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Abstract

Degrees of difference. A case study of Forest School in England and Denmark
by

Melanie Jane Mackinder

Closely associated with the establislihish early years practice of Forest
Kindergarten, Forest School in Englandamsalternative approach to young children
playing outside. Consideringehelationship between the two methddsre is limited
researchhat has directly comparedhe two approaches Using an exploratory,
comparative case study methodology, this project uses interviews, obsepatidns
photo tours to explongedagogy of Forest Learning, throuaytuls interpreations and
children's experiences eachcontext The use of the environment in each context was
also investigatedata was analysed using an emergem@matic analysis that allowed

for the exploration of common elements while also identifying differeacross the

two casesUsing a constructivist perspective to explore the pedagogical approaches in
each context it was possible to identify that the adults in each case interpreted and
enacted pedagogy differently. Practitioners interpreted FoBestool using a
scaffolding approach, providing activities, tpysd equipmenfor children,in an
outside environment, whereas pedagoguesorstructed Forest Kindergartevith
children throughan outdoor environment. However, the children in each eagaged
similarly in child-initiated play, away from adults in favourite places and used natural
resources creatively. In addition, tfemiliar natural featuresand fixed equipment
provided security from which the children developed and initiated thairpbay.

It was found that in each context, the three elements of adult, ahddenvironment

were interpreted and experienced through a constructivist pedagogy in different ways,
to produce an individual interpretation of Forest Learning.
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Chapter 17 Introduction

1.1Introduction and background

In England, over the pa80D years there has been a growth in parental chaind
competition within all spheres of educatidis trend has resulted amove towards
contrastingapproaches to educatidrom different theoretical perspectivesuch as
Montessori or Reggio Emiljgoarticularly in the early year&\notherexample is Forest
School which hasdevelogd as a way of young childrespending time in woodland
locations(ForestSchool AssociationfSA, 2019).

Originating from Denmarkthe idea of Forest Schodkeveloped in England in 199

after a group of lecturers from Bridgwater College, Somerset, visited Denmark
(Williams-Siegfredson,2012). Adapting what they had seen they named their
distinctive approachotyoung children learning outsideéprest SchoolKnight, 2009

and WillamsSi egfredson, 2012) . Characterised a
approachdé with o6hands on experiences in a
of Forest School then spre@eSA., 2019 nd).

1.1.2 Initial Interest and positionality

As an early years practitionef many years | have always recognised the value of the
outside environment to provide a range of developmental and learning opportunities.
For example, the physichenefits of playing outside where children can move more
freely (Bilton, 2002; Fjortoft, 2004), and develop dispositions to learning such as
resilience, especially when the play encourages risk taking (Sandseter, 2009; Tovey,
2010). lalso acknowledge #t there are social benefits fronchild-initiated play
particularly in the larger or more secluded spaces outside. Lastpypreciatethe
emotional benefits of the calming nature of fresh air, open spatéreedomthe
outside environment provid¢kaplan, 1995). Consequenthfhave always prioritised
theuse of the outside environment in my practice with young children.

Currently as a university lecturer working with undergraduates in Early Childhood
Studies | amn a position where | can further develop my passion for play, alongside

my i nterest I n alternative pedagogi es by

11



development and early childhood practice. My initial interest in Forest School came
aboutduringareser ch trip to Cardiff that coincide
School at his nursery. These two factors ignited my interest and prompted some
provisional research. A literature search revealed limited academic studies into Forest

School as an alteative approach to young children learning by playing outside.

My background in early years education, alongsidefasginationwith outside play

and alternative pedagogies, particularly with young children has influenced the shape
and process of this study (Denzin, 1986). Consequently, this study is intentionally
located inmy experiences as an early years educator, for exaimplage of children

(4-5 years) was selected based on my experience of working with that agelgroup.
addition, the study is located inyrmterestin learning outsidevhichled me to want to

know more about how the phenomenon of Forest School facilttage®y exploring

both pedagogy of play and Forest Schdby positionality andoreferencediave the
potential to positively influence how | see and interpret events and social interactions,
or data collected for this study. In addition, my curiosityhofv Forest School
facilitates learning from a sociultural perspective has caused me to explore the
concept of Forest School using a constructivist and interpretive approach and look to
its roots in Denmark for comparative purposgébe combination of myunique

experience, interest and values have resulted in my doctoral reaadrifis thesis.

1.1.3Research aimsnd questions

Within the literature there are many misunderstandings, including a lack of clarity over
a definition and pedagogy of Forest Scholte literatureexplored for this study
(Chapter 1 and?) identifies the phenomenon of Forest Schaad an English
interpreation of Danish Forest KindergarteWi{liams-Siegfredson, 2012). However,
translation may have resulted in some aspects being understood differently or even
adaptedLeather, 208).

To understand more about the development of Forest School in Englanits and
relationship with Forest Kindergarten this thesis sets out to explore the pedagogy and
practicein each It explores the way adults interpret and implement Forest Learning in

each setting, alongside childéerexperiences and how they are shaped hyltsil
12



understanding and enactment. By identifysigilarities and differencesnd drawing
comparisons, this study goes some way towards explaining the perceived differences
between Forest School and Forest Kindergarten, from adults and children peespectiv

These aimsdad to the followinghreeresearch questions

RQ1: How do adults interpret and enact a pedagogy of Forest School in England and
Forest Kindergarten in Denmark?

RQ2: How do children experience pedagagyorest School in Englarat Forest

Kindergarterin Denmark

RQ3: What are the similarities artifferences betwedrorest School and Forest
Kindergarterenvironments and how do these impact on the experiences of their

users?

1.2 Context to the study

Given that the origins ofForest School in Englandave developed oubf Danish
outdoor kndergartes, this study has selected to expldr@h practices as a way of
understanding more abopedagogy and practice each contexidentifying any
similarities and differencesiaving establishethislink, it is important to now look at
early yeas practice in eachontext in more deptiJnderstanding theocic-cultural
contextand backgroundhelps us to identify different values and practices that allow
the two different contexts to be compared (Kelly, Dorf, Pratt and Hohn2gial)
Looking intothe history and national systems of each country offers an understanding
of how current early years provision has developed and within it the place of Forest

School or Kindergarten.

In keeping with terms used in each contg@ddagogu@is usedhroughouto refer to
professionals working iDanishForest Kindergarten wheregwractitionedis used to
refer to professionals working in Forest SchiodEngland The collective terndgadul®
is used to apply to both. The terfiRorest Learningis usedin discussionto refer

collectively to both Forest School and Forest Kindergarte addition,6 For e st
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Learni ng6 i andrefinehd eldmentsdnenfon ta oth Forest School and

Forest Kindergarten as a synthesis of practice.

1.3 The English Context
1.3.1 Introduction

This section sets out the background to early years education in Englanital
ideology has shaped early years care and educ@fiGEC) while alsooffering a
context within which Forest School hdsvelopedEngland has a different education
system to the other countries of the UK, and as such policy has diverged between the
countries in many ways. Therefore, the study sits within an English context amatl can
easily be generalised in policy ternasthe other countries of the UKs this study is
focused on children aged® and to ensure the two cases were as comparable as
possible, in Denmark a Forest Kindergarten was selected and in England a nursery

setting was chosen.

1.3.2 Current Provisionfor the early years

In England, compul sory sc hothithdaygClakkar@r t s t h
Waller, 2007 Marshall, 2014 The term early yeaiis used fochildren under statutory
school ageThis phase before compulsory education is sometimes referred to- as pre

schoolor nursery

Currently,therearea range ofull or parttime child-care options for children under
compulsory school agaith governmentunded part time placesf 15 hourger week

for 3 and 4 year olds(Gov.uk 2018). A combination of private and state funded
provision such as play group, nursery, creche, chiltlers, nannies and day care are
available, depending on the age of the child and the kind of care offered and required
(Clark and Waller, 2007 Different provisionoffers a different emphasis of care and
educationin learning environments that have deyed politically, socially, and

culturally over time according to need and social policy
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1.3.3Historical background

Compulsory educationwas introduced in 1870for children over5 years old
establishinga separation between school and-pechoolthatremainstoday.l t wasn ot
until the turn of the century that Margaret McMillan attempted to bcag and
educationtogetherfor children under 5when she pioneered an outside nursery in
Deptford based or r 0 eshllenlof&indergarte(Garrick, 2009)Children benefitted
physically and emotionally from play and tasks that they initiated themselves such as
gardening,to develop intellectual freedom, sekliance and independence (Joyce,

2012). In addition, McMilla encouraged children in adventurquay in the outside
environment such as climbing trees (Tovey, 2010). Current-chiitted provision for

outdoor play withpreschool children still hasgsor i gi ns i n McMil |l an
nursery (Bilton, 2002).

Provision for the undefives remained neglected by the statéil 1967whenPlowden,
commissioned by the state produced her landmark reported at overhauling

Primary education 31 years)ther e port applied the premise
education a | process l i es the ,chappgbyi(nPg oRdar
constructivist theory.Children had the freedom to direct their own learning through

play and interaction with their physical environment, known as discovery learning
(Garrick, 2009) whib shifted the emphasis of play more firmly towards using an

outside environment. At a primary school andgebool level the idea of play became

central to the work of educators, and this legacy still influences practice today (Pound,

2005) . Trbleewasaoflaguide o plan the physical and intellectual environment
and support the <chil dés active construct
addi tion, Piagetds theory of four stages

child will only do things when they are developmentally ready, introducing the concept
of readinesgAubrey and Riley, 2016]Joyce, 2012).

To facil it at eofdhildoentredatiaiothe state setrout to provide
nursery education for all who wantedRfES, 1972). However, economic recession
meant that by the 198 there was still a short fallf murseries Accepted by
government as a cesffective substitute for state nurseries voluntary play groups and
private provision expanded to fill the g@lwyce, 2012)Unregulated by the state many

retained free playand used the outside environment established by McMillan
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especially as they were limited by resources and spémgever,within the ad hoc
provision there were nminimal training requirement#lthough the NNEB provided
some specialisation, there remainedimited professionalisation and mosthon
specialisedvork force with limited understanding of child development or theoretical

knowledge (Joyce, 2012).

1.3.4 Towards regulation and standardisation

The first steptowards regulation and standardisation of early years prowegasnin

1996 with the publication ofthe Desirable Learning Outcomg®L0Os), (SCAA,

1996) rebranded as the Early Learning Goals in71.@&right, 2015). Based on goal

orientated guidelings t h e sefltf@abuses of good practi@ndrequiredchildren

to achieve a large number of early years goals in 6 main areas (personal and social
development; language and literacy; mathematics; knowledge and understanding of the
world; physical and creative developmeb®fore entering compulsory education

(SCAA, 196). Crucially it introduced the terrfoundationregarding preparation for

formal educatiordemonstrahga move away from Mchrhdl | ands
Pi aget discoveny keaningoWardsdevelopmentally appropriapgovision and

a different intepretation ofreadiness

The ideaof children being biologically mature or ready originates frar9506
biological and behaviourist perspectivgioneered by Gesell (Raban, Ure and
Waniganayake, 2003)Applied in this context it refers to children beirepdy for

formal schooling.Children who were not developmentally mature enough or had
insufficient experience for formal learning were identifled practitionersand then
activities introduced to Ahasten rfmalhei r ]
activities before statutory education (Garrick, 2009, p.22). As regulation began to
formalise early years practice there was less emphasis on the positive benefits of an
outside learning environment, while the increase in more structured learniritauey

led to a further reduction in chiiditiated, discovery learning aghe indoor

environmentwas given more emphasis.
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1.3.5 Early YearsFrameworkStrategy

Since, 1996government involvement in early years policy and pradttensified,

with a series of chilecare strategiesulminaing in 2008 with the Early Years
Foundation Stage Framewo(EYFS 200§. Consolidating legislation in education

and care to include allrpviders of care for children-B, the EYFS has since been
revised in 2014and current at the time of this projesfth minor amendmentade

in 2017 (Langston and Doherty, 2Q1Zheintroduction of theEYFS in 2008 was an
impetus for change, as the introduction of a prescriptive framework signified a further
move away from informal approaches to indoor and outdoor \pitiyn pre-school
provision towards more formal schobke practicefWright, 2015) The high degree

of prescription caused much debate and concern from early years practitioners at the

time (Ellyatt, House and Simpson, 2009)

Building on the DLOs(19%) the EYFS (2008) establishedminimum provision
requirements for young childretiroudh six specific areas of learnir{gersonal, social

and emotional development; communication, language and literacy; problem solving
reasoning and numeracy; knowledge and understanding of the world; physical
development and creative developmerdtwever the introduction of progress checks

at 2 and 5 years, as well as inspections of teaching by the Office for Standards in
Education (Ofsed$hifted the demands and expectationsholdren and practitioners

(Ellyatt, House and Simpson, 2009). As a reshéire was &hangein emphasis from

P o w dfreenpayegacyonto learningputcomesgiving rise to institutions planning
rigorously for I earning and monitoring chi

and productivity agenda, also reducing ptamter autonomyRogers2011).

While play is recommendedithin the frameworkwhat is meant by play and how it

should be supported is less clear, given that curriculum content and requiresrents

set out with an emphasis on planned, structured activRieggrs, 201). Outdoor play

was also promoted within the EYFS (20089)pard settings must providéenough

space to play and opportunities to be outdoors with freedom to explore and be
physically active, dthoughoutside play was sometimes seen as a re\@adrick,

2009 p.24). Although Wright (2015)suggests that the separatention of outdoor

play within the EYFS (2008) was influenced by the Scandinavian philosophy of

playing outsideit coul d al so be a refl eclearnmgp on t h
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Out side the Cl as sidefinednleaMiagndutsiae sthie cclassminh a t
(DfES, 2006 p.1). Both coincide with the Forest School movement gaining
momentum, wh | e i n the same year OO0 Brthae n and
bureaucracy was discouraging schools from taking children outside to participate in

outside learning

TheEYFS has since been revised twidéhilst initially appearing less prescriptive, the
tension between work and play seem more evident as retaining the emphasis on
assessment and monitoring coupled with an increased formalishtiotside playhat
shouldbe:

regular and planned (and) providers must provide access to an outdoor play area
or, if that is not possible ensure that outdoor activities are planned and taken on a
daily basis (unless circumstances make this inappropriate, for example unsafe
weather conditiong)DfE, 2014 p.28).

Whilst endorsement of outside play by the EYFS could have ensured quality and equity
of outdoor play and created a climate for further growth of Forest S¢heapposite

is true Outdoor play, that watypicaly unregulated and spontanedascame more
regulated and homogenised through the imposition of the EBE&mes and Brown,
2014). Furthermorechild-initiated playthat involvedchoice,control ownership and
autonomy (Wood, 201@ecame adult planned asttuctured, leaving Forest School

as an alternative approach to learning outside for young childwehcurrently
supplementary to the EYFS (Knight, 2009).

1.3.6 Summary

This section haidentified thatasthe statebegan to legislate fararly years provision

inthe 1906s,and more significantly in 199006s t he
holistic, child initiated learning embodied Plowden (1967) to momecentstructured

provision and formal teachingrhe reason for this is clearly linked to psehool

children achieving specified goal related outcomes and being rfeadstatutory

education at 5. Althougthe benefits oplaying outsidefor child development and
healthwereprioritisedby McMillan, and thdreedomof spontaneouplay endorsed by

Plowden (1967), government interventieith curriculum and goalsavereduced the
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prioritisation ofthese idealsTypically, nowless time is spent outside with children
engaged in selflearning while more timeis being devoted tiormd learning(Wall,

Litiens, and Taguma, 2015)

1.4 The Danish Context
1.4.1 Introduction and background

This section looksearly years provision in Denmark, in particular hagtorical,
social, cultural and political contextual factors have influenced the development of
Forest Kindergartemhis study is focusing on children age8 4ttending kindergarten

as it is most similar to nursery provision in England.

