpt below:

MaryJane:We 6r e not going to put in a big,
nobody interested. | have, we have, what, four big buckets of tracks, train

tracks down there, because over the years, every child has been mad into

trains, do you think any of them are into trains?

Jane: No, no interest whatsoever.

Mary Jane: Notoneofthem i s i nto trains. So thateo
point in taking, that, literally, last year, the train track took up that whole

shed, the concrete, that was on the ground, on the concrete ground, every

day, they came out, built that train track, put it back together, put it back,

you know the wooden ones?

Researcher: Yes, yes.

Mary Jane: It took wup t

e full 306 do
a box there. They havenot

2 even | ooked
Researcher: Yes, so you just work on their interests.
Jane: Yes, hmmm.
The aspiration of being outdoors at times conflicted with the reality, while also
demonstrating uncertainty about the pedagogic approach in the preschool, as

evident in the excerpts below:

Mary Jane: My aim is for the kids to be outdoors 80% of the time, to build

up to that. | s u pigs¥msotthewrredlwendeowhtitshe d e 7 (
parents would say about that?

[ €]

MaryJane:And t herebdés benefits from inside,
the studies have all proven, (laughs), what the benefits are for inside, but

if you dondét give them the choice at
massive disservice and itodés mostly th
said, that they [the children] are not the ones to go inside, so if the adults

are outside, t[hée\yndl |li tlhes wwttsitdhe. chi l d

child. Why do we want the children to change, we have to change to suit
the children; 1tds an emergent child ¢

| also noted in my field notes how the resistance to this ideology was played out

on one occasion in the preschool:

The weather changed and it began to rain. Immediately, Ciara asked the
children to go into the open-ended shed in order to change their clothes to
go back indoors. Jane helped some of the children to change. | was
outside with Francis, who was watching a worm in the soil. He told me he
didndét want to go indoor s; I sai d t h:
inside. However, Francis continued to resist and | asked him would | ask
Ciara for permission to say out for 5 minutes more. Ciarasaidi 6 3 mi nut es
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Francis remained where he was and expl
worm came back out again.® Reluctant]l\
returned indoors after all of the children had done so. Ciara explained that

he should have come indoors when asked to do so.

Field notes, 1.5.2019

While the weather was a factor in being brought indoors on that occasion, the
educators also controlled the opening of the door to the outdoors. | noted in my

field notes:

Ciaran attempts to open the sliding door to the concrete backyard. Jane

notices him and says, 060h, wedre not g
him away from the door. Ciaran looks around and chooses the blocks to
play with.

Field notes, 7.12.2018

On the other hand, childrends choice appe
routine, as explained by Jane in the interview excerpt below:
If they want to stay in, just like, Lorraine and Lauren and stuff, wanting to

do art, 6cos li ke their interests cha
colour and do pretty stuff, they want to cut.

Parental expectations, at times, also conflicted with practice in the setting, as
noted by Mary Jane in the interview excerpt below:

Parents will say, sometimes, the parents and |, and when this happens,
each and every time, because it happened only last week, and one of the

parents came in with one of the childr
today, hegsthet beseél ibnl wasndt there,
do the greetings, so webre OWho want s
yeah, come on, come on, |l et s get you
Ciara turns round and s asynstgoingoutsigehi | d
today 6cos mammy said so and | said 0S¢
he had to stay inside, 6 and | was | i k-
Yep, grand, well I dondét care what t he

6. 3Re3ci procal eimgnadg,e nbeondty and environment
As previously mentioned, over the course of my fieldwork, Mary Jane continued

to develop both outdoor environments. Occasionally resources were moved from
one area to another. On one occasion, a steel ladder was laid on the ground in
the front vyard, inviting and affording t
whil e enhancing their skills and abilit:i

with negotiating the steps is supported by Jane, who verbally and physically
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demonstrated the technique. Some children attempt it themselves and others
observe without participating. The ladder was moved to the backyard, and the
children attempt it independently, at times stepping on the rungs while at other

times stepping between them or balancing along the length of the ladder, evident

in the two photographs below:

cdT bl @AIFLGAYyI (KS €I RRSNI G GKS TNRyd 27F (K

cdy DblF@AalrdAy3a GKS fFRRSNIAYy GKS

Mary Janebs engagement in continued prof ¢
aspect of the decision to transition to a focus of learning and development in the

outdoor environments. She noted:

Well, thereds so much outside é | mea
stimulating curiosity, the thought-pr ovo ki ng, i maginati on
conflict resolution; theyodre é itods pr
reduces stress, it reduces their behaviour, any kind of troubling behaviour,

even ADHD, thereb6s a é | was doing it
else, Smith and Frost (Iwaslooking f or t he reference, (
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and theyo6re talking all the time, and

one interest spawns the other and then conversation goes; the conflict
resolution.

Similar to the narratives of the children, Mary Jane highlighted the value of the
resources in the outdoor environments
and play. Explaining the affordances to parents, she suggested:

And | said 6This is what webre d
did it wit h i ke, 60h my God, t his i

A

oing

S go
space we have, the |l earning wedre goir

back

knew | had all the academics to
are going to love it, look at the slides we have, the trampoline, trampolines

fo

were only coming in, you know, we havi

60h my God, this is great, this is

Devel opment plans for the outdoor envi

continuous interaction with those, enabling them to develop their theories through

embodied engagement with the environment. Mary Jane noted:

We donot define our areas, we have

gr

ro

ge.l

now we have, webre wor ki ng nmwmaking, t he,
thereds a new big plan | have for out

guy coming to |l ook at it, with the
be developing more ideas on the chi

[ €]

And, i f  we Oer er unhneirneg awfetéerr t hem, SO0
we | eave t hem, and they follow us.
n

running i
runni ng, itds not for running.

The pedagogic approach is shaped by a view of educators as facilitators,
observing and interacting with the children as they engage with the outdoor
environments and orchestrating environment affordances to enable and stimulate
current and emergent interests and abilities. Manufactured materials, e.g. a
tool box and t ool -and-wahitadtapeé werel added t6 the mataral

environment to enhance the childrenos

Yeah, yeah and that, t hat al | came

children, so that curriculum, like we did plan that so that they, you know,
enhance all those learnings and to enhance all those little bits and pieces.

