Appendix Two: A table synthesizing the main points of my findings.

A Critique of Garrick,R, Bath,C, Dunn,K, Maconochie,H, Willis,B, and Wolstenholme,C. (2010) Children’s experiences of the Early Years Foundation Stage. DFE.

	Reference
	Type of Research
	Function
	Status
	

	Garrick,R, Bath,C, Dunn,K, Maconochie,H, Willis,B, and Wolstenholme,C. (2010) Children’s experiences of the Early Years Foundation Stage. DFE.

	Research report
	The report explores the theme of exploring children’s perspectives on their early learning experiences, with the research considering an interpretation of these perspectives, considering what this data tells us about the effectiveness of the Early Years Foundation Stage (EYFS)


	Important, report relates to statutory Early Years Framework.
	

	
	Key point
 
	Validity/relevance

	Page 9 and 13


	Relatively few children described play-based experiences relating to the problem solving, reasoning and number aspects of the EYFS.

In this research report there were only two examples of calculation being including in the context of play and across the settings relatively few children talked about an interest in the mathematical aspects of their play.
	Initially I attributed these findings due to the way in which the research adopted a convenience approach to the selection of the settings involved in the study. But in further reflections this still implies that across all of these varied settings still only two incidents of maths play were witnessed by the researchers. This could be a result of the observational data collection approach used, but the relevance of this finding is still important. As a school we have a member of our senior tea, based in the nursery, who is a lead maths teacher for the Borough. As part of developing our practice I will be actively sharing this finding with my colleague  as a piece of relevant research that should instigate our own collecting of child perspectives and observed data focussing on a key question, do children in our school include aspects of mathematical learning in their free choice play?

	Pages 14, 15, 16

	3.1.3 Finding 3
Where children had free access to varied and flexible resources and a relatively large open area, they identified a wider range of play interests and more complex play.
This report identified how access to such learning spaces allowed the children to sustain their play more effectively, engaging in “Possiblity Thinking” Craft.A (2002)

Children in the Steiner setting displayed high levels of creativity play as they manipulated a range of flexible and moveable materials and resources
	This finding made me reflect upon my setting. We have a large outdoor space, accessible to all children in the year group. Currently, in light of budget cuts we have no resources for this space. In reading this report, it made me think more creatively about how as a school we could develop this space, at very low cost. This report had influence my thinking, and on returning to school in September I will be looking to resource the space with accessible, flexible resources such as bricks, ropes, guttering, planks, building blocks, collections of tape, scissors, paper and other resources identified in this research as effective in promoting possibility thinking and sustained engagement in play. 
“The particularly “open ended” play environments of the Steiner Kindergarden supported a wide range of play themes... ...this approach to the organisation of space and resources provides distinctive opportunities for planning from children’s interests and promoting creativity.”

	Page 19
	Often older children were especially valued as play partners.
	AS part of a recent project I have been conducting across three schools I have been examining the concept of a more knowledgeable child acting as a learning partner for a younger peer, with the older child acting, as termed by Vygotsky, as the More Knowledgeable Other. (MKO) This has been a very successful project witnessing children’s attainment moving from satisfactory levels to in certain cases outstanding levels of attainment. 
This finding in the report adds validity to this current project and provides some supportive literature to the projects continuing examination of the impact of peer support in learning.

	Page 21, 22

	Children identify and attach roles and hierarchies to the adults supporting them in their settings. Adults are viewed as a source of both authority and appreciation.
Children’s views reflected their need for parents, carers and siblings to be welcomed into settings.


	If the children in our settings are quick to assign to the adults certain hierarchies and roles, do our parents also share this trait? Do our parents view our adult team in a hierarchical way, as figures of authority and does this affect their confidence in approaching more senior members of staff, would the view of myself as a senior member of the schools management team, become a barrier to certain parents, make me less approachable? 

Recently I noticed how a group of Asian mothers felt much more comfortable in discussing issues relating to their children to my class’s learning support assistant, who is also Asian. Do our parents, like our children create their own ideas about us as practitioners in similar ways to which the children did in this report?
To address this issue, I open up my classrrom every Thursday morning for books and breakfast, a time in the week when parents and children can come in share breakfast and chat with me about any concerns or observations they have made. This has proven very successful. The evidence from this report seems to indicate that this style f approach is also an element of school life, from the perspectives of the children, that is important.