1.4.2 Current provisionin early years

Although Denmark is frequently grouped with Norway, Sweden and Finland as
6Scandinavi ad or , thidhhassodalibn cad becconfusihgeatse i e s 6
whilst similar in many ways each country has differgatlitions, culture, laws and
separate education systenMafshall, 2014).This study is interested in exploring

Forest Kindergarten as part ebrly years provision, pedagggand practice in

Denmark as a way of understanding more about F@elsbol inEngland.

Compulsoryeducationstars flexibly after children turn 6(OECD, 2014) However,

Danes do natonsidergroup care before formal schooling areschoo) pre- anything

or schoollike (Wagner, 208). Current provisionbefore statutoryschooling is
characterised by a mix of state and private ownership of early years education and care
settings for children aged-® years (OECD, 200Q)he cost of which the state
subsidises (Williamsiegfredson 2012. The OECD (2000) report distinguishe
between the 2 generic categories of-daye facility, creche oruggestuefor children

aged 6 months to 2 years, dminehaveor Kindergarten for children aged 2 to 6 years
although a range of provision is available including chiihders,day nursdes for
children 26 weeks to 3 years old, integrated nurseries for children from 3 months to 6

yearsand kindergartens for children age 3 taA8 provision isbased on the idea that
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all children need to spend a few hours a day in the company of ittgen and
that children develop and are stimulated if they are engaged in certain activitie
(OECD, 2000p.14).

1.4.3 Historical background

Within Danishindustrialised societpf the 19" century there wasa concern that
urbanisation broughtiuch poverty. Ellen Key, a Swedish writer and philanthragist
thattimeconcer ned f or c¢ hi -bahgpablishedThé @atlrytohtheand we
Child (Kristjansson, 2006n 1909 Shequite radically argued against the authoritarian

outlook at the the by advocaing to improve conditionswhilst promoing the idea of

children rights throughfia more childcentred pedagog@y where fic hi | dr end s

perspectivedwould guide education (Kristjansson, 2004.7).

Key 6 s palsoatigned pith (h@ommunitarian ideals that Froebel had developed

in Germany and both influencethe first Danishkindergarten established in 1854
(Williams-Siegfredson, 2012Fr oebel 6s vi sion of kindergar
broughttogether the concepts of care adlucationGarrick, 2009, with afocus on

social, emotional and spiritual development alongside physical growth hence the

met aphor Agar den of , @aya, 201p p.52).cChildreni ng ¢ hi
experienced fresh air, nature, socialization and ftag, @mnd through seihitiated

activities children developd selfrelianceand independencehrough self-discovery

(Joyce 2012), where childremvere in harmony with themselves, others and nature

(Garrick, 2009).

Early years provision expanded in 1952 wiandrelmrnehave or wandering
kindergartenwherechildren gathered at a meeting point or cabinwadtoff into the

woodsto be collected later (WilliamSiegfredsor2 01 2) . During the 197
crisisincreased an interest in nature and environmental isainds a lack of space in
Copenhagen comcidedhwihthd rie@dGodicseasehe number of women

in the workforcehence thaeed for childcaréWilliams-Siegfredson, 2002012) To

provide childcare the practicefidtterbornehavenleveloped andnsldrenwere bussed

out of crowded cities such as Copenhagen into the countii@itimms-Siegfredson

2012) where there was more available spacefaegh air for children tdispend their

day close to natugewhich resonates with an outdoor lifestyle in Denmaakdstill
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continues today{Gullgv, 2003, p27). Ke yvalsesc oupl ed with Froebel
kindergartenhad far reaching effects thktid the foundations foearly childhood
education and ca&CEQ today.

1.4.4 Early years education and care

Early years provision is founded on the vision of an egalitahamanist societwhich

isembedded in the principles of the Social Democratic Model or Nordic Welfare Model
andreflected inlegislationsuch as The Day Care A(DCA), (Ministry for Social

Affairs, MSA, 2014)which encompassdbe care and education df ahildren under

7. Although it has evolved over timéhe defining principles ofurrentsocial policy

including the values of social and personal wele i n g, chil drenés ri gt
align with Keyo6s -edtednssiKosfjansson,@006Teerbarm d ¢ hi |
1993. The purposeof ECEC is to support and facilitate different family needs,
including the substitution of maternal care and a home like environment especially for
children whofrom a young agspend a high proportion of time in day cé/¢agner

and Einarsdottir, 2006).

Banehaveor kindergarten is an overarching term fogeneralapproach t&ECEG
althoughthere are many different names for individual approa(@&<D, 2000) For
example skovgruppe (forest or wood group) vandrelmrnehave (wandering
kindergarten) skoviwrnehave (forest kindergarten)and flutterbgrnehave \here
children are transported daily to the fore@fyilliams-Siegfredson, 2012 he origins

of these varied names and practices are influenced by their location, using whatever
outdoor environment is neély such as a woaal beachWilliams-Siegfredson, 2012

This diverse range of early years provision emphasises the choice and variety in early
education and care for children ag® @ears (WilliamsSiegfredson, 2012)yhile
indicating the use of the outdoors is well established and frequently involvésrday

engagementBlackwell and Pound, 201 &ullgv, 2003.

From this variety of early years provisiadhere appears to be many names for what
could be referred to as Forest Schbotthere is no one type explicitly called Forest
School (WilliamsSiegfredsn, 2012). Rather there are a rangeapproacheghat

includeoutdoor practice as part of their proviswith children aged between 3 and 4
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years old (Knight, 2013; WilliamSiegfredson 2007; 2012). Willian&egfredson
(2012) refers toskovimrnehave(forest or wood kindergarten) as the most typical,
making it most suitable as a comparison with Forest School, for context arelatgd
reasons. From here on this study will refer to the Danish case as Forest Kindergarten
which is just one nanfer many different expressions of early years provision that uses

the outdoorsnd specificallyforests as part of accepted pree

1.4.5 Towards structure and regulation

In 199§t he Soci al Service Act i ntroduced t he
provision for all children under 7 (Brostrom, Frokjaer, Johansson and Sandberg, 2014).

Prior to this there was no curriculum documentation or requirefoergettings o

produce individual statemenfBhen in2004, central government issued the Day Care

Act or DCA (MSA., 2004) The act covers fiobjectives, framework and
responsibilitieséfor the wel f apedagogichke vel opn
facilitiesd making it law for each provider teseflappropriate pedagogical approaahes

(MSA, 2014 p.1). The emphasis is ochild-centred, childnitiated and playbased

care, with a strong focus on social and emotional development (Wikaagéredson,

2007; 2012)Revised in 2014the current version nowontains 6 areasf learning:

personal developent; social development; language; body and movement; nature and

natural phenomenon and cultural expression and valigs (2014 p.3). There are

no state regulatefbrmal assessments or monitoring programmes beyond health and

safety requirements

Although the1998Act established the concept of learnitigg state holds a persuasive
stance (Adams, 2014) rather than direct control (Wagner3)200ith only a few
structural elements to the legislatiand pedagogy open to interpretatitile OECD
(2000)view it as asoftapproachi{Wall, Litjens, and Taguma, 201%)linimal emphasis
on a formalised curriculumgand more focus on pedagogy and individual, localised
provisionleavesscope for practice such as Forest Kindergditéitiams-Siegfredson,
2005).Eachinstitution is required tget out its own unique pedagogical aims with the
exact needs of the setting and client granguding how they facilitate play, learning
and child developmenhcorporating the use dhe local environment.Within the
documetn professionalor pedagogues (used throughout to refer to Danish childcare
22



professionals) ar&usted and considered best placed to lead and pedi@gogical
decisions In keeping with the democratic, communitarian principles and egalitarian
vision within society this personalised document tisen approved by the local

kommune.

1.4.6 Summary

Danish early years provision wasOfeounded
time provisionhas adapted to meet the demandthefdemocratic principles within

Danish societyincluding theplaceo f ¢ hi | d Carenahdeducatigemairat

the centre of practicand pedagogy, which is chiltbntred and plapased. The more

recent statémposed guidance shifted emphasis towards learning, although pedagogy,

play and individuality remain core features.

1.5 Conclusion

The historicabriginsof ECEC in England and Denmanlere based oasimilar set of
circumstances relating tpoverty and health(while the pioneering philosophy of
ECECisalsocomparable Fr oebel 6s i dmdiechdinker being outsidee r g ar t
with health and welbeing as a fundamental part of child development, were adopted
by McMillan in England and Key in Denmarkdowever overtime shifts in social and
political policy have diverged resulting in different early childhood pedagogy and
practice. Statutory education in England starts at 5, although practicessohpa

have become more formalised and scHixa with theintroduction of gprescriptive
curriculum and monitoring ofprogressthey remain chilecentred. In England
educators have limited autonomy so outdoor experiences for young children can be
limited, whereas in Denmark statutory education does not stattalmiiren are 6,
whilst provision beforeschoolis valued In Denmark a fluid curriculum encourages

free play and childnitiated learning, lack of formal assessmenneans thathe
pedagogues have autonomy to develop practice through different pedagogical
approachedanish society still prioritiseanoutdoor lifestyle and thdevelopmental
benefits of learningutsidewith young childrenWhile both countrieshave a form of
Forest Schookach is relative to its context and reflected ingh#giculardifferences
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identified there. Understanding the effect of these similarities and differences is at the

heart of this work.

1.6 Outline of the remaining chapters

Thethesis is aganised int® furtherchaptersncluding the theoretical framework for

the thesis, the methodological outline and presentation of data.

Chapter twdbeginswith areview of the literature relating to Forest School in England
and ForesKindergarten in Denmark, drawing out the main features of each approach
and forms a conceptual framework anayaothesis relating to theedagogy of Forest
Learning. The next section sets out a constructivist theoretical foundation, that includes
the keyterminology used for the study, followed by an explanation of the main

characteristics of plandwhere key terminology is explained

The main characteristics of case study methodology are set out in chapter three, in
particular how they have been applto this comparative stu@yd the corresponding
ontology and epistemologyBeforesupplying the detail ahe data collection methods
chosenand their suitability for this projeagthical considerations relating to this study

are set outNext, follows an explanation of hown emergent thematianalytical

framework was used to explore and understand the data.

Chapter foupresents the findings from the Danish Forest Kindergarten case. Evidence
is presented through main thenaasing from thedata includinghe environment and

location,thepedagogué s r ol e and activity, and childr

Chapter fivesets out the findings from the English Forest School casg headings
that are representative of the data colleetedaretherefore different to the headings
used inthe Danish caseHeadingsused in the Forest School caselude, the
environment oputside spacgehe practitionds role including planned focus activities,

andc h i | dexperianges, including themvourite places to play

Using a constructivist perspectivehapter sixreturns to the research questions and
brings together the main findings of the both parts of the chajieussing the
similarities andlifferences across the two cas#fth reference to adudand childred s

experiences and interpretatioospedagogyandthe role of the environment in each
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context this chapterdentifies the main features from the two cases and present them

asa new madel of Forest Learning.

Chapter sevenoncludedy reviewing the studyconsideing the major conclusions of
the project and its contribution to the field of Forest School reseanaking

recommendations fdiuture researchand implications for practicélhe conclusion
alsoevaluates the methodology and research process, reflectiagyopotential for

bias within the study, while also suggesting improvements.
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Chapter 27 Literature Review
2.1Introduction

The previous chapter presedta background to early childhood education and care
(ECEC) in England and Denmaaikd establisheethat Forest Schoat a relatively new
and alternative approach to outside learnitigt sits alongsidethe Early Years
Framework Strategy (EYF®) England whereas Forest Kindergarten is part of usual

early years provision in Denmark.

Sectionone of this chaptercharts the development of literature that has developed
around Forest School since i ttwocriticallyept i on
examire s t he body of l iterature around K i
Kindergarten. Each section uses a different structure, with headings that reflect the
literature and elements that emerge from it, uniqgue to each Tassummarise a

synthesis of both tiératures sets out the similarities and differences between the two
approacheswhich is thenconceptualisg in a table The last section sets out a
constructivist theoretical framework, alongside a pedagogy of play, explaining the key

terms used throughotite study.

For the purpose of this thesis the term Forest School is used to refer to the practice in
England as defined earli€®ection 1.1)while the term Forest Kindergarten is used in
reference to the practice in Denmd8ection 1.4.4)Fores Leaning will be used as

an overarching term to refer to both Forest School &bodest Kindergarten
simultaneously.Reflecting the terms used in each contesdcptioner is used to refer

to early years professionals working in Forest School, whereas graagoused to

refer to professionals working in Forest Kindergarten.
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2.2 Forest Schod

Forest School as outlined in chapter one is a specific way of young children playing
outside although in England the idea of Forest School is a slippery notion and is
difficult to define.Sessions of Forest Schoatedescribed asidringe activityo (Waite,

Bolling and Bentser2015 p.16) andusually happen alongside nursery provision, once
aweek for a morning or afternooKiiight, 2009 2012) This time allocation seems to

have emerged out of convenience, as it roughly corresponds to an average morning or
afternoon nursery sessiddelow is a brief history of the development of Forest School

showing the main trends and challenges involved in the development of the movement.

2.2.1 Early Studies

Since the 19906s, the practice of Forest
of the UK (England, Wales, Scotland, and Northern Irelavithile there have been
many studies focusing on outdoor learning with young children, there are still only a
limited number of studies that focus specifically on Forest Schiomlefy, 2010
Maynard 2007).1 t w a s aftér2000uthattexploratory studies into Forest School
began to be publishe@warbrick, Eastwood and Tutton, 2004$ until then little was
known about th@rocess, practice, underlying pedagogy or theoretical underpiahing
Forest School. As Forest School was a new movethesestudiesinitially relied on
anecdotal evidence (SwarbricEastwood and Tuttor2004) and literature from
outdooreducationresuling in a limited knowledge of the underlying pedagogy or
theoretical underpinning of Forest School, as well as scantstaddimg of practical

organisation and implementation.

In afirst attemptdunderstand hi | dr en 6 s &ebpnefitsiokonest Sclsogla nd t
Massey(2002) produced a repotiler yearlong studystatel thatForest Schoaolook

place in a woodland environmegmdactivity staredf r om t he ¢ hwhitchd 6s i nt
she clainedwere bothadopted fromaScandinavian moddDepending on the demands

of the activity dildren were observed spontaneoysByingon their own, in pairs and

in groups as social interactions were seen to develop alongside other adtWiile

children were allowed time to dewg and revisit these interests.
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Adults wereidentified asd s e ns i t i v ewho supportdndivaddaloneesisor
example,childrerd sise of tools (Massey, 2002p.7), while exposure to risk was
understoodby adultsaschallengng childrenro ut of t heir &édcomfort zo
p.5). Additionally, practitionergplannedan appropriate programme to meetriculum

guidance requirements at the time (QCA., DfEE., 2008)though trained Forest

Leaders are briefly mentioned tkexvas no insight into what this training involde

(Massey, 2002).

Following Massey(2002) East wood and Mxploratbryestutlydoked ( 2 0 0 3)
at how Forest SchoaVas organised, as well as the benefdsth studiessuggestd

learningwas based on chidr ends 1| nnat e outswoég chidran ween t o |
encouraged to initiate activities for themselves, make choicelsaatapportunities to

take risks Both studies suggested ttanhphasion t he c¢ himakkBosesti nt er e
School different to otheapproaches toutsidelearning To maximise the potentiaif

Forest Schoohnd develop an understanding, appreoiatand care for the natural

environment Eastwood and Mitchell (2003ecommended regular experiences in

woodland throughout the yeafrhey also recognisethat Forest School was led by

Forest Leaders with specific training in Forest School pedagogy but did not offer detalil

Later in 2005, Davis and Waitgsed a range of methods and data from eight mini
research projects to identifize fliopportunities and challenge$ Forest Schoal(p.1),
producing the most comprehensive repattthat time Recognising thelack of
literatured Davis and Waite (20Q050.4) also used outdoor learning literature and
Danish sources to provide some backgrourte comparative study evaluated Forest
Schooland observed mix of childinitiated play anda range of activities with a
specific learning focus, which is different to the spontaneous activity suggested by
Massey (2002) and Eastwood and Mitchell (20@8)vis and Waite (2005) mapped
findings to the six areas ofirriculum guidancéQCA, DfEE, 2000), which could have

emphasised the learning outcomes of the activities.