Li ke the t ap eandwhiteitapedusead @rs sites toeardon-off
areas] 6cos we talked wbobLdndé6hei toh
the constructi on s ifangnishecsgntencelw wi t h
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Natural and unexpected occurrences in the preschool further enhance the mind-
body-environment paradigm. Prior to the commencement of my fieldwork, a swan
had arrived in the garden in the preschool. Mary Jane learned that the swans
were on the lake beside the local park and organised a walk around the lake.
Watching the swans drawing near to the children, Johnny Farmer spontaneously

models the wingspan of the swans.
The following are excerpts from my field notes and photographs of the trip:

Today is the planned wal k. Mary Jane
the | ake O6cos the swan that | a ntlke d
children had done on thgeowambdie ODe
Webre going to see them.

Field notes, 26.10.2018
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The childr en 6 s di scussions indoor s wer e, at

engagement outdoors (also referred to in the discussion):

The children, on occasion, embodied their interpretation of their learning
indoors. In addition to the adults planning on the chil dr endés e mer
i nterests, the childrends interpretat
indoor environment was enacted in the outdoor environment. | was aware
that hibernation was a topic of discussion during circle time in the
preschool. One day while having lunch outdoors with the children, Lorraine

tells me she is cold, saying o061 6dm | i k:e
on to hibernating. Later on, in the garden, | notice Francis crouched down

in the shed. When | askede hsian do WhRal lai
in a ball, hi bernating! 6

Field notes, 9,11.2018

6.3.4 School readiness
The preschool where | conducted my research operates as a private, for-profit

enterprise. Thus, it operates in a competitive market with not-for-profit
organisations making up just 26% (Pobal, 2022). In addition, the discourse on
what early childhood education means heightens the tensions regarding how it is
provided. This occurs from a range of perceptions, namely, parental

expectations, c hi | diomalndewelopmentc a play versus e mo
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|l earning discour se, a pedagogic approach
readiness (which may include chil drenoés
periods of time, hold a pen, write) and so on.

Hence, providing ECEC with a primary focus on the outdoor environment, and
considering that this practice is at an early stage of development in Ireland and
thus subject to uncertainty regarding school readiness in a traditional sense, may

be challenging.

Nevertheless, Mary Jane emphasises the importance of diversity in curriculum
pl anning, which supports the <childrenés

indoor or outdoor environments:

And then what I found is the second vy
because therebs t wo free year s, theydore goir
that playschool and 1ol I have a year
the soci al t hing, t heyol l get t he, I

little bit upset me because we put such groundwork into the social
enhancing of the children, t hat by th
year, we never do the same curriculum twice. And other schools do, they

repeat the same curriculum over and over again because they have the

same tagyst,hei tstame tabl e, itds the sa
pl ayschool , itéds the same everything.
ever, and | know that for a fact. We never have the same environment, we

never have the same furnitwere.t hhh atsbd:
furniture [pointing to furniture in the first room from main door] (laughs).

Despite providing evidence as to the <c¢h
preschool, Mary Jane suggests the outdoor environment does not attract the

same educational value as being indoors. When parents are registering their

children in the preschool, Mary Jane ensures her approach is made explicit to

potential parents:

Theydre not 1| i ke me, i f, I owi I, I do
what you want d o , but donot put your name d
absolutely confident thatés what you

Working in the competitive area of ECEC provision locally, Mary Jane further

suggested:
€ they started to come with, opagandal do
from the other school , i n that t hey o
strengths against us as in that, eh, &
el se. So, they dondét do academics, th
donét do dmdts,dae helyi i. 6 So, while it
even field, thereds a I|little bit of co
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us t o get t heir bits and pieces. Wh e
academics, we do literacy, we do literacy, we do it all through play and |
do it outside. Look at our boards, | O«

Nevertheless, tensions also appeared to exist. Following a drawing experience |
conducted with the children indoors, | went outdoors with the children and Jane.
On returning indoors, Mary Jane had changed the biodiversity/art room, making
the writing materials more prominent. Briefly mentioning this to Mary Jane, she
had observed the childrenbés ready engagc¢

mentioning messchd.ol readi

The following day when | mentioned the topic of school readiness to Mary Jane,

she said
She didnét intend that, O6but you just
Reflection, 18.1.2019
Perhaps also linked to getting o6drawn in

financial uncertainty if parents choose not to send their children to an ECEC
setting where there is a focus on children being outdoors. | noted in my field notes

and reflective diary, respectively (15.2.2019):

Speaking with Mary Jane today, she was very despondent as she spoke
about playschool operational costs and sustainability in terms of its
financial future.

The uncertainty of the preschool was brought into focus today, eased by

the delivery of resources (suits and boots) and pending financial grant

recei ved to develop the outdoors. Mar y
the outdoors appeared to be revived while, at the same time, she would

have been happier to be able to spend the grant fully on developing the

garden, as she said that her plans would exceed the grant. This was a

source of some frustration as Mary Jane explained that she had spent a

| ot of money on the warm outdoor sui-t
while the children also brought in their own wellington boots.

Mary Jane appears to adopt a pragmatic approach that also prepared the children
for emotional challenges they may encounter in primary school. This is evident in

the excerpt below:

Mary Jane: Because you canot baby th
molly-coddling them that much.

Jane: No.
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Mary Jane: We doné6ét encourage tha
teacher is not going to sit down with one out of 30.

Researcher: No, probably not.

Mary Jane: And we donoét pick €& we
if they really need it, but, on the whole, after Christmas, nobody gets picked
up.

In addition, the educators propose that the outdoor environments promote the
childrends emotional development and
solving skills, as evident in the excerpt below:

Mary Jane: And the doors are opened. At the beginning, you have to be

out there, yes, because you have to make sure nobody is killing each other
with the toys, em, but now, you c

t, O

do

(

|

S UPCF

oul d

and independenttobeout t here and theyore very

their own conflict resolution, and their own, kind of, their own curiosities,
their own interests, and they know where all the toys are, they know they
can bring anything out as long as they bring it back in and they put it back
where it belongs. .And thatodos the

cohdn [/ 2y OfdaAr2y
This chapter has presented the findings relating to the educators. Findings

indicate that for adults and children, going and being outdoors enhances their
relationships and sense of well-being. The change in pedagogic approach
appears to be an emotional as well as a professional shift, which promotes

enjoyment in their role and embodies more sustained physical, social and

pedagogi cal interactions wi t hestratibneof teeh i | dr

outdoor environments underpins an enriching an emergent curriculum as the
natural and manufactured affordances of the environment motivates and ignites
the childrenés curiosity, providing

abilities. However, findings have also demonstrated that control over access to
and engagement with the outdoors is both positively and negatively exercised.
Tensions also exist as educators navigate regulatory requirements, parental

expectations and sustainability in a market-driven profession.