I will be promoting this practice across my team.

	Page 32
	Children had a limited ownership of their learning journeys because the learning journeys were usually designed for an adult audience, reinforcing a sense of child exclusion.
Children often saw themselves as capable of being involved in planning their own learning.
	In the role of nursery coordinator, I changed our early years planning formats so that the first consideration discussed during planning session times was the likes and interest of the children. This change in approach was matched by the insistence that within all practitioners planning children names were identified next to inputs they had made or suggestions they had provided to the themes of our nursery learning provision. This practice has continued since I have left the setting and now includes not only the children’s interests but also their personalised needs and identified areas of support.

In my next Early Years Network project, which focuses on examining effective ways of developing adult interactions with children in early years settings, I have decided as a result of this study to explore how The Mosaic Approach could provide a methodology for including children more directly in planning and record keeping experiences.


	Page 11, 12
	The report identified that there were relatively few examples of  children in EYFS settings engaging in “Storying” (Gouch 2010), a term used to describe how children create narratives in the context of play.

 “Sally, 5 years, 2 months, enjoyed books mostly when away from the expectations of the teacher. Simon, 4 years, 11 months focuses on the book bands and his progress through the schools reading schemes.”

 In contrast, children from the Stiener setting and other independent settings, in which reading for pleasure prevailed, showed much more confidence in “Storying” (Gouch, 2010) were intrinsically motivated to play read and share books with peers and adults.

 “Sylvie, 4 years, Yo Lee, 4 years, 3months and Jenny, 4 years and 3 months who intrinsically enjoy reading and engaging with aspects of books and sharing reading play.”


	The research seemed to indentify that with regards to reading and autonomous, sustained thinking, the best practices identified were not EYFS settings. Yet, from my perspective, the report then failed to use the children’s narratives of their experiences and the researchers observations of what was happening to engage in a more critical review of EYFS practice. 



	Page 30, 31
	Children were often not involved in long term planning... they influenced planning more informally, through dialogue and play with responsive practitioners. 
Despite numerous examples across the sample of children expressing confidence about themselves as learners, demonstrating their desire to act independently, a sense of self agency, children seemed more likely to identify adults as instructors.

“If children are given time and opportunity, this sense of agency enables them to plan, direct and gain control over many aspects of their own learning... ...in settings where there was greater flexibility in the routines, along with friendly adult support, children were able to demonstrate their competence.


	This finding made me reflect on the issue of how much balance our children in year one and two experience with regards to time in which they can develop their self agency and time in which they view supporting adults as instructors, agency against instruction.
This is an issue I will be discussing with my team in the new academic term as I feel at certain points in the year we need to stop and examine our own practices to ensure we have a healthy balance of learning experiences, times when we are directly teaching new knowledge and skills and time when the children can apply these skills and knowledge developing their own sense of learning self agency.

	Page 27

	Children commented positively on being able to chose freely when they wanted to play outside.
There was little evidence that a key person relationship was of significance to children... ...however, where there were fewer adults, he quality of this relationship seemed firmer... ...it is suggested that research needs to be carried out into how the key person approach is being operationalised across different types of early years settings.
	While this finding seemed to continue to advocate that children within EYFS should have constant free access to outdoor learning spaces, in our experiences as a school this has many logistical issues. Firstly, as a three form infant school, to have free access to our garden spaces, which due to our urban location are small, could mean at any point up to 90 children could be occupying these spaces. While I understand its unlikely all children will choose to go outside at the same time, when we have introduced complete free choice and open access to our learning gardens, what we have experienced is that they become so over congested with children that the supporting adult practitioners become involved in child management, rather than becoming engaged in high quality learning interactions.
Our deputy head has recently completed her masters study, focussing on this issue of key worker as part of her dissertation, achieving a distinction grade on her studies.

The key worker approach is a recent innovation we have developed within our school, investing a great deal of time and effort into creating a system that we would evaluate as successful and effective in promoting both the children’s learning and well being. After reading this finding I remain confused as to whether the report was encouraging the use of key worker or communicating, that from the perspectives of the children, this is not significantly important. I have decided that I will develop my own personal understanding of this area of EYFS practice by taking time to discuss with my deputy head the findings she discovered during her own studies.