By comparing location®avis and Waite (2005) identified that differemvironments

can affect the provision, especially as the study sites were chosen specifically to
maximise opportunities for outside play. Building on the findings of earlier studies by
Massey (2002) and Eastwood and Mitchell (2003} identified the significance of
trained Forest School LeadeBavis and Wait€2005) noteda difference in attitude
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between trained and untrained practitioners, particlladywar d chi | drends b
They concludedhat pedagogical principles ne&atther clarification, including the

benefitsof play and the effect of different locations on provision.

A more complete picture of ForeSthool did not existat that timebecause othe
uncoordinatedand limited research availablead resuled in disparateaspectseing
explored For example, bth Massey (2002) and Eastwood and Mitchell (2003) were
working separately to try and understdmaav using a woodland and pedagogy of child
initiated learning workedrindings from both studies identified chilhitiated activity
and the use of woodland as a learning environmentvidgatery close to DanisRorest
Kindergarten By 2005 Davis and Waite had identified more variation time
programms they examinedandrecognigdthat different outside environmentould
impact differently on outcomewhile alsoacknowledgng the role tlat aduls playin
delivering the programm@t this timetherewas no one idea of what represents typical
practice or underlying pedagogy or theoretical underpinrand,itwas evident that
more claritywas neededDavis and Waite, 2005). While thésdrepanciesdentified
could be because difference ininterpretatbn, or variation of locatiortheycouldalso

marka shift inthe diversification of Forest School.

2.2.2 A common thread

Out of the growing interesh Forest SchoollThe New Economic Foundation (NEF)
fundeda studyto evaluae the impact oforest Schoabn children This 2-phasestudy

was carried out in Wales and Englarttiwas publishe@dstwo documents.The first

Such enthusiasi joy tosee reported orthe findings from thre&nglish case studies,
andtracked 24 children over 8 monthgvith the aim of identifying similar impact and
benefitsacross both phasdsMur r ay and ©Gdéwevel Leather (20130 5 ) .
p.13) critiques the validity othe report as it applied a definition of Forest School
created from thenpublishedVelsh phaseasfiunchallengedfacts. Thesecond report

A marvelbus opportunity for children to learronsolidated findings from both phases

of the study in Wales and Engl and (OO6Brier

Both reports use the definition provided by the Forest Sckssmciation (FSA, 2005),
an organisation and website formed as a professional body and voice of UK Forest

Schoo| describing it as an:
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inspirational process that offers children, young people, and adigtdar
opportunities to achieve amgvelop confidence and s&$teem through hands
onlearning experiences in a woodland environment.

While this definition is useful it imot extensivas it fails to provide detail relating to

practice and pedagogy. Howeverhds been used uncriticalig later literature by

Knight (2009)as a core definitignalthough Knight does exparah it with useful
examplesMur ry and OO6Br i e nand(MuGa9 RQ06psaadd théid Br i e n
ownfive keyfeatures of Forest Scho@lable 2.1)Both reports acknowledge that fee

features are nofuniqued, to Forest School but when uséid combinatio in an

appropriate location they create an experience thafilsetest School apart from other

outdoor learningcreating acommonthread Mur r ay and ,h pBdBrBira re,n 2 0 C
and Murray, 2006p.6). Leather (2018) is concerned thatitiaefinition coud be used

in future research withouwt criticalevaluation.

Both reports, similar to Eastwood and Mitchell (20683 Massey (2002promotel

regular contact with a wooded or wild outside space in all weathers, although Murry

and OO6Brien (e and Mirraya(2006) aOocg® thagular can mean

different things, such as weekly, fortnightly, morning, afternoon or whole day. For the
first ti me, expanding on Davis and Waitebo
detailed example of a Forest Schoos essi on ( Mur r;@ Ban dce nO@bBrdi
Murray, 2009. Like previous studies (Eastwood and Mitchell, 208fassey, 2002
child-initiated play was seen to allow children to explore using their senses and
discoverthe outsiddor themselvegMooney, 2013)while the terms childnitiated and

child-centred play are used interchangeahlith little explanation.The individual

nature of Forest Learnijnis emphasised through sessions being limited to small groups

with high adult child ratios.There wasemphasis omstrict safety routines and firmly

established boundaries implemented to protect children from harm (Murray and
O6Bri e;0,6 B2 0 G&Nrray 2066). Mu

The NEF studylsopresentedixd p o sautcomeée pr esent ed as ei ght
as finew perspecti veskores 8ctodi n iMup Irea ye fafnac tOD E
2005, p.6). Broadly corresponding to curriculameas at that time themes included
confidence, social skills, language and communication, motivation and concentration,

physical skills and knowledge and understandWigh the limitedinformation
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“5 Key features” (Murray and O’Brien, 2005, p. 5-6 8 “Key features” (Knight, 2009, p.15-17). “6 Principles” F. S. A (Wellings, 2012, n.d.).
O’Brien and Murray, 2006, p. 4).
é (1) Use of a woodland setting (1) The setting is “not the usual one”’preferably but (2) Takes place in a woodland or natural wooded §
g not exclusively a wood environment g
(3) Learning is linked to the National (6) Learning is play-based and as far as possible (6) Uses arange of learner-centred processes to
Curriculum and Foundation Stage objectives. child-initiated and child led create a community for development and
learning
« using innovative approaches to learning « a learner centred pedagogical approach
« encourages development of innate « responsive to needs and interests of learners
% curiosity and motiivation to learn » play and choice integral _
) g
= <
2 &
£ (4) Freedom to explore using multiple senses Practitioner: ¢
g = encourages creative, diverse and imaginative « uses observations to “scaffold” and tailor 2
g play learning E_
& » develop own learning styles at own pace * models pedagogy through careful planning &
« discover for themselves « appropriate dialogue, builds relationships -
(3) Aims to promote the holistic development of all
those involved, fostering resilient, confident,
independent and creative learners.
z | (5) Regular contact . . . over a significant period of | (3) Happens over time (1) A long term process with frequent and regular =
= . . . ~ =
g time 6-10 week blocks sessions in a local, natural space, not a one-off o
& One half day per week visit. 2
2 (7) Blocks and sessions have beginnings and ends Planning, adaptation, observations and §
& reviewing are integral elements =
(2) A high ratio of adults to pupils allows for (2) Safe as reasonably possible to facilitate risk (4) Offers learners the opportunity to take supported
= children to undertake tasks and play activities taking risks appropriate to the environment and @
& that challenge them but do not put them at themselves £
:g undue risk of harm (5) Trust is central =
< children respond in predictable ways to certain -
stimuli
=
:g (8) Sessions are led by trained staff (5) Run by qualified Forest School Practitioners who £
& continuously develop their professional practice o
(4) There is no such thing as bad weather only bad
clothing.

Table 2.1 To show a synthesis of the main characteristics of Forest Scho
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availableat the timethese findings expanded understanding of the benefits of Forest School
beyond Masseyb6s (2002) initial discoveries.
as both NEFReports were influential to future research for example, Borradaile (2006) and
Knight (2009) replicated thestudies with future literature accepting these definitions

unchallenged.

The NEF studies identify thalhé skill and role of the pratittneris central to the approach,

(Davis and Waite, 200%astwood and MitchelR003 Massey 2002),although Murray and
O6Brien, (2005) and O6Brien and Murray (200
Eastwood and Mitchell (2003The mainfeatures of Forest School identified by the NEF
studies have been presented in Table 2.1. The numbers relate to each of the principles or
characteristics identified in each definition of Forest School and are synthesised according to

similar ideas such dscation and pedagogy.

2.2.3 Threeelements

At this point, early studies(Davis and Waite, 2005; Eastwood and Mitchell, 2003; Massey,
2002; Murr ay and O6Bri en, 2 0 0 emplemsiseéd th@6 Br i
uncoordinated approach to reseamhichresuledin a lack of detail regarding pedagogy of

Forest SchoolHowever,what is beginning to emerge are three areas of interest incluing t
location or environment,c hi | dr e n 0 s whelxvared in eachc study between self
initiated and aduitlirected play and the practitionér sole. Theseemerging themes are

explored in more depth next.

2.2.3.1 Location and environment

Within the literature so far there has been an emphasis on the location of Forest School being

in or near awoodrforestft East wood and Mitchell, 2003; Ma ¢
2005 and OO6Br i en, whila thereMas lreenyless féa0dte )physical
environment and its features or the learning environment, even thdifighent environments

can affect provision and practi¢Pavis and Waite, 2005Waite, Davis and Brown (2006)

reaffirm that Forest School takes place in a wooded emvient,andthey posit the outside
environment should be theontextfor learning, rather than thiecus May nar ddés (20
findings suggest that hothe learning environment is constructed by the practitioners and

children using it, in relation to pedagoagl principlesis important.Differences in individual
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sites, natural features anbeir use indicates a variety of interpretatiomequires further
investigation In particulay the relationship betweethe pr a c t i ntermatation @rsd
construdon of the outside spacdhe affordance roopportunities that exist ithe natural
environment t 6 s propert i e s(Gilasondl97win addition tbhowpchildreni d e s
perceive andiseit in relation to the perception of risk and how safety measoflegnce the

levels of freedom and independence children experience.

2.2.3.2 Child-centredandchild-initiatedlearning

Initially, Massey (2002) and Eastwood and Mitchell (2083 d | at er Murray
(2005), OO6Brien and Murideatfied the2udiqué 3tartiagpdintéfn i g h
Forest School as itshild-centred developmentally appropriatend childinitiated phiosophy

t hat I s based qthatdifférentiaesitifrbrotides formsmobutsidetearning.

To find out more about the underlying pedagogical principles of Forest School and build on
Davis and Waiteods Wake)Dasisand Brawnl(A0@6) targetedntrdined g s
Forest School Leaders in their stuédythough they were disappointed with the low response

rate to their questionnaires, Waite, Davis and Brown (2006) similar to previous studies
(Massey, 2002; Eastwood and Mitchell,2003Mur r ay and O6Brien, 200!
2006), sawchild-initiated learning facilitated through play. However, they also identified a
Atight structureo within which Foresitd Scho
activity with free playonl y occ-bherwegndii hhese f or mal ac
imposed structure reduced as the children gained in confidence and were able to take the lead

(Waite, Davis and Browr2006, p.11).

This discoverymarkeda shiftaway from the emphasis Bbrest Schoahsspontaneous chitd
initiated play identified earligfEastwood and Mitchell, 2003; Massey, 2082)being close to
the Danish modeltowardsa moreadult directed pproachand confirmed findings from an
earlier study by Davis and Waite (Z)0Findings from botiDavis and Waite (2005) and
Waite, Davis and Brown (2006suggest thaturther investigation is required to explore the
degree to which activities are either child or adhiliated andplay-basedas well asthe role

of thepractitionerin facilitating Forest Schoals part of pedagogical practice.
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2.2.3.3 The pactitioner

May nar d dsp.320 Zifital7exploratioo i dent i fi ed t hfecilitaindul t 6 s
chil dr en 0 s independence &hg made adconnection between children having secure
relationships with adults as a platform from which they can extend and challenge themselves,
particularly in relation to riskyphysical activityMaynard (2007c) linked differences in atdlud 6
attitudes with their management thfe difficult and challenging topography of the outside
environment that resulted in more risky play for childiglaynard (2007b) also recognised
thatsome practitioners had controlling attitudes which presentedexsnanagedglay which

' imited childrends i Smila o &aydaed(20@b) amiMaite andt o n o n
Davis (2007) Maynard (2007a, p385) found that teacherdiset tight boundariésand were
fidirective and protectiv@in style and provision because they had curriculum targets to meet
Tovey Q010) attributed an overreliance on planned activities rather than on ehltlated
pedagogy to curriculum pressure and target setting, Widdlgnard (2007a) suggested that

Forest School leaders who adopted a more scaffolding approach may have been under less

pressure from the demands of curriculum and monitoring.

Maynard(2007a) posited the differences she identified in pedagogical approakhlmbased

on Forest Schooldeader$ with training, and&eacher8 with no Forest School traing, a
distinctionalso noted by Davis and Waite (2005) in relation to attitude towards behaviour.
Further, practitioners resorted to what they know based on practice heditaynd familiarity
(Maynard 2007a). Alternatively, Waite and Davig2007) suggested thdifferent boundaries

they sawimposed by practitionensere a way tacontrol or manage behaviour and learning
Significantly all three studies (Davis and Waite, 2007; Maynard, 2007a; 2007b) stress the

importance of allowing children space and time to think lgedalults intervene.

The beginnings of structure and adult imposed boundtrégstarted to emerge in the NEF
reports (Murray,OédaBdi ©0 Brandnwisréafiimngd by Wdtsd ) |,
Davis and Brown (2006) who revealed some structurecanttol by adults. Later, Waite and
Davis (2007) saw a distinct divide between adiedt activities and play.The imposition of
structure and adult activitigs clearly a move away from Danish principles identified by
Massey (2002) and Eastwood and Mékt§2003). However, because of the lack of research it

is difficult to know if this structure was present but not identified within earlier research, or
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whether it is a shift towards regulation. What is certain is that more research is required to

providebetterunderstanding, coheren@nd consistency of approach.

There is a perception that activities children engage in outdoonslayeomparedvith those
undertaken indoors (Knight, 2013In a less familiar physicalearning environment
practitioners are not always able to predict what children will do or lezaking of hard for
some practitioners to adopt a chifdtiated, playbased pedagogy (Waite and Davis, 2007). To
be comfortable with using a plbased pedagogy, especially whérere is a risk ofailure
requires securtheoretical understandingf how children learnhrough play, and specifically
outside (Knight, 2013)As a result, some practitionensay struggle to adapt thefamiliar
behaviour an@dultdirected styldor amore facilitatory role outside (Waite and Davis, 2007)
especially aemploying a childnitiated play pedagogy can bériskyo or unpredictable in
terms of outcomefor practitioners (Maynard, 2087p.379).Davis, Waite and Brown, (2006
p.12) identified the transmission teachimy scaffoldingof tasks in small chunks to guarantee
successand identified the adulinteractionsas finatural andntuitiveo, a ki n t o fApar e
responding to individual needs arising from skilled observat®warbrick, Eastood and
Tutton, (2004, p.143) also recognised an approach that supported indepexmerdtion

throughficareful nurturing .

Across the studies that explore the practitioner role there is an emerging variation in approach
between child-initiated play facilitated by practitioners using pedagogically appropriate
practice and structured, adidd, planned learning. This tension warrants further investigation,
especially when the differenbetween the rhetoric and reality of play éasearning could be
inherent in early years practice and not specific to Forest Sdvoald, 2010)However,how
practitionersnterpret and implement the core principdesl understand the pedagajyorest

School i mpacts dir eedMayhard2007m)hi | dr ends exper

2.2.4 A turning point?

In 2009,Sara Knighthow a | eadi ng author on Forest Sch
School and Out door L.glsrwas atuging point forBeeaderes.rFirsy, Y e
Knight (2009)provided some muckeededlarity by extendng thedefinition of Forest School
suggested bMur r ay and Oan®r8 keyfeatuss (Tak2e®Q &npdetailed case

studes Shealsooffereda background to Forest School in England and Denraadkmade
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clearlinks totheoretical perspectives such as Froebel, MontessawOutdoorEducation yet

therewasa hesitancy in using the term pedagogy.

Lastly, bycompiling this information as a book Knight ogerup Forest School to a new and
wider audience. Her practical style informed by her years as a play worker, early years
practitioner, and academic background, resulh an easy to use guide for early years
practitioners. Publication coincided with the introductioh the EYFS in 2008 which
recognised the importance of outside @agmay have contributed to the popularity of Forest
School and Kniglt s p oas a leadimgnvoice in the fieldAs seen earliewith Davis and
Waite (2005)Forest School ideas map easily to the previous 6 afeasrriculum guidance

and child development, maximising the potential of Forest School to deliver statutory
requirementsKnight, 20L2). In an increasingly regulated early years conténplay-based

and child-led outsidelearning attributed to Fores&choolmay havehad additional appeal
contributingto theincreased interestnd growthin Forest SchoolHowever the introduction

of anearly yearsurriculumcouldresult inaddinga furtherlayer offormalisation toa practice
thatwasstarting to becme more structured and adidd (Murray andO 6 B r,20@5f006 Br i e n
and Murray 2006; Waite, Davisand Brown 2006).