The next chapter presents the findings relating to the children.
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This chapter presents the analysis of d e
through narrativ e , dr awi ngs, art and photographs
Ten boys and five girls, ranging in ages from two years and six months to four

years and six months participated to a greater or lesser extent in my fieldwork

over the course of the academic year, (see Table 5.3) (October 2018 to June

2019).

As the children made choices around their engagement, | decided to allow
interactions to develop organically, that is, that interactions were initiated either
by the children or myself, depending on the context. This occurred, for example,
when the children asked me to participate in their play or if, when observing them
and writing my field notes, they engaged in conversation with me. | reflected on
this as the research progressed, conscious that the two younger children, a boy
and girl, were not always in the setting during my fieldwork. Therefore, the data
analysed primarily involved 13 children, nine boys and four girls, while including

both younger children as appropriate.

For the children, theeducator s 6 i nteractions with and ol
mean that the affordances of the outdoor environments are frequently shaped by

their current and emergent interests and intentional pedagogic opportunities. The
educatorso6 i ntent irdantes,las they oreheswateithe autdooa f f o
environments for the children, for example, by providing resources that climb-on-

able, are invitational. Furthermore, the children act autonomously as they

navigate the affordances, alone, with their peers and educators, in traditional and
indeterminate ways. Thus, the children demonstrate agency, building on their

skills and abilities, motivated by the affordances of the physical and social
environment . Drawi ng on the Mosai c appr
experiences are presented using a range of methods: conversations, play,

physical movement, photographs, drawing and art. Excerpts from my fieldnotes

are also included.
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The introduction to the chapter outlines my initial contact with the preschool. The
following sections present the findings under the overarching theme and

subthemes, outlined in Table 7.1, below.

Table 7.1: Overar c htihnegmetsh efnoer ahhdi | sdurbe n

Participant | Overarching | Sub- Sub-theme | Sub- Sub-theme | Sub-theme
Group theme theme theme
Children Playful Playing Talking Physical Owningthis | Chi | dr
spacesand | \yorkers | about activity space friendships
places
outdoors
and home

TOH LYGNBRdIzOAYy3I GKS O2y(GSE

My initial meeting with the children occurred briefly during my introductory visit to

the preschool. While going through the documentation with the owner, Mary Jane,

she introduced me to the children who were waiting to be collected from the

preschool session. | also met some parents at this time. The welcome from the

educators extended to the children, as | noted in my reflective diary:
| visited the preschool today. The staff and children were aware of my
impending visit and | was warmly greeted. | went through my
documentation with Mary Jane and left letters of introduction and consent
forms with her for distribution to parents and return. As the children were
collected, brief introductions were made, along with a reminder to parents
as to the purpose of my visit. As Lauren was awaiting collection, she

showed me the journal recording Big Bird's*® visit to her home. She was
joined by her older brother and mum, who were collecting her.

Field notes, 5.10.2018

7.2.1 Establishing relationships
From this initial visit, | became aware that my attentive engagement potentially

allowed me access to their stories, both within the preschool and beyond, i.e.
their homes. Despite being nervous as to how to interact with the children at the
beginning of my fieldwork, | felt confident in drawing on my experiences as an
ECEC educator. As outlined in my ethics application, building trust with the

children and adults was pivotal in this endeavour. Thus, initially, observing the

48 Big Bird accompanied the children home over the weekend. Families usually recorded his

visit to their home, in pictures and narrative.
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routines, chatting with children and adults and following their lead allowed me to
minimise any disruption to their routine. In addition, | aimed to minimise the
childrenbds perception of my authority a:
deferring to the staff in situations of minor disagreement; instead positioning

myself as an observer or play partner.*®

For example, | noticed Ciaran observing me, seeming to remember me from my
previous visits (Field notes, 18.10.2018). So, when it came to going outdoors into
the backyard, | explained to Ciaran that | was going to get my coat and he did
likewise. Similarly, in the backyard, | joined in a game of football with Mary Jane
and two of the boys. This appeared to provide an opportunity for some of the
children to engage my attention and also set the scene for my engagement with
them at other times. | noted in my field notes:
Johnny Farmer and Pat explained to me how the digger worked. Johnny
Farmer showed me the back-loader and explained a part of the digger was
broken, 0You have to hold it with you
dig 7 having attached the back-loader, and explained he was digging a

hole. Pat was playing in the front while Johnny Farmer looked on. | asked
Pat, oDid you fall into it? He repliet

Field notes, 18.10.2018

Furthermore, when a disagreement arose between Ger and Pat over the space
they were both digging, and Pat looked over towards me, | assumed for guidance,
| decided to allow the situation to unfold without commenting (Field notes,
25.10.2018) . | also respected the childr
and their decision to prevent my engagement (taking photographs), evident in the

excerpt below:

Johnny Farmer, Jack and Pat are busy digging near the tunnel (this is not

specifically a 6designateddé digging a

children for digging). Patexp | ai ns, oO06Wedre digging, s

ask whether | can take a picture, Joh

over there, that sign says fANo pictur

says OYou can take a pict ukeaer médire ns avyed r
0

change the sign.

Later on, | try again:

Yh@gSNI GKS tFGGSNI LI NI 2F Y@ NBaSINDKIT & 2dzNJ NBf |
ySA2¥Alya8) GNryaaNBaaAzyazr AT NB|jdzSAGSR o608 GKSYO®
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Observing Johnny Far mer and Pat di
picture now?0 Johnny Farmer replies
to order it online.

Field notes, 25.10.2018

These occasions, both indoors and outdoors, set the context for our relationship
over the course of my fieldwork. Taking my lead from the children enabled me to
be responsive to their interests and to observe their playful engagement in and

with the outdoor preschool environments.

The following sections explore the themes that | developed from the corpus of

data, relevant to the research questions, aims and objectives.

TdPo tflFeFdAg &aLI O0Sa FyR LI I OSa

g9
0

[
N

As the overarching theme f orntroduces placési | dr e

and spaces created for children, and places and spaces created by the children
t hemsel ves. Refl ecting Raswmess gméed

places and spaces, she suggests children will be creative in how they use these

paces, while also acknowledging adul ts

see. This theme is also threaded through the sub-themes explored below.

The physical environments in this setting, previously described and also included
in this theme, were prepared and developed by the educators (primarily the
owner). From my observations, each area was used extensively by the children.
Nevertheless, they created their own places and spaces, as evident in the

photographs below. The topography, weather and the resources supported

(ch0 0 4

m:

childrendés creative, challenging, i magin

Hiding places were popular, such as under the climbing frame and behind the

shelter, pictured below:
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Although there were designated digging areas, the children created their own

spaces, pictured below:

Tdo / NBFGAY3I GKSANI 246y RAIIAYyI 1

The children also found new places to climb, pictured below:
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7.8B.Pl aying workers

The outdoor environments provided the st
the world of work. Having observed the children for a number of weeks, which

allowed me to be familiar with the general routine and build a rapport with them,

| organised a child-conferencing session. Nine children, six boys and three girls,

were present for this session. The chil d
into the overlap and merging of the preschool and home environments and how

these encounters inform their thoughts and actions during their play.

During the child-conferencing session, | asked the children what they liked best
about being outdoors, two boys and one girl referred to engaging in real work,

evident in the excerpts below:

Jack:Il ove doind é | |l ove playing worker
Researcher: You love playing workers.

Jack: And | get real work done too. And | play farming but | do that as well
as well ¢é thatoés all 1 do é and | | ov:«

Researcher: And you help, who do you help?
Jack: | help everyone. you know.
Child conferencing, 8.11.2018
When asked what they liked about being outdoors in preschool, the children
further connected their enjoyment of being outdoors with their home and the
preschool. Outdoors at home were enjoyable places and activities for Johnny
Farmer and Lorraine to engage with real-world experiences and spend time with

family, illustrated in the extracts below:
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Johnny Farmer: | s ome ?iAndedrive arqundo[né Jt o m.

Lorraine: | like to help gardening with my daddy.
Researcher: You like to help your daddy gardening, is it?
Lorraine: And working with him outside.

Researcher: And working with him outside, do you? And what do you do
when you are gardening?

Lorraine: And we plant é we plant f1l o\
Child-conferencing, 8.11.2018
The outdoor environments in the preschool setting afforded and extended these
experiences for the children. Introduction to these scenarios occasionally
occurred indoors. Thus, real work was planned as part of the curriculum as the
children were afforded opportunities to engage in adult-initiated experiences,
such as planting daffodils, raking leaves and planting potatoes. This is captured
in my field notes below:
During circle time, Mary Jane (owner) discussed planting daffodils in the
paddling pool outdoors. Outdoors, she took a net of daffodils out of the
shed. She called the children (no one in particular) over to help. Ciaran,
Pat and Jack joined in. Co-operative play was observed as shovels were
retrieved to pile the existing compost in the centre. Mary Jane explained
to all of the group, O6We have to put t
materials around the edges so the fro:
Field notes, 18.10.2018
The hands-on experiences stimulate d t he chi |l drends sensory

and embodied learning:

[ é lauren settled herself at an edge and continued to quietly shovel the soil into
the pool area. Lorraine joined the group, selecting a small shovel. Mary Jane
asked the children to choose the daffodil bulbs, the soft ones in the bucket
6Theydre no goodd, and the hard ones
bulbs, deciding which went where, pool or bucket. Mary Jane was instructing the

for

group to 6Push themheémwnddwnl unaid o6Reghd
asked 6éwhat does disappear mean?6 Lorrain

Field notes, 18.10.2018

The childrends eagerness to engage,

in our interactions, as illustrated below:

V¢KAA A& I oM Y&IABEAGR GSKADHS O
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We chatted as we were working, with P
our names?6 | said O6Mary Jane tol d me
my name? He hesitated briefly, then s;

Field notes, 18.10.2018

Mary Jane also incorporated caring for the environment into the curriculum. Real
work references also arose in conversations. She encouraged Pat to explain to
me that the salt in the cracked concrete in the backyard helped to kill the weeds
without using weed killers (Field notes, 6.4.2019). The children worked alongside
Mary Jane as well as independently, raking the leaves and emptying them onto

the compost heap, evident in the photographs below:

%

TOp /I NRAYy3I F2N 6KS Syg

Tdc [/ KAfRNBY 62NJAy3a A

In addition, the children themselves engaged in conversations concerning real

work activities, evident in the excerpt from my field notes below:

Jack talked about the Deutz tractor,
the John Deere, t hattbesn atnwltdh eme od kBly 06 ¢
farmer, we have chickens and sheep (listing them out on her fingers).
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Grant said O6My daddyoés not a far mer,
saying, OMy daddyés a worker, too. o6 I
6cos whatt 6lse i s. 0

Field notes, 18.10.2018

Independently, they frequently anchored their interpretation of real-world
experiences in thematic props provided in the outdoor environment. As indicated
previously, staff in the preschool assumed a facilitator role, observing the children
as they walk around with the notebooks (Mary Jane, Interview, 29.11.2018). This

is then translated into the planned, and flexible, curriculum.

Reflecting the concept of keen observation (Rinaldi, 2006; Dalli, 2014), the
educat ors provided resources to encourage
Thus, preparation of both outdoor enviror

the childrendés interest in real wor k.

Although the garden was in the process of being developed, it still provided
affordances for the children to play. Mary Jane explained that she used
provocations®* ( I nt erview, 29.11.2018) to facili:t
real work, described below in the excerpt from my field notes and evident in the
photograph:
| observe the building site activities from a distance so as not to distract
the children. Instead, the photographs below show the children working
independently and together, their deep concentration and bodily
engagement with the tasks at hand. | am also interested in how the
developing areas are used as provocations in the interim. The site where

the new shed wild/| be |l ocated is cordo
children use it as part of their digging activities

Field notes, 11.4.2019

Mt NBG2O0FGAZ2Y F2NIESENYAY3 YSkya | adAYdz dza GKFEG b
GKFEG A& LINPOARSR o0& {KSHKRAL Y (RLISEABY R2 NUKISNE 53 i
HANY ® al BB SWAYSISYSyid Ay /t5 4Fa& SOGARSydG Ay GKS i
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The children and Mary Jane explore the new digging area, photographed below:

THOy 9QELI 2NAYy3I GKS ySs

al NBE WIyS
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New resources are added to the news digg

interest, evident in the two photographs below:

¢
¢

Top ¢KS yS¢ RAIIAYI FINBIZT gAGK NBaz2dNDSa |

TOMA /KASWRANBYSYSyid 6AGK (K.
GKS yS¢g RAIIAAY3A I NBI

Nevertheless, the children appeared to make a distinction between playing

workers and real work expectations, from Mary Jane, when it came to helping to

spread the bark mulch in the new area. Mary Jane explains:
I thought theydd be really interested
just went off.