Throughout all her writing Knight (2002012 2013 2017) isconsistenin her approach to

Forest School retaining the saBteatures. Theybroadly relate to the three aspects of location

and environment, practitioner role and chititiated learning identified in earlier research, as

part of what makes Forest School diffiet to other ways of playing outsideith only minor
adaptationgTable 2.). In trying to tease out the important elements of Forest School three
definitions of Forest School have been synthesised into Table 2.1. Coming from three different
perspectivesMur r ay and O6Brien and Murray (2005) ¢
research basi s, Knightdos (2009) from exper
studied and Wellings (2012) in consultation with the Forest School community have sasne area

of agreement, although there remain many areas that remain contested (Leather, 2018).

2.2.5 Callfor a National Modé

From the differences starting to appear in reseancti highlighted in this literature revieiw,
is clear there is not a single definition of Forest School (Knight, 2009). Leather (2018) attributes
this lack of clarity to the rapid spreadfedrest Schoabeas, poorly articulated theoretical and
philosophical underpinning, alongside limited reshaevidence. Without consensus over
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approach Knight (2013) and Leather (2018) suggest there is a dangé&otbest School
becones more technical and mechanistic than was first identified by Mag2692) and
Eastwood and Mitche(2003), particularly ira context where in recent yedingere have been
increased demands on practitioners from the EYFS and government assessnurisve

directed early learningpwards a production and outcome discokaynard, 2007a).

In addition, different voices havamerged within the literature, each have a different purpose

such as developing sadsteem (Swarbrick, Eastwood and Tutton, 2004), or reports written

from different perspectives, such as teachers, Forest School Leaders, academics and outdoor
educators. Fthermore, the explanation of how Forest School is different from other
approaches of outdoor learning, how it is specifically used for young children and any
underpinning pedagogy is lacking. Consequently, Cree (2009) calls for a collective idea of
practc e, whil e Knight (2009, p.14) acknowl edgi
and debated to | ead t o aDilforsehah,(200b)wartntadhieve al me
consensus through single model could result in an oversimplificatidiiuting the original

idea (Knight, 2013). Leather (2018, p.1d)estionswh et her a fAshared nali
needed, desired éJ[ or] achievabl eo as there

potential of Forest School.

2.2.6 Pedagogy

In response Wellings (2012), on behalf of the Forest School Association (FSA), building on
previous studies and in consultation with the Forest School community through a working
group (Knight, 2013) produced 6 principles of practice set out in Tabl&@:1he first time

the 6 principles clearlyexpressa pedagogical approaclwhile alsoincluding other areas
explored here in the literatu(®/ellings, 2012) Although Wellings (2012) states that Forest
School is based on a learrmmtrel pedagogy, leewrere there is limited reference to
pedagogy, apart from Waite, Davis and Brown (2006) who explicitly mention it. Where
pedagogy is referred tbis notalwaysclearly or explicitly defined or consistently articulated
although sme connections to theoretladeas are made by Massey (2002) and Knight (2009).
Leather (2018¥urthersthat a childinitiated pedagogy is frequently missing in its English
translation Although he has not carried out empirical research on which to base these claims
his critique ghlights an inability to facilitate chilihitiated play remains problematic in Forest
School (Leather, 2018).
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Looking at effective pedagogy and practice in Englanidhj-8latchford Sylva, Muttock,
Gilden and Bell,(2002) suggest that where pedagogydefined broadly, it can often be
conflated with curriculum Pedagogy is the art, scienand craft of teaching, whereas
curriculum is the knowledge, skills and values learned by children in educational settings (Siraj
Blatchford et al., 2002). Sirdlatchford et al., (2002) identify thpedagogyn the early years
should include provisiofor play and exploratignrand to be effective and achieve educational
goalspedagogy shouldhe instructiverather than involve teachin@reemers, 1994). Gage
(1985)argues for a scientific basis for pedagogy, although he suggests that for learning to occu
teachers creatively apply their general pedagogical knowledge to the individual circumstances,
unique childrenandthrough specifievents. Thus, pedagogy is the interactive process between
teacher and learner and to the learning environnvemtch is epresented in the relational

model, figure 2.1 below.

Figure 2.1 The elationship between the environment, chidactitioners, and pedagogyForest School.
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While pedagogy may be at the centrd-ofest School practigé&igure 2.1) apart from Waite,
Davis and Brown (2006) and Wellings (2012) literature there is limited articulation of
pedagogical principlem literature, whichis represented by the dottédes and no arrows
linking pedagogy to the three elements of child, adult and environingurt, this gap could
be because @fgeneral reluctance by practitioners to discuss peda@mfBlatchfordet al.,
2002), ast is fiseldom used in English wing about educatianWatkins and Mortimore, 1999,
p.1). Even though Knight (2012) identified thatactitioners lack of understanding af
pedagogy obutdoor playcould bethe biggest barrier to developing better outdoor provjsion
there is an assumptin within literature that the practitioner will apply their personal
understanding and beliefs concerning how children learn outside to their practice (Knight,
2009).This strategyis risky as it increases thgotential fororiginal ideabeng filost throudp

l ack of unKhght,201% p.IB)Thegfore, it is important that thereagreement
over the main characteristio§ Forest School.

Evidence from this literature review suggests that Forest School practice has evolved, adapted
or beemis-interpreted beyond the original idea based on Danish practice created at Bridgwater
College, and identified in early research by Mgg2002) and Eastwood and Mitchell (2003).
These initial studies, were important at the time as they led the wayrimgthe foundations

on which later studies were based, but with hindsight it can be acknowledged that they were
Afuzzy eval uations of i mpl ement ed Forest
anticipated BolingarfdBenseR015 Waather than unravelling the how

and why of pedagogical principles or theoretical underpin(fiuptt, Reid and Jones, 2003).
Consequently, they offer a limited understanding into why particular activitipedargogies

were used (Waitd3olling and Bentse, 2015). However, a balance needbecstruck between

an over prescriptive framework and working model that allows for the dynamic qualities seen

in the Danish model alongside a way of working within a more structured context in England.

Whilst accepting that there might Bemor e t han o n &nightt 20I8hpt6Yanya n s w e
further formalisation may result in a loss of the flexibility that makesest Schoolnique

(Leather, 2018)Consequently, any model should evolve, respond tctipeaand be open to
interpretation as part of the dynamic process in practice (Cree, 2009). However, it must also be
acknowledged thasinceMassey (2002) and Eastwood ,and M
more recent research has identifssdmuch that &s beeriilost in translation (Leather, 208,

p.5 as Forest School practideifts away fromthe Danish Forest Kindergarten roafschild-

initiated practice, where the environment is the most important resource, that adapts according
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to the children anddults usingt. Hence the neakfor this study to look at the practice of Forest
Schoolalongside Forest Kindergartém fill this gap. It is only through a synthesis of all the

available information and compari o0nthhetewae
can be identified, making it possible to di
it apart from other ways of | e aithemangspectst si d

summarised here

2.2.6.1 Three components ofForest School

In trying to tease out theedagogical principlesf Forest School thremain areasame to light
out of this literature reviewthe environmenbr location,the child, and the adult, are also
identified by Gage (1985ps entral to undetanding the pedagogRrepresented with two
way directional arrows in figure 2thepractice of Forest Schooligentified from the literature
asthe dynamic, interactive relationship between environment or location, the amildhe
adult Although pe@gogyis at the centref practice(Figure 2.] it has not always been clearly
articulated (Leather, 2013nd therefore representby a broken line In addition, as there is
no evidence of clear and direct interaction between pedagogy and thedimgenent parts

(environment, childand adult)no interaction is represented

2.2.6.1.1 Location and environment

SinceKnightés early workin 2009 (Table 2.1noreresearch has filtered through into practice
sothatnowthereappears to be mismatchbetweerher key featureandmore recent findings

For exampleMassey (2002); Eastwood and Mitchell (2008)u r r ay a n(@009906 Br i e
O6Brien and Mu narda(0074 2001) 800%) ardd awellings (2012l
acknowledgehat Forest School takes place in a woodland or natural wooded environment, as
it is essential for the learner to have access to the natural. Wahiide Knight (2012 p.2)
explains that whileising a wood ispreferabl@ any outdoor location is suitableven a beach)
provided it isfinot the usual o as the original Forest School started on a playing field at
Bridgwater College. She posits that Forest Schoalvisy offifacilitating learnirg outdoors

and associated with a specifispeciab place where Forest School rules appyight, 2012,

p.15). Knight (2009jurtherstatesthat although location is important, the rules of Forest School
definewhatit is as they are different choolrules.The rules or rituals ostly relae to safety

and establish consistency and familiarity developstability and security from which ¢h
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children can explore and develihye idea of children protecting themselves from h@mght,
2013) For examplea songisignal®that children should return to base catmpundariesnark

outa safe areand sessionshould have a clear endifignight, 2009 p.84).

Further Knight (2013) claims the natural environment is the most important resource of Forest
School as itmotivates learning anprovides everything to support learniagd children can

locate the resources they ndedplay, such as stks and leaved~or example,mmersion in

the environment supports the developmentre@lationship between the learner and the natural
world giving activities purpose and meanif\yellings, 2012)so that when a child interacts

with, and experience their environment they start to assign meaning to people, places and
objects which becomes knowledge (Vygotsky, 1978)e affordanceor qualitiesof the
landscape or outside environment and the typgpbdunities it provides, as well as how the
environment has been constructed and viewed by practitioners cr uci al i n def.

experiences (Heft,1988).

Whereas Davis and Waite (2005) were concerned that different locations would produce
different experiences and outcomesaking it difficult to compare like for like and specify
physical features that are an essential part of Forest Schablief concern is getting the
balance right between how Forest School is interpreted and implenbgmexttitionerswhile
remaining flexible particularly in relation to what each individual site has to offer, maximising
the potential of the natural environméRigure 2.). To better understand thetside learning
environment, it is necessary to draw literature outside of Forest Schodbvey (2A0) a

writer on outdoor educatigsuggests that the outside space should be full of opportunities and
potential for freedom, creativity and experimentation, as opposed to one with fixed spaces, over
full of equipment or as a response to agxisting plan. It is through open and dynamic spaces
that children can move unrestricted and places become meaningful to the children and their
play (Tovey, 2@0). The interaction between children and the outside enwient is expressed

in Figure 2.1.

Part of the debate over what <constitutes a
static but a dynamic living space (Knight, 2018)turther consideratiomndentified by Waite

and Davis (2007) and reiterated Dgvey (2@.0) is that outside play is very different to inside

play. Using the outdosshould involve practitioners and children adapting to the environment,
not the other way around ¢vey, 2@.0), while the space should take shape as children inhabit

it, rather than a space regulated and controlled by addlde the unpredictality and

variability of the outside space is unique, when compared with the more familiar, static

41



enclosed indoor spaceci&n generate in a lack of security for both children and adidigey,
2010) potentially leading to the idea that playing outside is more risky than playing inside.

In an attempt to expand the options for Forest S¢haoght (2012) suggested that lowats

other than a wood or forest could be used, justifying this move by explaining that Forest School
is defined by rules rather than location. While timay have resulted in openhugp Forest

Schoo] particularly to innercity schools with no wood nearpgs reportetby Elliott (2015) it

also causg some confusionparticularly as previous literature has maintained tiokstally

Forest School should happen in a woodland (Eastwood and Mitchell, R2@3gy, 2002;
Murray and ;©O®Brii em 3@®EE Welings, 2012 Waite, Davis and

Brown (2006) recognisthat there may be more than one way of doing Forest School, and
considering that Davis and Waite (2005) identified that the affordance of different sites could
impact on outcomes, neglecting to do Forest School in a wood or at least with some trees would
indicate a further step away from the original Danish philosdygiyg replicatedVariations

in location and the unique, dynamic nature of each setting and what it affords can be embraced

and interpreted to suit different circumstances by practitionerslafdren (Figure 2.1).

2.2.6.1.2 Child-initiated play

Knight (2009)alongside Eastwood and Mitchell (2003); Massey (200R);r r ay and OO
(2005 andO6 Br i e n a2000 meiatainthatghild-initiated play is a defining principle

of Forest Schdopalthough the balance between chiitiated and adulted activities, and adult

imposed boundaries and structured use of resources was identified by Davis and Waite (2005)
andDavis, Waite and Brown (2006), resuiibh a mismatchChild-initiated play omes from
childrendés innate motivation ratherlJdartishan a
Brock and Brown, 2014)or children to be able to initiate play for themselgesctitioners

need to provide stimulating, playful environments and isterg resources so that children
engage and initiate their own learning experiences (Pyle and Danniels, @dguje 2.1).
Eastwood and Mitchell (2003) and Massey (2002) made a direct link between the model of
Danish early years practice and Forest Sthemng childinitiated. Stressinghe individual

nature of learning in Forest School chifdtiated learning encourages children to discover for
themsel ves at their own pace (Murr awhland OOb
Wellings (2012) principles state that Forest Schoal lisarnercentred pedagogical approach

(Table 2.1). Subtly different a chickntred approach is based on developmentally appropriate
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activities that are typically planned by practitioners as opposed teichi&ded play identified

by Davis and Waite2005) and Waite, Davis and Brown (2006). Maynard (2007a) warns that
with an adult planned interpretation albeit chekehtred, play may be ovenanaged which may

be due to an oveemphasis on curriculum requirements. This dynamic between practitioner

interpretation is represented in Figure.2.1

Different kinds of spacs invite children to make their own connections and attachmantks,

provide opportunitiefor themto transform space for their own purposes, for example camps,
dens and houses, sometimeshwatements of fear such aslark cave whichare unlikely to

be planned for by adul{3ovey, 2@0). Children also like to create their own special or secret
spaces away from adults, where Athese smal/l
secu e 0 ( T BOyvpery)., Intidafe spaces also encourage social interactions and allow for
privacy with gaps to see out, yet children remain concealed from view (Tovd), 40is the

act of occupying the space that is important, although control andrswp is only ever

temporary (Tovey, 2100).

However there remains some difference between the rhetoric and reality ehithitdd play

(Davis and Waite, 2005; Davis, Waite and Brown, 2008hi | e Kni ght 6s wor k
consistent and comprehensnese for Forest School making it accessible to a wider audience

and contributing to its popularity, her contribution to the field led the way for others to produce
Ohow tod6 guides on Forest School . Whurdlye at
underpin the pedagogy of the approach, in particular relating to the discrepancies identified by
Davis and Waite (2005) and Davis, Waite and Brown (2006), over the balance ofitlatdd

and practitioner planned activities increases the potentid o r practitioners

aspects of Forest Schdol suit, which could result in a loss of identity.

Whil e Knightods work has made a consistent a
it accessible to a wider audience and contributinigs popularity, her contribution to the field

|l ed the way for others to produce 6how tobd
to securely underpin the pedagogy of the apprgaes$sibly due to a lack of understanding of
pedagogyas well as discrepancies over location and significant principles such as child
initiated activities have all owed praingti ti o

in a loss of identity.
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2.2.6.13 The practitioner

Although Knight (2009), Mur ray and Q®BBireren (2005)Murr ay
Wellings (2012) identify that Forest School training is desirable, Wellings (2012) goes further
explaining the role of the practitioner (Table 2.1). Wellings (2012) details howadbttjoner
implements pedagogyhrough careful planninguses observation to scaffold and tailor
learning,anddialogue to build relationships with learnelow the practitioner understands

Forest School pedagogy can vary according to a number of coamuerterconnected factors

and how each element is combined could result in different expressions of Forest School
(Murray and OO6Brien, 2005; O6Brien and Murr
way of doing Forest School (Knight, 2009; Waite, Dasisd Brown, 2006), the close
relationship between practitionerds interpr
seen to affect childrends experi ediedaeal ( Mayr
arrows in figure 2.1). Further, and crdtyighow the practitioner understands, interprets and
implements the key elements of Forest School could lead to a dilution of pedagogy, and
variation in practice which in turn could affect outcomes (Davis and Waite, 2005; Maynard,
2007Db).

The growth in commercialisation tfiningcoursegLeather, 2018) has developed alongside
a parallel growth ofpracticalguides to Forest Schodlvhile training courses offer practical
experiences and certification by a registered training provider, asiérchimedes Training
(2012) Books such as those by Constable (2Qi®1) offer a cheaper and more immediate
alternative but have an emphasis oiiadultinitiated ideaé with clearly stated learning
objectives rather than childnitiated play. Examples includeeadymade resources such as
leaf identification sheets and worksheets for leaf rubbissyaell as resource lists that include
paper, gluetope, stringempty pots for collecting itemsRather tharencouraging children to
be resourceful and creative as ttsmarch for items they require in the natural environment
(Knight, 2012Mur r ay and QO©®Brrii em, a200TiWeyr 208),¥he pre
selection of resourcels a way ofcontrolling am monitoring exposure to activities and

resourcedy practitionerswhich furtherlimitsthe experience on offéiovey, 2A0).

While offering an accessible and cheaper waydtoForest Schogbooksonly provide limited
philosophical, pedagogicaxplanaibn and briefbackground information (Leather, 2018
Waite, Bolling and Bentser£2015. Consequently hteir useby the untrainear inexperienced

practitionec oul d result i n a &6éwe us,pl3wAnaverreiamaek s 6 ¢
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of teaching manuals could contribute in part to the tenselang to different interpretations

by practitionersobserved byMackinder (2017) Maynard (2007a) and Waite Bolling and
Bentsen(2015) In the longer term, it is possibleaithe original idea of Forest School could

be lost through practice that has been diluted through of lack of pedagogical understanding
(Dillon et al.,2005).

2.2.6.1.3.1The practitioner andisk

Within the main body of Forest Schollerature there is limited research that explicitly
explores risk, apart from Waters and Begley (2007) who compartakslg behaviours in

Forest School and a school outdoor play space. In otherresbichf ay and OO6 Br i ¢
O6Br i en an 66 Maynard, 2007a20Q@76 aspects relating task are secondary

findings For exampleMaynard (2007d) recognised how practitioners view and use the outside
environment, particularly in relation to their perception of risk, alongside how they view the

chhl d shapes childrenbés experiences. Consequ
needs separate investigation especially for
childrendés experiences (Figure 2.1).

Waite and Davis (2007) acknosdge that learning outside is different to learning inside
Higher adult childratios, as well asmore time spaceand freedom (Waite, Huggins and
Wickett, 2014)can mean more opportunity for managedadventurous or risky activities
(Knight, 2 01 2 ; Murray 208hd O®B BT £ an an)dalthbuglhr leaengr, 20
initiated activity can alsecesult inplay that isunpredictabléKnight, 2013;Tovey, 2010. How
practitioners view the outside environment and risk, as well their perceptibe child, as

able or needing protection, informs how they construct and utilise the outside environment,

whi ch i n t ur nexpeheaces(Biltorg 2002). dr en 6 s

While not directly researching risk Maynard (2007d) identified different attitudes tewiakd

among teachers and Forest School Leaders. Her study revealed the Forest School leaders
positive view of riskt aki ng rel ated closely to the view
|l ooking after themsel ves gMagnard RO07d,ipr3g6and i ng |
constructed an environment thafis af e enougho (Knight, 2013,
challenge themselves and develop resilience (Maynard, 2007b; Wellings, 2@i&eas

teachers emphasised the negative aspects of eglthintained controand authority over

children who were weak and needed protection (Maynard, 209vaw attributed ta health

and safety discourdsy Waite, Huggins and Wicke(014).
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Viewing the childasunable to manage their own rislgn lead tainnaturalmanagement and

in extreme caseasv/er monitoringoy adults n an attempt teliminaterisk (Gill, 2007),imposing

a structure through a routine, frameworkwes (Knight 2009 creatingan erosion of freedom

and independence for dthien resulting imover protected spacgdisterile playgroundsand

flover regulated play settinggKnight, 2013, p.39)Adults who are anxious about children

taking risks particularly over concerns regarding accountability and theirTroley, 200)

mayr esult in | imited childrendés play fbwwsed o
tolerance of ris&(Sandseter,2009,3). resul ting in Ainflexible,
(Tovey 2007, p.59)All are counterproductive and limit the antny of thendividual (Waite,

Huggins, and Wickett, 20)4Consequentlythe practitioneds role is crucial in ensuring

children know how to experience risk safely

An alternative discourse consideiskitakingas an fAi mport ant el ement
exposure to riskhroughchallenges offex chidren opportunities to gain confidence in their

own abilities (Maynard, 2007b, p.326jorest School offers learners the opportunity to take
Asupported risks appropriate to the enviror
devel opment aesileemcein tltbgevakihgopprt (Wellings, 2012 n.dd.positive

approach to risk has to be carefully managed by the practitipnimiarily through bservation

whichi s key in supporting pherdodntervéne a moe(Wéllissy d e c i
2012).The practitioner should know how to support children in taking risks and challenging

themselves providing safeyet challengingnvironmen{Knight, 2013).

The practitioner should be comfortable with children challenging themselveasaidngthe

children how to do this safelyvhile balancing play with appropriate challenge &gsk in a
controlled way (Knight, 2013; O6Brien and M
safe boundar i es 0,andbensfitfranm pbsitiveZz@pendes (Leather,)2013

Waite, Huggins and Wickett, 20L&Knight (2009) and Wellings (2012) suggest that training

can support the practitioner in this role (Table 2Kinight (2013) and Maynard (2007a)
identified the most effective way for practitionéogacilitate childtinitiated and risky play was

through scaffolding or supporting childre@bservation as wellsgplanning and developing a
dialogue to bild relationships are an important part of pedagogical practice (Davis, Waite and
Brown, 2006; Wellings, 2012)
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2.2.6.1.3.2 The practitioner andraining

Leather (2018, p.12) posits thiéie growth inthe commercialisation of training courses has
establishedrorest School trainingsthefionl y acceptabl e badge and
chil dren jaFdrhestwo®asmwol can only be done b\
Mitchell, 2003; Davis andVaite, 2005; Knight, 2009, 2013)his requirement could be an
insurance or health and safety isflueather, 2018). The term leader is related to specific Forest
School training up to BTEC Level 3 (Knigi2013) and separate to early years training at
BTEC level 2, 3 or degree (level 6). Althoutghining for Forest School i#ot essentiadeveral

studies (Maynard, 20@7 Mackinder, 2017Waite, Davis, and Brown, 20DGave identified a
difference in attitudebehavioursinterpretation and enactment ofimmiples between those

who and have not been trainsdggesting that trainingrovidesknowledge and understanding

of the pedagogical principles underlyiRgrest SchoalMaynard, 200# Cree, 2009)

Studiesby Mackinder(2017); Maynard (2007d) ant@Vaite, Davis, and Browri2006) have

shown that there can be a gap between how Forest School is put into practice and how Forest
School leaders or practitioners interpret and enact the principles identified through planning,
andorganisationMa ¢ k i n d e rcéss stuy2révéalefie untrained practitioneplanned

with the children, asking the children what they wanted to play with whereas the Forest School
trained practitioneplannedfort he chi |l drendés needs by prepar
session, which allowed the children more freedom and time during the session (Mackinder,
2017) suggestinglifferent boundariesvere mposed by practitioners twontrol or manage

behaviour andgtructurdearning(Mackinder, 2017).

It is important to mentin that eher qualities and dispositions asorecognised as important

such as experience, knowledge and understanding the outside space as a place for learning
experiences, as well as beifimutdoorsy (Mackinder, 2017p.185).A critical factor of Foest

Schoolis enjoyment and participatiqiMurray, 2003)nd accordingtdMur r ay and OO B
(2005;06 Br i en a2000 aMiKnght &2§09) is what sets it apart from other ways of
learning outsideln addition, practitioners without training, priemowledgeand experiencef

outside activities couldee Forest School asky or dangerou¢Tovey, 2007)as mentioned in

earlier section on risk.
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2.2.7 Summary

This section has explored the main features of Forest School and how they have deweloped
practice and identifiethrough research over time. Starting with early exploratory stuties
literature review has presented a model of Forest School pradiceflects the elusive place

of pedagogy at the centre that is not yet fully developed or clearly articulated. As apart from a
limited mention of pedagogical principles by Waite, Davis and Brown (2006) and Wellings
(2012) and brief mention of theoretiaanderpinning by Massey (2002) and Knight (2009),

both are missing or poorly articulated in both literature and research. In addition, this review
of the Iliterature has also revealed three m
t h e <seperiencéand position, that when combined interact to different degrees and result
in Forest School. As a consequence of the unique nature of these interactions there are many
possible an different interpretations of Forest School, that can vary degerda range of

factors including the physical features or affordance of a particular environment, how
practitioners have constructed the learning environment, individual perceptions of risk and how
the child chooses to engage and interact in the emagohand with others. However, what is
important is that there is a pedagogy of Forest School that underpins practice and sets Forest
School apart from other ways of learning outside, while also ensuring that practice remains in

essencgForest School.

2.3 Forest Kindergarten

2.3.1 Introduction

Banehaveis a general term used in Denmark to refekittdergarten orarly childhood
education and carhildhood education and care (ECEC) settings for children ag@E&CD,

2000). The nearest practice to Forest Schosk#sbornehavenwith skav meaning forest.
Therefore, the term Forest Kindergarten is used hereafter for this study. As brief historical
context was set out earlier in the introduction, as the literature of Forest School and Forest
Kindergarten are different in focus and formats thection is set out to reflect the dominant

themes emerging from the Danish literature and is not a historic account.

2.3.2 Pedagogic Principles

Pedagogyefers tas a set ofnstructional techniques and strategies that enable learning to take

placeand usually learning in voles an interactive process between the teacher, thededrner
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the learning environment (Sir8jlatchford et al., 2002). However, pedagogy can also be
influenced by philosophical and theoretical thinking, &gdsocialand govenmentalpolicy

(Kelly et al.,2014 Wall, Litiens and &guma, 201p SirajBlatchford et al., (2002, p.27)
suggest the term pedagogy is fAdefined quit
Europe, compared with the UKThe pedagogical principles of Danish early years provision

have evolved out of a unique combination of social, cultural, and political values alongside
theoretical ideas, that have shaped how the child is viewed, the best way to educate young
children, andhe how the pedagogue delivers this vigidrall, Litiens and Taguma, 2013h

addition, pedagogy can be interpreted differently according to context for example in England
pedagogy is closely associated to curriculum and involves an instructive apgagh
Blatchford et al. 2002) Whereas in Scandinavia early years provision can be in direct
opposition to practi SieapBlatthfartd etialn 2002)Altkosgh 0t e a
pedagogy is an established part of ECEC in Denmark, Jen8&h, (2.14) claims detailed
explanation is elusive, asevauwsaadgbeligfyembesidedi t a k
in Danishpedagogy are also accepted values in sqcatghrined in law and form part of
everyday practicemnaking them difficult to separatesee or talk aboutas they are implied
(Jensen, 2011).

In 2012, Williams Siegfredson published a bowkEnglish o Under st andi ng t he
School A pop exmlaim cwhat she and other lecturers from Bridgwater College
experienced during tivetrip to Denmark in 1993n a limited fieldwriting about Denmarin

English, Williams-Siegfredson (2012)s the only writer who has presented a detailed
understanding of Forest Kindergart&ased on her experiences sises the book to recall her

visits to theskavbornehaveandexplairs the pedagogic approach that inspifeatest School
Although anecdotal e provides much needed contextual information and theoretical
underpinning expressed asevenpedagogic principlesf practice® (Williams-Siegfredson

2012 p.9.

Thesevenpedagogi@rinciplesincludea holistic approach, th& based oma specific view of
the child as unique and competeartdan active and interactive learneto thrives inachild-
centred environmeptind initiates thie own play (Williams-Siegfredson, 2102).earningis
based on redlfe, first-hand experiences that offer autonomy, responsipditgl challenges.
While creativity is used to foster wdleing, as is giving children both mental and physical

space and bgllowing them time, which is important for the child to experiment and develop
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independent thinking, as well as learning coming from social interaction (Wiliams
Siegfredson, 2102).

These pedagogical principles of Danish early years provision have evolved out of a unique
combination of social, cultural, and political values. Alongside theoretical ideas, in
combination they have influencémw the child is viewed, how the pedagoguavees this

vision or pedagogy as the best wayddailitate the development of young childrevhich have

shaped how the learning environmentasistructed.

2.3.2.1 The child

Kri st j ans s o atddgsugfedtdtbabin DepmagkeBr)l v | earning i s fAs
pervasiveo than other westemhredbuandi basea:s
interests. Therbornds (1993) comparative s
c hi | sigheto @ay among others are enshrined in law, and childhood is valued in its own
right, where children are positioned as active agents with a voice. Within the democratic
process they are assigned a considerable amount of choice and opportunityess exgr

opinion regarding their own lives (Sandseter, 2014). Although other countries have similar

| egal obligation t o paedagogsketlaereplanair gedagogiced r i ¢
curriculum (MSA, 2014) goes further than most, as enshrinegbislation such as The Day

Care Act (MSA, 2004; 2014), children have the right to play, choice and freedom (Sandseter,
2014). Asaresultbi | drendés rights filter through pol
principles which creates a strong andfiedi pedagogy that is enacted in practice and seen as
child-initiated play and stimulating activities (Brostrom, 2006), and their opinions are sought

on the facilities in a setting (Sandseter, 20B4jurther consideration is the central premise

that chiblhood is aunique period of timevi t h i ntrinsic value, so
to be children for as | ong aAsatedulefyhisepeatid t o0
view of childhood and the child, the starti:H

needs, and how and where they learn @iEstsen, 201 MWilliams-Siegfredson, 2012)

2.3.2.11 Child-initiated play

The view ofchildrenasunique competentactive and interactive leaners aligns wihecific
theories relating to how children leasonich ashose of Vygotsky1978) Children arenaturally
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flobservers and explorers and it i s t hr ou guniosiy that theodevelopi on a
an understanding of themselves, othargl theirenvironment through firdhand experiences
(Williams-Siegfredson, 2012, p.24Froebel identifies outdoor play as beneficial to child
development in a holistic way (Joyce, 20B3ndseter, 2014), as playing outside integrates
learning through everyday activities (Jensen, Brostrom, and Hansen, @hidyen learn best

through childinitiated learning that is based on practical fisand experi ences
consci ou ghildkecéntred envimnmentsutside(Williams-Siegfredson, 2012, p.25

More recentlyWood (2010) suggest the main features of emitated play are that they
involve the child in choice, control ownership and autonomy through free\plagn play is
selfdirected children have the capacity for great concentration when they have interesting
things to do and are given freedom and time to achieve thadng to feelings of competence

and selconfidence Yygotsky 1978; Williams-Siegfredson 2012). Uninhibited free play

allows children to make sense of their experiences and discover the joy of the natural space and

learning (WilliamsSiegfredson, 2012).