In conversation with Mary Jane, field notes, 11.4.2019

As one of the childrends favourite place
tool box and builderés tape (referred to
drawing session, Johnny Farmer also chose the building site as his favourite

place outdoors, illustrated in the drawing below:
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Noah explores loose parts alongside the static shed:
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The topography of the outdoor environments promotes different kinds of
exploration. The childrenbés awareness
boys engage me in making silage, described in my field notes and illustrated in

the photographs below, and further discussed in Chapter Nine:

Jack and Pat are busy making silage. Over the course of my fieldwork, the
children are aware of my knowledge of farming. Tractors and trailers are
used for cutting the silage and drawing it to the 'pit' in the farmyard. | ask
them who is going to 'buck up' the silage in the pit (the children asked me
to explain what this means 1 this involves driving the tractor over the grass
in the pit to get the air out of it before it is covered with plastic). Jack and
Pat seem happy with my knowledge and talk about bucking up the silage
during our play. This work continues for about a half hour, the boys
strategically driving the tractor cutting the silage and then emptying it into
the trailer. The boys then decide we should have our lunch!

Field notes, 1.5.2019
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The | arge garden space facilitated the
resources, along and with their peers, evident in the photographs below:

Real work can be undertaken alone:
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Sometimes the children brought resources from indoors to the outdoor spaces

TOMTD® adzaA 0O gKATS @&2dz

Finally, in this section, real work becomes a game. The open-ended resource,
the plank of wood, drew the boysd attent.
and further discussed in Chapter Nine:

There is a plank of wood laid on the cement. Johnny Farmer and Pat pick
it up and lay it against the fence (it is almost the same height as the fence).
Pat goes off and returns with a plastic screwdriver. They work together to
place it flat against the fence and use the screwdriver as if to screw it to
the wall. As they walk away, the plank falls away from the fence. They
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laugh. They are joined by Jake and it becomes a game as they place the
plank against the fence and race away, avoiding it falling on them. They
repeat the game.

Field notes, 16.11.2018

The next section turns to the children talking about the outdoors at home.

7.3.2 Talking about outdoors and home
Over the course of my research, I not ed ¢

to family and their connections to the wider community. Thus, the interplay

bet ween t he c hi hdaffexdedptayfuband relatianal experiences

and learning contexts for the children. The varied resources in the outdoor
environments help to shape the <children
children bring their own knowledge to their play experiences, as noted in the
examples bel ow. Lorraineds interest in p
linked with activities she does with her dad at home (gardening) and in the
community:

Chatting with and observing Lorraine to date, | notice she is frequently

drawn to physical activity, also wearing soccer or GAA sports shorts and
jersey. I enquire from Lorraine who pl

A

my daddy to training. o
Field notes, 5.4.2019

Gareth highlights the connection to outdoor experiences at home still further,
enjoying opportunities to talk about home. Moreover, engaging with various data-
collection methods provided greater insi
outdoor experiences and the interplay between home and preschool. Hence, the
drawing session and accompanying narrative provided Gareth with diverse ways
to express a sense of excitement, adventure and security with his experiences of

outdoors, evident in the excerpt and drawing below:

241



TOH DI NBGK RN} 6y83 IR NBSt t 4 +y SEOAGA

As he is drawing, Gareth explains:

I was running around and then | fell. Then | goed inside and then | told

mammy and | édm going to jump on my <cas
my mammy and then | cried in my bed. Then | runned around so fast. Now

I 6dm using the yellow ones to do somet
around so fast, runned around so fast.

Runned around so fast and then shot down and you know who shot me
then, my sister Darcey!>?

Field notes, 18.6.2019

In another example, the unique features of the natural outdoor environment

further facilitated Gar et hods f ocus on f

2¢KAa Aa + LlASdR2yeYo
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more-than-human, evident in the excerpt from my field notes below and further

discussed in Chapter Nine:

Gareth enjoyed digging in the soil and happily showed me a worm. He

then found a | eaf, telling me it was
|l ooking for the snail és family, final
find it.

Field notes, 11.4.2019

Working outdoors in the natural environment also provides opportunities for
conversations about family, the local community and beyond. Digging in the

garden prompts Jack to recall various events, evident in the excerpt from my field

notes below:
Ongoing conversation between Pat and Jack 1 61 6 m i n t hé& dumj
youbre giving me slurry, arenodét ya? T
emptying trailer | oads in different pi
thelandi inDubl i n f i el ds. 6Cos our field is

As Jack continues to dig, he engages in conversation with me:

A

0l tds the sitkrenérne dihggipoudp out dirt t
a house being bdJjatktalsoitalks aViotl about Kaimilyl . 0

activities outside of preschool . 6The
And my brother is going to college in DublinT y ou wer enét her e
brother coll ected meod.

Jack shows me something sharp T we ponder what it could be:
60 My dad woladkdriftkamvayrém the site.
Field notes, 07.03.2019

My field notes reflect a similar opportunity with Lauren, and we are later joined by
Grant and Ciaran. Spontaneously, the conversation turns into a game, as the

ferry is sinking.

Lauren is standing at the steering wheel in the bath (see photo below,
Ciaran is doing repairs) and | walk over and join her. As we start chatting,
Lauren tells me she is on a ferry (the bath). This appeared to stem from
her experience as she relayed her recent experience of being on a ferry,
going to the Aran Islands, for a wedding with her family. Lauren talked at
length about the journey, also telling me she was a bridesmaid. (Her mum
also referred to this experience in the focus-group interview.) As Lauren
relayed her experience, we are joined by Grant and Ciaran. The journey

Be¢KS yIYS 2F GKS I NBF Aa OKIFIy3aSRo®
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turns into an adventure as the ferry is sinking. Grant goes off to get a
bucket to empty out the water while Ciaran repairs the wheel.

Field notes, 29.11.2018

ftomy /AF8KE BREBANBT GKS FSNNEB

Spending time with the children offered conversational opportunities. For Lauren,
thoughts about big school were apparent as we neared the end of the school

year, evident in an excerpt from my field notes and reflection below:

As | sit on the bench in the back yard observing the different play activities
going on, Lauren sits down beside me. As the children were running

around, Lauren told me about big®®schoo
(her ol der br ot Hnethe)same yad as tlteadig boys apdl a 'y
girls. Weol/l have two lunch breaks. 0

| reflected on the conversation with Lauren and how primary school must
be a topic of conversation at home as she will be going in September. Over
the course of mome to &nove leaurentas a penSivedittlec
girl both indoors and outdoors. Her initiation of the conversation about big
school appeared to highlight its importance to her and her parents and
how it was explained (and interpreted by Lauren). |thoughtaboutLaur e n 6 s
understanding of new environment which appeared to be viewed through
a rules-focused lens. | got a sense of playschool being a place of freedom
and adventures, which appeared to be
big school. | also got a sense of playschool giving Lauren a sense of
confidence, also evident in how our relationship evolved over the course
of the school year.