Children are active and interactive in their own learning (Willi8regfredson, 2012)yith
freedomand theright to choose what to play, where to play and who to play (8dhdseter,

2014) Play inthe outside environment can be sparked by a personal interest or motivation to
do something, usually relating to something seen or experieAdddionally, as amctive and
interactive process play involvehildren thinking in orderto develop their understanding
(Vygotsky, 1978. Challenges arise naturally out of play and are to be overcome and solved,
requiring children to try things out driest their ideas, constantly changing and adapting and
thinking things through to develop understanding or problem solve. Success can help develop
confidence and seHsteem, while being motivated to learn by, through and with the
environment children gyage in meaningful activity that constructs knowledge (Brostrom,
2006). The dominant view of the child as competent has informed the decision that outdoor
play is the best way for young children to learn (Sandseter, 28kApugh the pedagogue
doesnot teach or instruct, they play an i mpor
active learnindJensen, 201 MWilliams-Siegfredson, 2012)

2.3.2.2The pdagogue

In a Danish context there is a distinct difference between pedagogue and (ésadezr and

Einarsdottir, 2006)The teacheteacheschildren through formal, whole group instruction
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school, whereas pedagogue dod®ot teach anything (Wagner, 2003p.17). Both roles
require the completion of a 3 ¥2 year BAdergraduatdegree (Jensen, 2011) with a choice to
specialise inthe care and educationyfung children (WilliamsSiegfredson, 2012)n Nordic
countries formal instruction is seen as limitinthea than improving future outcomfes young
children (Kristjansson, 2006)The pedagogue role @soused synonymously withareand

specificallyto refer tofiearly educators(Jensen, Brostrom, Hansen, 2041.8).

Uncovering the nature of pedagogueds work a
part this is because of the dynamic role the pedagogue g@haysing pedagogy through the
construction of the learning environment and providing conditionsetoning in the natural
environment supporting play and chHohitiated activity. In addition, there is a symbiotic

nature to the relationship betwetite environmentthe pedagogueand the child, which is

difficult to disentangle and isolate becausehef pedagogical principles that inform it.

2.3.2.2.1The pedagogue ancie

Pedagogues acknowledge their own role in supporting child development and place an equal
importance on everyday activities and play which form the core of Forest Kindergansan(Je
2011).By engaging in an actiyg@hysicalprocessof learning through play or tasks children
develop an understanding of themselves, relationships with othetsding developing

fisocial skills and experience themselves as autonam@sligv, 2003 p.25). Vygotsky

(1978) identifies that the social &sps of learning have an important part in the formation of

knowledge

Although there is a mixture of solitary and group activities in kindergarten, there is also a
routine coming togetheo jointly experience everyday tasksch as eatingvhich gives hiem

shared meaning, purpgsand value so that they beconewentsor even rituals and
strengthening the community (Jensen, 2011). Vygotsky (1978) views communal activities such
as these central to making meaning, as a way of strengthening the communéyhkgtarning

and knowledge sharing. Furthetr i | d daiéy padtisipation in routine but necessary activities

such as toileting and sleeping, develops resourcefulness and independence in children so they

become capable of I|iving in society (Jenser
needs and cafdensen, Brostrom, Hansen, 20i3lIso identifiediBBr o st r o moé s (20C
study that identifies 3 different but overlapping varieties of ebilar e , Aneed (
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Aupbringing careo and fAteaching or support
childrends needs, (Wagnesrd Eisarsdotiird200p®t ent i ons o

Needcarg el ates to a childés rights and respons:s
person that needs boundaries necessary to protect their health and safety as thegheixplore

world and express their autang (Brostrom, 200B). Upbringing careis related to the
professional 6s role in helping céandbeldavimns t o
to function in a democracyfostrom, 2008; Wagner and Einarsdottir, 2006). Lastigaching

or suppat carerelates to how the pedagogue supports children as they construct academic and
social knowledge and skill@rostrom, 200B). These differences and the larger ideological
shared values and understandings they represent are taken for grantedigncbiamtties

(Wagner and Einarsdottir, 2008)ut integral in any attempt at understanding differences

between Denmark and England.

2.3.2.2.2 ThePedagoguea role model

As a role model, pedagogues provide an example for children to imitate. By being motivated
and engaged in outdoor activities and demon
i n what they see and findo out en (Widiampedago
Siegfredson, 2012, p.18). The pedagogue works alongside children as an equal, with an
emphasis on doing things together, and with a balance of equal power balance that creates
shared meanings and develops a common groushide they also neetb be knowledgeable

and able to show children how to find things out for themselves (Jensen, BpHi3playing

their emotions and showing how they are aff.
by giving space when needed, pedagoguesrarading good examples for children to copy
(Williams-Siegfredson, 2012).

2.3.2.23 ThePedagogueObservation

The peda g oofwoegidgwitrs chirenes based on antiuthoritarian relationship,
whichemphasissc hi | dr en ds o0 wnaAmafncahgoei nteans 2083 [WiG4)shei f
Afree from excessive contr ol Caidrdnaseuvipvedasi si o
competent and responsible (Gaw] 2003), so typically there is an equal power balancedsat

pedagogues and children. With almost no schedule the pedagogical aim is for children to make
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their own decisions, where theyant to be and who with taking responsibility for their own
actions (Gulbv, 2003).

Pedagogues actions move dynamichéyween leaving the child to play unobserved, being the
observer or being a supporter or initiator of the play (Jensen, 2011). Knight (2013, p.7) refers
to a Danish case study where pedagogues Ao
di ctTablglm b ser vati on, the pedagogue can see t
knows how best to make experiences chiédtred or relevant to individuals (Williams
Siegfredson, 2012By careful observing, using their knowledge of the child and theatfeti
underpinning with sensitivity pedagogues ca
allow children time to work things out for themselves (WilliaBisgfredson, 2012, p.37).
However, Jensen (2011) argues that stepping back from the nb#dls to be handled
sensitively otherwise it could be interpreted as the pedagogue distancing themselves from the
child and not have the desired effect. With pedagogues as coach and guide children they can
achieve more (WilliamsSiegfredson, 2012, p.37Further, if an adult takes too much
responsibility the childds own initiative,
al., 2012) Although children have a significant amount of freedom with opportunities to choose
activity and ifkpdPedagogushrake nbo httergpt tb persuade children to
participate in or suggest educational outcomes of activities #¢Gul003), although if
necessary pedagogues can initiate other Kkin
range of phy type® (Sandseter, 2014,115). As a result of the extended time spent in Forest
Kindergarten pedagogues also plan kbagn projects (WilliamsSiegfredson, 2012).

2.3.2.24 ThePedagogue Emotional development

Pedagogues support childrenthgy begin to regulate their emotioasd develop a sense of
predictability, seHregulation, awareness ofsafety and responsiveness in their social
environment (WilliamsSiegfredson, 2012). Pedagogues work with affective and physical
development as througaffective feelings and an active interest in the child by the pedagogue

is instrumental in creating human bonds and developing a secure attachment (Kristjansson,
2006). Through their relationship with the <chi
pedagogues talk to children about their feelings and find ways of dealing with and exploring

their emotions, children develop soci al s k

54



(Gullgv, 2003, p.255 Pe dagogues pr omot kolisscaly undersamdidigthat e a r r

emotion and cognition work togeth@illiams-Siegfredson, 2012).

2.3.2.25 ThePedagogue Social development

In Denmarkchildren are positioned as autonomous individuadsyell asan important part of

t he 0 c oahd dleaationshipsarevaluedincluding the one with yourse(fensen, 2011

p.159 . Chil drenb6s voice is strengtploasioewith by pe
the political purpose of education for democracy (Jensen, Brostrom and Hansen, 2010).
Pedagogues support children to participate in a responsive, egalitarian community in a
meaningful mannerpf exampleby being encouraged tarefor animals and plants (Wagner

and Einarsdottir, 2006). Furthetaking on responsibilities help children to gain an
understanding of democracy and develop their democratic role (Kristjansson, 2006; Williams
Siegfredson, 2012)Yygotsky (1978) suggests that itsthrough community and relationships

that children experience joint decision making and make meaning.

Pedagogues acknowledge that friendships or -aiildl relationships have a big significance

for social and emotional development. By hawarfigctive feelings and an active interest in the

child, the pedagogue is instrumental in creating human bonds and developing a secure
attachment (Kristjansson, 2006) . There i s &
they fAmust bei valtdrebdwoe d d e we | owpl tAf el | owshi po
consequently relations between children are highly valued and encouraged by pedagogues
(Jensen, 2011, p.154). Interaction with peers and peer play is viewed as developmentally and
socially significanand Aequal to or better than instr.u
p.21). For example, sometimes when children cannot complete a task by themselves, they seek
the support of more capable peers wiitdhnd he
(Brostrom, 1998, p.118).

Vygotsky (1978) posits that social situations and relationships are central to children learning
about themselves, their place in the world, and their connection with others, supporting their
meaning making and knowledge ctastion. As through these @mnstructed experiences

children learn to communicate their needs and master challenges in their world, children grow

in selfconfidence and social competence (Brostrom, 1998; Jordan, 2008; Williams
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Siegfredson, 2012). Childneare fundamentally learning through play that is-selfated
(Williams-Siegfredson, 2012).

As Vygotsky (1978) suggests relationships are significant for learning as through them we can
articulate and test our ideas on oth&s. ost rom et al 6s., (2012, p
identified playing with other children as positj@nd the maifocus ofkindergartens creating

children who arei s oci al | y, especiallyas tcleildrénowithout friends could be

Amar gi nal i sedo (Theefors, edagoguBOhlaly, e pa nl 5e5y)e.0 f or t
i ¢ h-¢hild delationships or significarit r i ends hi ps o, and support ¢
each other, register each other and help ea
p.155). As it is through social interactions that children begin to establish a culture and social
world with their peers (Vygotsky, 1978; WilliarBiegfredson, 2012), as part of whole child
development, and an active member who contributes to the commamse) 2011

2.3.2.3Location and Environment

As the name suggests a Forest Kindergarten isddéator near a forest or a wooded area and
offers a freer experience outside the cwjil(iams-Siegfredson, 2012). Consequently, children
typically spend all day there (Gall, 2003 Jensen, 2011). Each setting uses what is unique to
their location andouild on thepreferences of those involved $no two are the same
(Williams-Siegfredson, 2012.63), (Section 1.4.4).

Kindergartenoac hi | drend6s garden is Froebel s idea
nurturing environment (Garrick, 2009). Froebel believed that for children to develop
holistically it was important to create a community, linking health, care and education for
children and families (Garrick, 2009Although he Forest Kindergarten seen today were
established in 198006s out of the need for mi
provision for young children (Sandseter, 2Qhjlosophyremainsootedi n Fr oebel 0 s
the health benefits of being outsi@Williams-Siegfredson 20072012). It is usual for young

children to spend most of their time outside in all weathers, embracing and connecting with

nature all year round (Sandseter, 2014)

2.3.2.3.1 The learning environment

The Day Care Act(MSA, 2014) statethat thepedagogue should provide a safe environment

for children to thrive and developlhe pedagogue works to establish a framework of
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possibilities through which children can experiemctivities and natural materials in both the
physical and cultural environment that is ckslehtred (WilliamsSiegfredson, 2012). A natural
environment creates a specific set of circumstances condugieytandearning (Sandseter,
2014)andchildreninitiate their own playn, with andthroughthe natural environmeGullgv,

2003). However,it is the pedagogue snderstanshg and enactment diie social angedagogic
principleswhich can be seen in how theyeate thdiconditions forlearning situationsthat
shapes both childrenods experiences and hoy
(Brostrom, et al., 2012, p.11h addition, pedagoguegork with children to create a physical

and mental environmenvhere childrenparticipae in everyday activities (Brostrom et al.,

2012).

Beingoutsideinnatura s a starting point for childrenos
of Rousseau and Froebel, while engaging with your environment is considered by Piaget as a
starting point for learning (Joyce, 2012). Thedpgogical argument fautdoorprovision is
thatchildren gain knowledge and understanding floemg close tamature with the naural
environmentprovidnga s pringboard for c Imotivathg thentts n a t
exploreand discover for themselves (Vygotsky, 19Mging outsidehere is easy access to
natural materials, which further apjgpeld)l s to
Most Forest Kindergartens have animals such as chickens, goats, pigs, eaobfesatures

such as fruit trees and vegetable bedsclviine pedagogues and children look aibgether

(Gullgv, 2003). Learning to take responsibility and care for living things (Williams
Siegfredson, 2012affirms a connection with naturgullev, 2003) and helps develop a
fipersonal and collective respapisity 0 (Williams-Siegfredson, 201,.17).Children construct

their understanding and knowledge of the world outsida healthy and natural environment

with a pedagogue to guide theRy@otsky, 1978.

The pedagogical principlegvhere children thrive ssactive and interactive learneiis child

centred environments, that WilliamSiegfredson (2012) puts forward as the dominant style
adopted in kindergarten, are underpinned theoretically by Vygotsky (1958} the outdoors

as an environment for chilen to play and lears not new andhas been inspired by theorists
including Froebe] Piaget and VygotskyThe pedagogue usebe fic hi | d 6 s needs
perspectivedas a starting point arttlen jointlycreates an environment that holistically meets

those needs with the child as an active participant in the procgsnsen, Brostromand

Hansen, 2010p.19). The active element of kindergarten and thecapostruction of the
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environment and learning, where the child has time to develop a relationghipghe
environment alongside other children encourages thinking and learning (Vygotsky, 1978;
William-Siegfredson, 2012).

2.3.2.3.2Risk

As already established, pedagogues vieg child as strong and capable, with the freedom to
make own choicesIn an outdoor environment where investigation and exploration are
encouraged, especially when children initiate their own play, children will inevitably be
exposedo challengeghat psesome risk (WilliamsSiegfredson, 2012Risk is considered
pedagogically asin irevitablepart of childhoodand necessary for child developmé@ill,
2007).

By being exposed to risk in a positive and supported ehdlgrencanexperiene appropriate
challengs so they carearn about themselve®/hen children operate in an environment that
provides complexity and challenge, they are more likely to take the initiative respond to the
chall enge and acquire skills sanrdolceonaxredptachi
experiences (Gill, 2007)Exposure to risk by challenging oneself is an accepted part of
childhood and considered essent i adegulaton c hi |
(Williams-Siegfredson2012).As children who play inatural environments undertake more

diverse, creativeand imaginative playfjartoft, 2004)

Therefore in Forest Kindergarten risk and challenge are viewed as powerful tools for personal
growth, building seHesteem and confidence througtdividual and group situations that
develop trust, leadership, and judgement as part of taking care of oneself and others (Williams
Siegfredson, 2012). With risk and challenge a central part of Forest Kindergarten, children are
guided by pedagogues to aeare of different risks and dangers, and to assess a situation for
themselveqGill, 2007), as theyencounter challenges, and overcome difficulties, alongside
caring adults who make them feel secure, and encourage and enjoy their emerging interests and
skills (Williams-Siegfredson, 2012).

2.3.23.3Time

Although ECEC is not statutor®,7 per cent of & year olds attendome daycare provision
(OECD., 2000wi t h most <chil dren spendi ncgre @ulige,t we en
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2003, p.24). While children who attend Forest Kindergartertygaoally spendoetweerb to

7 hours outdoor¢Borge, Nordhagen and Lie, 2003jttending Forest Kindergarten all day,
Children have large blocks of opemded uninterrupteglay, which allowschildren plenty of
time to exploreplay and revisit favourite place@Villiams-Siegfredson, 2012and become

more absorbed in their activities and assim

In an active learning environment such as Forest Kirahteg it is important that children have
the timeto play, try things out, make mistakes and consolidate their ideas, explore and
experiment with their ideas and knowledge suggested by Vygotsky (1978his requires
time. In addition,Brostrom et al.(2012) discovered thawhenchildrenareallowed toplay for
extended periods of time they are more likely to be absorbed in thejrrptayn to it later
completeit and build on it if they choos€onsequently, childreshould have the possibility

to |ave their constructions and materials so they can return to fkeforest Kindergarten is

all day, every day, childrenan return again and again to favourite places, reliving their
previous experiences, and comparing today with yesterday, asking gaesmtid discussing
with pedagogues and their peeviliams-Siegfredson, 2012Provision oflarge amounts of
openended play timealongsidethe opportunity toshare their ideaabout their worldand
experiencesvith each other and adultsrough dialoguesuggested by Vygotsky (1978), can

encourage children to develop thewn play preferencg®Villiams-Siegfredson, 2012).

2.3.3 Summaryof Forest Kindergarten

This section has established tiairest Kindergarten is an approach to ECEC Hiagipens

daily, outside The explanation asevenpedagogic principles set out by Williarssegfredson

(2012) are useful to understand Danish values and how they are embedded in pedagogy
Pedagogical principles are at the heart of Danish Forest Kindergartenonsequently are

placed at the centre of a relational model (Figure £&tral to the pedagogical principles lies

the dynamic andnteractive process between the teacher, the leaanedrthe environment

(Gage 1985) and represented in figure 221 t hough #fAtaken for gr at
underpinning and pedagogical principles are at the heart of Forest Kinde(dartsen, 2011,
p.141)and placed at the centre of figure 2.2. Tymamic and interactive process between

adult, child and environent identified in the literatures represented by twaay arrows

between all three componemtsfigure 2.2.
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PEDAGOGY

Figure2.2. The relationship betwedheenvironmentchild, pedagoguand pedagogy in Forest Kindergarten.

All three component par{adult, child, environmengre interconnected and closely linked to
social, cultural and political values present across Denmark and in Danish early years
provision.Socally andculturally the child is perceived as an active and interactive learner who
can make their own decisions, whilst it is socially accepted that young children learn best
outside where they can explore in the natural environment at their own pace. The outside
environment is a springboard for childrenods

the arrows going from pedagadyetween the adult, the chjldnd the environment.

Children create their own play as situations naturally emerge dbeafnvironment, where
through the pedagogical approach adopted by pedagdggese(2.2) children set their own
challenges engage with nature and develop as sense of self, others, and Wiaite.
pedagogical principles are highly influential and at lleart of practice and consequently in

the centre of figure 2.2, children are also active in their own lives. Represented by the dynamic
arrows in figure 2.2, children choose to intetiactvith andthroughthe environment, which is

significant for theiown construction of knowledge and learning. The pedagogue, as the arrows
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show in figure 2.2 is instrumental in enacting the pedagogical principles, as well as accepting
chil drenbés rights and freedom to clhcentsae and
to provision is the affordance of the outside space and natural environment, whether it is near
to a forest or woodland. Further the pedagogue jointly constructs the learning environment with

the child, illustrated in figure 2.2 through the tway arrows.

Itisthepedagogueds role to construct favour ab
education for young <children (Brostrom et
develop positive seé st e e mo -$ialfretisbn, 20023, p.19 without too much
supervision or control from adults (Wagner and Einarsdottir, 2008)inimal input,
intervention or supervisiofiom pedagogues results in play that is clmidiated, with ample
uninterrupted time and space for children to exploretaldee from pedagogues also opeaps
opportunities for children to interact socially with their peers, combine their ideas, impressions,
intuitions and experiences as they form ideas about their world and share them with one another

and develop friendshigSensen, 2011).

2.4 A conceptual framework of Forest Learning

A reviewof the literature from Forest School and Forest Kindergdrésnbeen synthesised to
identify the similarities and differences between the two approaches and yseduoe the
diagram (Figure 2.3) Whilst there are linksmade to pedagogy in both literaturesnd
demonstrated in figure 2.1 and figure 2% dynamicrelationship betweethe three elements
(adult, child, and environment), and with pedagogy is more apparent in Forest Kindergarten and

demonstrated by the twway arrows in figure 2.2.
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ADULT

CHILD

Figure 2.3. The common element and differences between Forest SchéarastiKindergarten

/— FOREST SCHOOL

Forest School Leader
Teacher
Early Years Practitioner

Regular, weekly session

Plans, lead activities

Provides resources, toys, play props
and equipment

Structure and tight boundaries

Manages risk, protects
‘safe enough’

Allernative approach

N

Nursery
Children aged 3-4 years

Both child-initiated play and
adult planned activities

Encourages child to be independent
while also needing protection

Use senses to explore

Inexperienced

Use resources provided by adults

BOTH

Trained

Long term process
Routine
Familiar

Constructs learning environment

Scaflolds
Observes

Compatible with curriculum
(6 areas)

EYFS and DCA

BOTH

Play
child-centred
child-initiated

spontaneous

exploration
discovery learning

freedom
capablc

holistic

Resources found naturally

Social

FOREST KINDERGARTEN \

Pcdagoguc

All day everyday
Usual practice
Time to continue and return

Creates conditions for experiences

Equipment and tools available

T.oose structure

Support risk taking and encourages setting
personal challenges

11nav

Risk normalised and accepted
Without excessive supervision
Encourage and support children
to form [riendships

Children can teach each other better than adults

Established practice

Pedagogical principals part of DCA

>

Kindergarten
Children aged 3-6 years

Child-initiated play
Life skills
experiences

dTIHO

Resources found when needed and
adapted creatively for own play

Friendships

Community

Relationships /
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ENVIRONMENT

( ¢ o nFigdral2)3. The common element and differences between Forest School and Forest Kindergarten

FOREST SCHOOL FOREST KINDERGARTEN
BOTH
Trees Outside Forest
preferably woods natural environment creates conditions for play

provides resources

leads learning Spring board e
in, with and through E
context for learning motivates children’s =
natural curiosity and @)
Z
different locations lead to inspires children’s play no two are the same E
different experiences and Z.
G -
different outcomes
‘safe enough’ elements of provides appropriate,
risk and danger individual challenges

unpredictable

In Forest School (shown in figure 2.1) even though pedagogy is at the centre there is limited
interaction shown by no inteelaional arrows, there is an interaction between the three
component parts, adult, the child, and the environment. Using the three components, adult,
child, and environment identified from the literature the centre column of figure 2.3 shows the
overlapping eeas of commonality between the two approaches, whilst the outer sections
identify the main differences. Although closely connected within each approach there are
significant differences in how the adult, child and environment are interpreted and enacted,

these are explored next.

2.4.1 Similarities and differences

Literature from both Forest School and Forest Kindergarten supports that learning should be
child-centred and chilihitiated, facilitated through playhat is based omxploration and
discovery (Eastwood and Mitchell. 2003; Massey, 2002; Williaisgfredson, 2032 In
addition, early Forest School studies saw chiltdated play and activities (Eastwood and
Mitchell, 2003; Massey, 2002), wherelaser studies found less evidence ofildhinitiated

activity and playwith a move towards addléd, planned activitieDavis and Waite, 2005;
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Waite and Davis, 2007; Waite Davis and Brown, 20@)en though in Forest Kindergarten
pedagogues plan for projectesieare longtermandmade pogble because of theigh amount

of time spenbutside(Williams-Siegfredson, 2012)

However, there wereleardifferences identified itnow the child isviewed orconstructed. In
Forest Kindergarten pedagogues view the child as capabltharedoreableto initiate and

direct their own learningn Forest School, Forest School leaders adopted a similar approach
(Maynard, 2007a) whilst Waite and Davis (2008@)dy showed thaearly years practitioners

are more likely to view the child as unable to indigheir own play or activitiesThe
inconsistencydentified in Forest Schoaksearchand practice can denked to the different
expectation®f adults, manifesting througheimposition of structureéo protect childrerand

keep them safandidentified asovermareged play(Maynard 2007). In part this difference

is attributed to differences in training, although more research is needed to investigate this

claim.

Although loth approachesecognisescaffolding as alstable adult approaghwithin Forest

School literaturehere is limitedempirical evidence and sourtkdeoretical underpinningp

support this claimWhilst in Forest Kindergarten WilliamSiegfredson (2012) makes clear
mention of the theoretical underping of pedagogical approach&bservation is used in both
approaches, with pedagogues in Forest Kindergarten using observatiamrtose the need

for intervention (Wagner, 2006), whereasHorest Sleool, how observation is usedasly
mentionedbriefly by (Davis, Waite and Brown, 2006; Wellings, 2012), who associate it with

pl anning, di alogue and buil ding r elnadtth onshi
Forest School and Forest Kindergar the adult creates the conditions for clmidated

learning.

England and Denmatbothhave early yearsurricula, andalthough expressed differently each

relate to the same 6 areas of child develept. However,the flexibility to practice Forest
Kindergarten or Forest Schooldgferentwithin each respective curriculum documeddnish

Forest Kindergarten is an established practice and its pedagogy sits alongside the curricular and
state requirements. Where&syest School in England is an alternative approach to early years
practice and is less established. Although Forest School ideas are separate to those in the EYFS

they are compatible (Knight, 2009).
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Both Forest Kindergarten and Forest School are atemg proces§ Kni ght |, 20009;
and Murray, 2005; Murray and OSegfredsenn2012p 00 6 ;
However, Forest Kindergarten happens eveay (Williams-Siegfredson, 2012)whereas

Forest School is typically a weekly sessi@ Br i en and Murray (2005
O6Brien (2006) i denti fied differences over
fortnightly, whole day, morning or afternoon sessions that happen weeklyweelés, or

longer, although Wellings (2012) suggetitsit it should be regular enough so the environment
remains familiarlt is worthwhile to add that the difference noted in frequearay time spent

outside couldaffectany outcomes and benefits identifipdrticularly if a comparison is made
between bth approachesEspecially significant is the length of time spent in Forest
Kindergarten as it allows children to take their time work at their own pace and return to play
and repeafavouriteactivities(Williams-Siegfredson, 2012 urrently,there isno evidence of

this opportunityin Forest Schoatesearch.

Although in Forest School there is much written about the benefigersbnal and social
development this is in relation to selteem and confidence buildi{@warbrick, Eastwood

Tutton, 2004) Whereasin Forest Kindergarten the emphasis is on developing relationships
and forming friendships, which engenders a sense of community where care and empathy
towards others are importa@ensen, 201). Pedagogues actively support the devetent of

this. In Forest Kindergartenhildren learn to support each othierough friendship and peer
support, learning toely lesson pedagogue$or help reflected inthgp e dagoguebs mi

supervision and facilitatory rale

Studies show that Forest Shool and Forest Kindergartehappen outside in natural
environmers. While Forest Kindergarten always happens in a wood or a forest, the setting for
Forest School is disputed, with disagreement developing over where Forest School happens a
morer ecent concern. Kni ght 6s -@p2vdéeQForesbS3clmoald i n
could take place, suggesting it could happen anywhere that was special or difiérdat.
Eastwood and Mitchell (2003Massey (2002andWaite, Davis and Brown (2006) agrand

that Forest School happens in a wooded ae#&.orest Kindergarten, the environment plays a

role in stimulating learning, with the pedagogue creating the conditions for lednniugh

the environment anaksing ascaffoldingrole, whereas in Foréschool early research identified
spontaneous, chiphitiated play, whilst more recent studies shadultled and planned
activities(Davis and Waite, 2005; Waite, Davis and Brown, 200} little detail on how the

physical or learning environment onstructedldeally the environmenshould motivate

65



children to learn and capture their imaginati@rebled through a pladyased pedagogy
(Tovey, 2010)

All three element®f child, adult and environmerare closely connectedror examplehow
adultsunderstandand enact eithefForest Schol or Forest Kindergarten is closely related to
how they view the environment and the child, but also affect the environment and the child.
For example, in Forest Kindergarten the pedagogyvesrisk aspositive and relates risk taking

to problem solving, challenge and personal developméetving the environment as risky
could be connected to the shift from chihitiated towards adulied activity, a difference also
identified hereas inForestSchoolwherethe practitioners impose tight boundamesl structure
(Murray a,n2005 O6Br i en a R20D6) Mith rthe @ractitioner protecting
children and removing any potential hazards, as opposed to the minimal supervision, and

posiive view of risk identified in Forest KindergartéWagnerand Einarsdottir2006)

2.5Theoretical Framework

25.1 Introduction

This section looks at the theoretical ideas relevant to this study. Constructivism as-a socio
cultural paradigm is the main theoretical perspective, including the concepts of Zone of
Proximal Development, scaffolding, -©onstruction and intersubjectivityln addition,
pedagogy of play and its main features including stages of play, structured playgectiked

play, childinitiated play, and free play are explored.

2 5.2 Constructivism

Constructivist theory explains how humans constkradwledge and meaning from their
experiences (Olusoga, 2014). Rather than just through biological maturation, individuals learn
and develop through the process of acquiring new information. While information can be
passively received, the main principle afnstructivist theory stresses that understanding
requires engagement and learners build new knowledge by making meaningful connections
with prior knowledge. Through interactions with the environment, humans construct their own

mental model of the worldas it is bydiscovery, experimentation, and exploration that
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knowledge and meaning are formed (Vygotsky, 1978). Knowledge and learning are
constructed through purposeful activity that reflects the complex reality of the world, such as
problem solving andxperimentation through authentic tasks which contextualises rather than
abstracts information. The effort required results in learning that is an active not passive
process, with knowledge constructed rather than being innate, transmitted or passively
absabed (Olusoga, 2014). Consequently, constructivist theory and in partitydatskian
andposygot ski an research on play has fseri ou
pedagogyand di rect appl i cat i oBodraveoandeLaon®Oll, yy@.ar s e
Although constructivism focuses on cognitive development such as the work of Piaget, given
the social context of this work, this thesis is emphasising the-sattioral constructivism

developed by Vygotsky and later by Bruner.

25.2.1 Asocio-cultural perspective of play

Vygotsky (1978) recognised that children learn and develop throughfeeakperiences and
exploration, constructing new knowledge through activity. Viewing learning as a social
activity, he claimed that it ihtough social interaction, or the development of relationships and
activity with others that the child I earns
and cultural relationships is important, alongside the role adults and peers plapartiagp

learning (Vygotsky, 1978).

25.2.2 Language and communication

Vygot s ky 0s -cfltdrd gepectige @aackmowledged language as a significant part of
social processes and cultural contexts, and central to the development of relationships.
Therefore, language and communication are of significance to the learning process in two ways.
Firstly, language as inner speech or internal dialogue is a way of individuals processing
information and thoughts, and key to the learning process and cogmitioternalisation.

Then, in communicating and sharing their understanding and ideas with others in social
contexts children can inform others, while also testing out their knowledge and inviting a
response (Broadhead, 2004; Vygotsky, 1978; Wood, 1998).

Consequently, Vygotsky (1978) identified learning as a communal activity, with the

community playing a central role in the process of making meaning, and the construction of
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the environment in which children grow up, influencing how children think andtiwaathink

about (Wood and Attfield, 2005). Communication used in joint interactions and negotiations
as part of a decision making or problswlving process further supports the development of
language (Vygotsky, 1978). It is through social activitiediateractions, the learner gradually
internalises the external and develops mature mental activity, while adults or more able others
bring their knowledge, perspectives, and beliefs to educate others (Bruner, 1986). Language is
used to support the developnt of others leading to the notion of the Zone of Proximal
Development (ZPD).

2.5.2.3 The Zone of Proximal Development

Vygotsky (1978) used the term Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) to refer to the potential
gap between assisted and unassisted dpweint. The ZPD is a space between what the learner
can do on their own and what they can potentially do with help from a more able other. The
more able other, either adult or peer, can support learning through their interactions, and enable
the learnerd function at a higher level than when on their own. Vygotsky (1978) states that
cognitive development stems from social interactions, communication, and supported or guided
learning within the ZPD, as children and their partner'sauwstruct knowledge. hius, all
teaching and learning is a matter of sharing and negotiating socially constituted knowledge,
which indicates an equal balance of power.

One of the ways Vygotskyds work differs to
role of the adulor more able other in supporting the learner through the ZPD (Broadhead,
2004). When supporting the learner in the ZPD the more able other is required to
simultaneously plan ahead, and also recogni
devdopment and progress (Broadhead, 2004). However, possibly arising out of translation
issues there is disagreement over the part played by the more able other. For example,
Vygotskyds use of the term O6instragedfawmad i mp
happens in the ZPD, contrary to his central tenet of an equal power share (Daniels, 2001). More
recent translations suggest the term O6educa
corresponding appr oac h, iddalhGomsegbeatly,tOkisogar?®14) h e s
suggests that Vygotsky only provides | imite

supporting the learner in the ZPD, which needed to be addressed.

68



2.5.2.4 Scaffolding

Bruner (1976, p.24) buitody got sky6s i deas to explain how
scaffold |l earning, using the ZPD so the | ea
such time as the learner is able to master his own action through his own consciousness and
cont ol O. Scaffolding is part of a cruci al p
internalise external knowl edge and convert

mastery (Bruner, 1976, p.24).