Field notes, 2.6.2019

Finally, excursions beyond the preschool setting afforded the children a range of
opportunities. The planned walk around the lake near the village was preceded

“¢KAAa Aad F LlASdR2yeYo
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by a discussion on health and safety during the walk and while at the destination.
In addition, the journey and destination, sounds and sights, appeared to remind
the children about people and events, evident in the excerpt from my field notes:

This path takes us out onto the footpath beside the main road. Pat remarks
60l tds a busy roadbd |l sla and Pat chat
noisy road and the coloursof t he cars. As we turn | e
this road. 6 When | say 60Oh, do you?6 |
past and ask what type of ilmydadworkss i t
there é no itoé[séljust a bin |lorry. o

Gercameover and as he stood watching the
goes to Stacey's®>house and the ducks. 6 (When |
she confirmed that it does!)

TOM®P 2KSNB GKS NAGSNI Tt 2

This event reminded me of a study trip | undertook to Reggio Emilia, as | noted

in my reflective diary:

Again, | reflect on the relaxed atmosphere of the outdoors. [ Waalkking
alongside the children, | was taken by their easy chatter with me as we
went through the village. The staff are quite relaxed on the walk, changing
groups of children. Once in the park, they meet some local people and
have a quick conversation. | am reminded of my trip to Reggio and the
importance they attach to the visibility of the preschools in the community.

Field notes, 26.10.2018

The following section explores the outdoor environments with reference to the

chil drenb6s engagement in physical acti vi

®¢KAa Aa +F LlASdR2yeYo
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outdoors, in addition to existing natural and man-made resources, highlighted the

c hi |l dr e ntibesandicreative usas of these resources.

TOodo t KeaAlOlt | OGAGAGE
Physical activity appears to be a favourite play activity for the children. The child-

W

conferencing session highlights tbhdg chi
exercise, excitement and exhilaration, afforded by the trampoline. Seven of the
children cited the trampoline as being their favourite play activity outdoors,
examples of which are illustrated in the excerpts below:

Researcher: And can you tell me Francis, what do you like doing outside?

Francis: The trampoline.

Researcher: The trampoline, is that your favourite?

[ €]

Franci s: Because € it bounces

[ €]

Researcher: And Isla, what do you love about being outside?

Isla: Trampoline.

Researcher: The trampoline as well!

Jack interjectsi And | |l ove the trampoline as

is my favourite € because it jumps me
This is further evident in the childreno:
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The trampoline

Tdo WI O] RN}Iga GKS GNIF Y

During the art session (177 18 January, 2019) Jack draws the trampoline, saying:
My favourite is the trRanrecalls thenteeasurechurg it

(Halloween, after the planned walk to the river) in his drawing and includes the
trampoline in his recollection, saying 06l

Ton NBOG t t akK dpyNBA yEazZNISy R G KS GNI YLREAYS
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The trampoline also appears to provide a point of transition and perhaps a sense

of freedom for the children between the indoors and the outdoors:

| observe as the children walk to the open-fronted shed some of them
leave the gravel path to bounce on the trampoline in the centre of the
garden and then continue down to change into their outdoor clothes.

Field notes, 16.11.2018

Other resources in each outdoor area in the preschool were used by the children
for physical activity. The dry Orivero6 s
test his jumping skills, closely watched by Ger, who then imitates the action. Mary

Jane stood in close proximity, quietly observing the children.

TOaHh(i 2SdzZYRERNBBEDEINE sAGK DSNI 20aSNBAyY3

TOHM DSNJ IAGBSE AG | 3A2H
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The <c¢hil d-leannd and iprowative and creative interpretation of their
environments are further evident in the following excerpt and accompanying

photographs.

| observe Lauren as she demonstrates her skills climbing onto and jumping

off the tyres onto the grass in the garden. Grant is calling her to play with

him. Lauren continues climbing onto the largest tyre. Gareth observes

Lauren and attempts this himself. He uses his whole body to slide over.
Grant says OYouodre only sliding over
continues a number of times, with Grant joining her. Gareth then takes the

rocking horse over to the smallest tyre, climbing onto it and balancing

before jumping off it. After two successful attempts at this, he brings the

rocking horse over to the biggest tyre and jumps off.

Field notes, 6.12.2018

The following photographs capture the sequence of events:
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| also noted in my reflective diary about the above sequence of events:

When | observed the scenario above happening, | decided to concentrate
it on its outplaying. As | was driving home and reflecting on this, and
looking forward to reviewing the photos, | realised that experiencing a risk-
benefit approach, from an outsider perspective, was really beneficial. Staff
were in close proximity. | wondered about how much | used to think, in my
role as owner of preschool, about potential rather than actual accidents.
Gareth, who is 3 years and 11 months, demonstrated creative skills in

working out how he could navigate Laur endés skills. Al so,
review of literature on the relationship of mind, body and environment in
chil drends cognitive development. I

observed, was evidence of the synergy between mind, body and
environment and how Garethdés body and min
outdoor environment.

Attaching loose parts to static structures provided other opportunities as the

children engaged in a play tug-of-war:

%
Vet

Thoc ! NRLS Aa Fddl OKSR

2
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As previously noted, the trampoline fea

Combining the small plastic slide with the trampoline became a regular
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occurrence with the children, with the slide balanced on the slide of the trampoline
and the children jumping or somersaulting off the slide onto the trampoline.
Initially observed closely by Mary Jane, the children continued without close adult

supervision afterwards. | recorded in my field notes:

Ger attempted this exercise, guided by Johnny Farmer; however, he
became upset and although Mary Jane encourages him, he continues to
cry. Mary Jane asks him 6What do
Ger climbs back down the steps. Ger continues to observe as a queue
forms to take turns.

you

I am conflicted with t hetakindh Whilelitdees 6 s e r

not appear to be an issue for this particular setting, | reflected on the
tensions between this approach and the regulations.

Field notes, 5.4.2019

QNI YLIREAYS F2NJ 2dzYLAy3 277

Although this chapter focuses on the children, | am including here a comment
from a parent who observed this activity, included in an excerpt from my field
notes and reflection respectively, below:

The children engaged in their usual activities, with the slide alongside the
trampoline still a popular choice. | was standing alongside, observing the
children, when one of the childr
commented that he thought the game was too risky, before walking away.

| reflected also on how risk / safety are communicated to parents; on the
one hand, staff in the setting were confident in their practice (noting from
earlier how new resources/ activities were closely supervised 1 what |
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observed and what staff indicated in their interview) and, in this case, how
this parent chose to voice their concern to me as opposed to the staff.

Field notes and reflection, 09.05.2019

Physical activity appeared to Isdfe @n
preschool and beyond, with family and in the community. Frequently arriving to
the preschool in a sports jersey (and sports shorts in the summer), a casual
conversation (and observations), while out in the garden with Lorraine, revealed
her favourite thing inthe gardenwas 6 Anyt hi ng | Tleamvironnhentsnb
also encouraged these preferences, illustrated in the photographs below.

Lorraine demonstrated her physical skills and abilities on the monkey bars:
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Inviting the children to take photographs of their favourite places reveals their
interests in collaborative physical play, evident also in their narratives below:

Francis shows an interest in the camera. | ask him to take photos of his
favourite places. He takes photos of the swings i the tyre, trampoline and

handl e swing. He tells me 0l took a p
favourite place. Bke mord pictoresj luoskia pigture n gt
of the |light away over there. o He tel

al so takes photos of some of the <chil
accompanied by Lorraine, who also provides a commentary. At the slide,
Lorraine says OMe and Francis always g
Lauren always hold onto these and f al
likes sitting up on the tyre. Lauren joins in, climbing up the side of the
climbing frame, |l augbnkgy. d8aying OLiI ki

Field notes, 4.04.2019

The series of photographs below, taken by Francis, reflect his diverse interests,
his observations of the environment around him and places he spends time with
his peers.

T drHAOT NI BN S a
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2F IKRAG FI 2GR (BT LIS | 0S4 o
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7.3 The slide

7.4 The swing handle 7.5 The trampoline

7.6 The swings 7.7 The building place

Resources added in the spring/early summz¢
creativity and fun. The bridge in the backyard appeared to provide diverse
affordances for the childrends movement

activities:

Tdnm [2NNIAYyS dzaSa GKS OoNARR3IS (2 RS
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Jake demonstrates his balancing skills, using different resources in novel ways:

Tdono WFH1S olflryO0Sa | 02yS 2y KAa K.

fronn W18 61148 GKS LI Y]

The transferability of resources between both play areas appears to draw the
childrenés attention to their diverse pla

photographs below:

Francis enjoyed taking photographs previously. He said his mum bought
him his own camera. He asks for the camera again, walking around taking
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photos. When | reviewed the photographs, he had another photo of
trampoline, Lorraine playing with the hula hoop and the new garden shed.

Field notes, 5.4.2019

TOy CNIyOA&a GF1S&a F LK2G23INI

TOPp CNI yOA

Qx

GF18a | A2 BATING LK 52 TK dif 2 NNG2A2yLS  LJE | @

I n the backyard, the hula hoops also feat
and sense of fun. The children demonstrate the diverse uses of the hula hoops.

The diverse environments offered different challenges, as the children observed

each other, then endeavoured to emul ate
il lustrated i n t he phot ographs bel ow.
characterised as leading the play, which appears to be followed by imitation,
innovation, fun and excitement.
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Todny [l dzZNBYy GKNRBgA KSNI2ANNME HiI A y2yi KEKS ANIE dzy RIXK SN
gl @&

Tdnd /AFNIY &LINBFRa KAa £S3a +a KS gl GOKSa (KS K

The foll owing photographs and excerpts d
engage with me in the preschool. At times they sought my help, just for fun, as
demonstrated in the photograph (7.1) taken by Mary Jane below.

7.1 Having fun and helping hands
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At other times, they were eager to demonstrate new skills, evident in the excerpt

from my field notes and accompanying photographs below:

The day is sunny and immediately, on going outdoors, the children put on

the trousers only of their wet-gear suits. Francis calls me over to the house

in the garden, saying 6Watch what I C
through the window frame and climbs to sit on the right-angled frame of

the house (First Picture). | say Ot hat
|l ookdé as he tentatively Ilifts his ha
Francisdé | evel of concent rsasatisfacton, wa s
evident in his smile, as he accomplished this new skill (Third Picture).
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Tdpn CNIyOrAa oOoftfyAYSSEFNRZYSIiRS NKIKK2c
Il A4 KSFR Aa f28SNBR (26 NR&a KAa OK:

O2¥OBFHNI GARTEZ KCNA yIOR ¥
R &t A3IKGE @

TNIYSD 1S faz

w

TOpH CNIyYyOAa fATFTHA KAAd KSIFRI NBC

| further noted in my reflective diary:

I almost missed the most important part for Francis. He showed great
confidence and his body language, holding his head down in
concentration, then lifting his hands slowly off the frame. His smile
revealed a great sense of achievement.

Field notes, 11.6.2019
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Finally, in this section, the natural outdoor environment provides an opportunity
for Isla to play a game. During our walk to the park, Isla and | walked along
together for part of the journey. The sun was shining and | noted in my field
notes:

The group walk steadily on as | walk along with Isla. She stops frequently
and it becomes a game to encourage her to continue walking. She steps

on the shadow of my head, o611 6ém wal

laughing. | run on and she follows, trying to step on my head again.

ki

n.

Occasionally, she calls to the group,

Field notes, 26.10.2018

The next section presents data relating to the sub-theme of children owning this
space. This sub-theme refers to how the concrete (backyard) and mixed
environments (garden with natural and manufactured resources) provide diverse

affordances for the children's play.

ThOodn hgyAy3d GKAaA aLl OS

The children frequently created their own places and spaces. For example, they
transformed a space that originally held a small tyre (similar to that referred to
above) and appeared to enjoy an opportunity for digging as well as rough-and-
tumble play. This is evident in the excerpt from my field notes and photographs

below:

[ é] thereds a hole in the ground
noticed over a couple of days that the children often use this muddy area
for digging. Lorraine sits into the hole, digging with her gloved hands. She
is joined by Grant, Johnny Farmer and Pat, with their shovels, and they
are digging. Francis and Lorraine engage in rough-and-tumble play.

Field notes, 16.11.2018
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TPpo ! 3INRdzL) 2F OKAf RNBY 0 dza?
gKSy | GeNB OIFYS t22a8

TOpn !y 2LIJ2 NHidiydeEt §F 21N IN® dzaA
FNASYRA

Jack and Pat attempted to restrict the gi

the girls negotiated terms, evident in the excerpts from my field notes:

As some of the girls try to negotiate
girls allowed. 6 When | ask why, Jack s
ltds too solid forthberhsl|l é. ol enpl di
Jack says O6No girls all owed because t
Jack says O0ltdés O6cos girls take no br e
Ciarsg8n falls into the hole, Jacdirlscomme

in herel! d

Pat continues with his game 1 he continues to dig, load and empty the

trucks. Saying to me 6You have to |is
away the slurry, so take that off the
Isla

Isla: Pat, do you want this? (hands him a plastic yellow phone/ calculator
with numbers on it). Pat: Oh, that <ca
it (he asks me)?

Isla continues onto the building site:

Lorraine joins in, asking Pat i is Ger allowed to play here Pat?

Pat says o0l 6m going to show you how t
body to demonstrate), youor ei ggtgaung t o
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muscl e. Lorraine digs (laughs), youol
muscl e, 6 says Pat.

Pat: You take things off the list.
Lorraine: |l candét dig 6cos youbdre in |

Lorraine digs OiAINoe adsyaydsu gP astl,u rtrhyad 6 s
goes to other area, O6Wi Il | dig here?:

As | observe, it is interesting to notice how Lorraine is using her negotiation skills

in order to gain and maintain entry onto the building site space.

Field notes, 7.3.2019

outdoor environment I(tself appeared

in farming. Physical resources are not required as Pat orchestrates the scene,

noted in the excerpt from my field notes below:

In the large garden, | get instructions immediately from Pat that he needs

to get a rope. I &dm instructed O0Stand
imaginary rope. Pat runs the length of thegar d e n. l dm unsur e
I follow him down and | am instruct ec
Again, Pat instructs me where to stan

(he does this by throwing them (hand movements) over the gate. He
leaves me standing there momentarily while he goes indoors to the

bat hr oo m. As he returns, I i mmedi at el
cattle are coming, open the gate. o0 As
his mobile phone (his hand to his ear) Ican hearhimsayi ng 6é¢é t he ¢
jeep. 6 We are joined by 1sla, who hel
gate.

| am called away by one of the children and as | go to walk away, Pat calls
after me 6Give me the rope!d | hand t|

Field notes, 18.11.2018

ToOpp | SNRAYy3I OFdGGt S
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Opportunities for childrends engagement
earthly surfaces. The netted swing provides opportunities to explore the
expansiveness of the sky and lustiatedisthet he ¢

excerpt from my field notes below:

Jack é asks me to push Ablidosodaisjbired net |
by Lorraine and Grant. Jack says OHi gl
sky?6 6As high as the skyabobtsgaseandepeat
Jack says O0Therebés aliens on the moon.
replies, O6Theybébve two eyes, the chil di
and daddies have three eyes. And they:

Field notes, 18.11.2018

There are opportunities for quiet time in the garden, with books in the nearby
shed, which the children independently choose. Gareth takes time to quietly

read a book:

Tdpc DINBGK GF1Sa F 1ljdzaASd Y2YS

3+ NRSY

The chil dr ends pawspacessnanifgsteditself in difeerient ways.
Grant engages in imaginary play around dinosaurs. His knowledge of and interest

in dinosaurs appears to allow him to control the space. | noted in my field notes:

In the large garden, Grant is digging beside the fence. He holds up a stone,
saying O0This is the T Rex egg. 6 He | a
a plank which he lays down on its side, leaning against the shed and fence.

He says O0Thatdés the nest. 6 Grant and
He controls this game, making the rules around what is happening with the

scenari o. When Johnny Far mer attempts
raking area! 6 Jack joins and is instr.ud
nest i s. 0

Field notes, 9.11.2018
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' 2 TOpT S5AYy2al dzNJ LJX | &
The final section concerns t he chi

friendships and interactions permeate the previous subthemes, it is worth
dedicating a subtheme to highlight how the outdoor environment stimulates their

friendships.

TOd KA fERNBNA Sy Ra KA LJa

Over the course of my fieldwork, | observed the fluidity and stability of the
childrendéds friendships. For exampl e,
environment at a given time occasionally led to spontaneous activities. A sense

of adventure appeared to attract their engagement, evident in the excerpt below:

I noticed Grant and three others racing from a blue wooden (with lathes)
|l ong bench (they used to sit bow i
Grant had discovered/ realised the trampoline is slippery. He goes to the
blue bench and races to the trampoline and slides along it. He was joined
by three boys®® who continued in this fashion, standing by the bench,
racing and then sliding and falling. After a few repetitions of this, Grant
declared o6Time for a rest. o

Field notes, 18.10.2018

While the transient weather conditions may be a contributory factor to the game
outlined above, the permanent fixture of the tyre swing also attracted the children
to use it in diverse ways. The children appear to be keen observers of each other
as they attempt to replicate manoeuvres, evident in my field notes and
photographs below:

There are squeals as Lauren manages to climb onto the top of the tyre,
sitting on it and holding onto the rope while Lorraine lays her body through
the centre of the tyre and swings. Susi observes this and then manages to
climb onto the tyre to sit on it while Lauren lays her body through it. Francis
joins and as the tyre wobbles, he say s o6 Lorrai ne wi | |

dr er

t)

t

he

s hc

%13 GKAA oAy YEKSFANERE RE2B2f X L KIFBE WwairS&S YSY2NA
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Lorraine and she demonstrates how to get onto the tyre, which Francis
then manages.

Field notes, 23.5.2019

z

ailryRa 2y (2L 2F (KS {(&NB

Opdp [FdzNBy airida 2y G2L) 2F GKS d&N

Tdcn [ dzNEBEYK f0AKSSA QISKYNPNE 2 F G KS (@& NB

The trampoline further engaged the chil d
games. O6Cracking the eggd was a popul ar
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children jumping on the trampoline and succeeding in causing the child/ children
lying curled up on the trampoline to uncurl. The game sometimes started with two
children, others joined, which appeared to add to the fun and excitement. As
younger children joined over the course of the year, this game also highlighted
thechi |l drendés caring nature. Occasionally

in the photographs below, taken at various times by the researcher and Mary

Jane:

Tdcm DIFENBGK FyR WFEO1T adidl NI |

TdcH DI NBGK IR RAWIWRIK yIYNSS G 2NV
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