However, as we have already seen in theabn instructor or educator in the ZPD, the exact
role of the adult in this process can vary in relation to the different power balance of power
between the learner and the more able other (Olusoga, 2014). Similarly, scaffolding is
characterised by Woaahd Attfield (2005, p.94) as a specific pattern of interactions with the
adultin a

one to one relationship in which the teacher expert or more knowledgeable other remains

in control of what is to be learned and how the teaching will be carriecessatially a
transmission model.

This model involves an asymmetric power balance between the teacher and the learner based
on what the fAexperts provide for noviceso
scaffolding process for being too mechahi©iowever Chi (1996) suggests that the more able

other performs the critical task of tailoring the experience, task or knowledge, through support
such as modelling, coaching, guidance, prompting, or simplification, albeit with a specific
outcome in mindJordan, 2008).

Having established that the role of the more able other is central, how adults utilise play to
mediate and scaffold learning and development need to be explored. Jordan (2008, p. 34)
identifies distinct a®wapfrddetdrminedggal related eutcane.t i o
These include questioning that focuses on specific knowledge outcomes, noticing small
achievements and giving the child feedback on predetermined skills, modelling specific skills
that and structuring problemIgmg and experimentation to reach a particular outcome, and
lastly, telling children specific facts but in the context of an adult decided learning agenda.
Jordan (2008) interprets these scaffolding interactions as typicalwaweor a limited twe

way process of idea sharing, resulting in limited shared meaning. To reinforces the variation
between different interactiond or dan 6 s -H02 €e€e8rch digtingdighes between
Ascaf f ol dforchjdreh and caoristrugting learningithc hi | dr en o .
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25.2.5 Caeconstruction

At the centre of Vygotskyods (1978) view is
activity and social interaction with others. He suggested that the mentaggsdtkat underpin

an individual s knowl edge, s k iconstrsicte@d thrdughu n d e r
interactions the learner has with the knowledge, skills and understanding that are held by the
adults and more experienced peers with whom thgggmin joint activities (Olusoga, 2014).

In this interpretation the more experienced other does not dominate the learning process but
supports the learner as they negotiate a pathway through the activity asoastaction

(Olusoga, 2014).

The term ceconstruction emphasises the child as a powerful player in his/her learning, with
adults and children working together to make sense of the world and developing meaning rather
than just acquiring facts (Jordan, 2008).-cdmstruction requires the adult afehrner to
establish a symmetrical balance of power, and the focus moves away from the transmission of
knowledge and skills by the adult as instructor to achieve a goal they have identified in the
ZPD, towards the interests and motivations of the leaasesuggested by Vygotsky (1978).

As this is a reciprocal relationship the <c¢h
aware of how the child thinks, knows, and understands, as well as having good dialogue skills
(Jordan, 2008). Still withinhie ZPD the learner has access to the knowledge, skills, and
understandings of the more able other, which can be mediated for optimum use and
development, making use of higher ability.

Jordan (2008, p.49) sets out learrimgwipdt Ris| df e m @
which she categorises as proeesgnted activities. For example, using questioning techniques
with no particular outcome in the adultés |
and not interrupting, while also allowirsgjences. Getting to know the children really well, so
that they know childrends preferences and i
to follow the childbés | ead, make | inks and
2008). Thisdevelops a twavay intersubjectivity including sharing their own ideas with the
children to extend their current interest through in depth projects, and with permission entering
chil drenbés fantasy play (Jordan,t@06B8B) I di e

activities for example, respectfully asking if the child would like the assistance offered.

Although Jordan (2008) also identified features common to both scaffolding and co
constructing interactions such as maintaining warm and trugtiaganships and encouraging

children to work with each other, in -@@nstructing learning the role of the adult or more
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experienced other is to establish joint problem solving and intersubjectivity, which seems to be
the main difference between scaffolgliiearning. While the coonstructing mode of learning
is more empowering for children and they engaged in higher order thinking through their

involvement than when adults scaffolded their learning (Jordan, 2008).

2.5.2.5.1 Intersubjectivity

Central toco-construction, is the idea of intersubjectivity. Intersubjectivity is created when
shared meanings are jointly constructed through interactions, usually in social and cultural
contexts with individuals who have a shared understanding of the situatien.sfared
cognition and consensus is essential in shaping our ideas, enabled through the communal use
of language. Berk and Wisler (1995, p&)/suggest that

Intersubjectivity creates a common ground for communication as each partner adjusts to

theperpecti ve of the otheré constantlgonestri
that falls within the childbés ZPD.

Intersubjectivity requires the adult to adopt a collaborative, listening and open approach to the
learner and the activity. Through -construction the leaner has an opportunity to be a
Apower ful player in their o-constructeratmetearmegcan ( J o
be Aproactive in identifying and seeking so
It also requirs children and adults to makes sense of the world, interpreting and understanding
activities and observations as they interact with one another and their environment (Jordan,
2008). Caconstructing raises the status and role of the leaner as they cotistiuaiwn

learning alongside the other, whereas in scaffolding the adult leads the learning giving them a
higher status. Intersubjectivity requires the adult to use a collaborative approach and a listening
style that is open to the learner and their imgalent in the activity and learning process.
However, Jordan (2008) suggests that there are interactions common to both scaffolding and
co-constructing and adult who has access to the full range of skills can move flexibly between
those of scaffolding anithose of ceconstructed learning.
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Vygotsky (1978) explains learning as making connections between existing understanding and
new knowledge, constructed through meaningful activity and social interactions. He also posits
that language andommunication form the foundation of learning, as it is through language
that children develop inner thought and outward expression of ideas, negmtictsolve
problems (Vygotsky, 1978). In young children learning can be mediated by playing with others,
so a playbased pedagogy that centres on the development of relationships between participants

is ideal for Forest School and Forest Kindergarten.

Although advocating discovery learning and play (Knight, 2009), Forest School is managed by
adults (Waite and Davis, 2007) who adopt interactions that are typicallyaayner limited

two-way process that scaffofdrc hi | dr ends | e ar nngrthg ZRDJaomom@ a n ,
able other can bridge the gap between unassisted and assisted learning, and to encourage
children out of their Acomfort zoneo ( Mass
identified as deader orinstructor who models or simpl#s experiences and activities that

relate to a specific learning outcome based on curriculum targets (Maynard, 2007; Waite and
Davis, 2007). In addition, Early Forest School research by Massey (2002) and Eastwood and
Mitchell (2003) suggested that aduksigagd in joint activities with children. Similar
behaviour is also identified by WilliarrSiegfredson (2012) in Forest Kindergarten.

Within Forest School, adult interactions are reportedly a mixture of scaffdioliigarning

and caeconstructingwith children, whereas literature suggests that in Forest Kindergarten the
dominant interactions are @mnstructed but based on intersubjectivity. Although featuring
strongly in Forest Kindergarten research to date has not investigated intersubjectivigsin For
School. Learning in Forest Kindergarten is mainly play based and social interactions between
children form the foundations of learning (Brostrom, 1998; Kristjansson, 2006; Jensen, 2011).
Adult interactions are based on intersubjectivity and includena@n ground, where shared
meanings and eoonstructed understandings can be formed. Seen in Forest Kindergarten by
Williams-Siegfredson (2012jhe adult adopts a collaborative, listening and open approach to
the learner and the activity where the plagas influence over their own learning that is
intersubjectivity (Jordan, 2008).

Intersubjectivity requires the adult to be in collaboration with the child, using a listening style
that is open to the learner and their involvement in the activity and &neirlg process
(Williams-Siegfredson, 2012). However, Jordan (2008) posits that there are interactions
common to both scaffolding and-constructing, and the adult who has access to the full range
of skills can move flexibly between those of scaffolding ghose of ceonstructed learning.

Wai t e, Davis and Browndés (2006) research, a
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that coconstruction may happen in Forest Schatoflid not conclude it was the dominant
approach Overall, he differenceidentified between adult and child interactions in Forest
School compared with those of Forest Kindergarten seem more related to intersubjectivity,
where interactions are associated with developing shared meanings and understanding that are

typically driven by play.

Co-constructing learning requires the more experienced other to support the learner as they
negotiate a way through the activity but does not dominate the process as in scaffolding
(Olusoga, 2014). Learning is motivated by the learner, actwityplay are process orientated
rather than outcome driven while the adul't
positioning the child as a powerful player in his or her learning (Brostrom, 2006). Typical
interactions include maintaining warmdatrusting relationships and encouraging children to

work with each other (Jordan, 2008) also identified in Forest Kindergarten by Williams
Siegfredson (2012). The main difference between scaffolding ammdnsiructed learning

relates to the role of thelalt or more experienced other to establish joint problem solving and
intersubjectivity (Jordan, 2008)Vhile academicsuch as Leather (2012) and Knight (2018)
haveused a constructivist lens theoriseabout Forest Schootp date there has been no
emprical researchhiathas looked aForest School through a constructivist lenswHadults

interpret pedagogy toonstruct Forest Learninghroughthar relationship between children
andthe environment, and especialyow c hi | dr e n 6 s or pdcenstructedy s c af 1
adultsis of interest to this study. A deeper understanding of the pedagotpya$ pxamined

next.

25.3 Play

Play is a complex concephdan umbrella term (Bruce, 1991), with many charasties that
involve different activities, thus making it difficult to categorise and define (Else, 2009; Pyle
and Danniels, 2017; Wood and Attfield, 2005). Consistently revealing the variability of play,
research into play has explored different kinds lafypplay behaviours and environments
(SuttonSmith, 2001).How play is conceptualised by researchers can vary according to
different lenses applietheir view of play and thgpecificaspect being explored (Wood, 2009).

For example, there are matgrms used to refer to play, suchfiee play, childinitiated play,

and play based learning, while Hughes (2012) claims that there are 12 kinds of play including

exploratory play, fantasy play, imaginative play, mastery play, social play, indicatirigeret
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is no universal definition of play (Reed and Brown, 200®)e characteristics and different
kinds of play are explored here in more detail.

2.5.3.1 Play from &ocio-cultural perspective

Vygotsky (1978 p.101) identified the importance of plag cilmi ng t hat Apl ay
predominant feature of childhood, but it is
calls play a Al eading activityo as dAin play
he were a head t aiti$ tarought phay that tha amnikl enbviesoforveard d
devel opmentally and develops their ZPD (Vyg
of early |l earningo by the British Educatio
Special Interest Group (200814), play allows children to learn at the highest level (EYFS,
DSCF., 2008).

2.5.3.2 Characteristics of play

Building on the theoretical ideas of Vygotsky, Bruce (1991; 2005) and Moyles (2010) among
others have explored the characteristics of plag, athough a taxonomy of play is useful,
within this complex area there is an inevitable overlap across categories of play. One of the
overriding characteristics is that play should be playful, fun, and enjoyable (Meckley, 2002
Vygotsky,1978 and have pasve effects on the players (Moyles, 2010). Part of the enjoyment
comes from play that is personally and intrinsically motivated (Pelledr®#91; Saracho

1991). While play that is seihitiated (Moyles, 2010) involves children deeply as they have
chosen it rather than been made to do it by adults (Bruce, 1991; Meckley, 2002). As a result,
children make their own meaning and control the activity themselves (Pellegrini, 1991;
Saracho, 1991).

2.5.3.2.1 Active process

With the emphasis on doing, thetive process of play is important (Meckley, 2002). Play that

is driven by childrenbés interests,, 18t;ti ons
Saracho, 1991). Rather than being goal or outcome driven, the play context-isndpen
(Moyles, 20D), and any goals are séfiposed (Pellegrini, 1991; Saracho, 1991). When
playing everything is possiblendreality can be discardesb imagination can take over

(Moyles, 2010).Highly creative and flexiblethe player has a sense of decision making,
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ownership and control over the play (Bruce, 1991; Moyles, 2010). Whenigiaeilable
children can become deeply involved in the flow of free play as they are not easily distracted,
allowing for the complexity and challenge to develop (Wood, 2009). Bie gieces of
information and experience can build on previous learning, which can then be applied in a safe

environment (Bruce, 1991).

Interestingly, Vygotsky (1978) points out that it is through free play that children develop their
ZPD, selfcontrol andselfregulation.Whenchildren are free to explore on their own terms,
reorganising and taking control of the outcotiney take on fantasy roles that represent social
reality (Vygotsky, 1978). By rehearsing, repeating and mirroring behaviour childrdearan
about social norms and practice social behaviours, which in part is supported by the

development of rules, which Vygotsky (1978) argues is a main characteristic of play.

25.3.2.2 Rules

Play should be free from externally imposed rules (Moyles, ;204@otsky, 1978), as it is the
imposition of rules by adults that makes play educatiomal ¢ W\oodk2013). Not agreed

in advance but created alongside the play the rules emerge from the play situation, and are
followed, adapted, and developed by pieeyers (Pellegrinil991; Sarachd 991). Further the
rules set the boundaries of the activity at
(Bruce, 1991). It is through sedbverned play where the children are formulating their own

rules thatchildren demonstrate the most setintrol and begin to develop restraint, as they
manage their feelings and se#fgulate (Vygotsky, 1978). In addition, Vygotsky (1978, p. 96)
claims that how rules are used ihendédvelopméenes an
from games with an overt imaginary situation and covert rules to games with overt rules and a

covert imaginary situation.

25.3.2.3 Roles and props

In play, the constraints of reality are suspended (Vygotsky, 1978) and children canralks on

and pretend as though the activity were real (Meckley, 2002). Some roles are about the
management of the play, while others involve imaginary situations that are sometimes based
on prior experience. The use of props in play is egrated (Bruce, 199. Sometimes children

use toys that have a specific use for a particular purpose such as a telephone. At other times
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children improvise with found items and material or use toys for a different purpose. The
flexible and symbolic use of props encourageagimative solutions and creativity to further
enhance the play giving deeper meaning, for example using a stick to represent a horse (Bruce,
1991; Jarvis, Brock and Brown, 2014; Vygotsky, 1978).

2.5.3.2.4 Stages of social play

In play, children cachoose to play alone, in groups or have the adult agpéager or refer to

them for help (Wood, 2010) . Partendos (1932)
play set out 6 stages that rel at ehtodbaiesc hi | ¢
demonstrate features of onlooker play where they watch others but do not attempt to join in,
before developing solitary play. In solitary play children play alone and do not get close or
interact with other children. However, solitary playw& inferior to group play but necessary

for children to be able to reflect without any pressure from others (Bruce;, ¥Y98atsky,

1978. When playing with others, they might play alongside or parallel enjoying the company

but not interacting directlyln this stage, as they mirror and imitate other peers, they are
showing an awareness of what others are doing valsledeveloping independence (Bruce,

1991).

Between 2 %2 and 3 % years children start to play alongside others, or parali@tatay,

1932). They are building on the skills they have learned about how to play but are not yet ready
to playwith other children. As children start to form social relationships at around 3 to 4 %
years, they exhibit features of associative play where theytstsithre materials and begin to

follow their own play story. Parten (1932) posits that the highest level of social play is co
operative play where from the age of 5 years children begin to play in groups and work together
to achieve a common goal. Childrgfay cooperatively with other children as they gain
competency they manage in larger groups (Bruce,;1RPaften, 193R A requirement of co
operative play is the joint agreement over the theme of the play, for example shops and have a
shared play stor{Bruce, 1991). Children who frequently play together they know each other
wel | and can tune in to otherds thoughts an
ordinate their learning (Bruce, 1991).-Gperative play features negotiation betweleitdcen

and children change roles, take turns, and make suggestions about the play story as it develops.
Bateson (1955) used the idea of children having play texts or play narratives that are imaginary
stories drawn from on their experiences created ttagxfheir play actions. Children operate

on two levels, first in the scenes they are acting out or rehearsing, while still maintaining their
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position in the real world (Batesof955). Children can switch between the two positions,
moving between their nka believe role then as disagreements arise come out to resolve them,
then back into role and continue with the play, which indicates that children are learning about

themselves and others on a social level through the social play context (Garvey, 997.7; 19

Parten (1932) suggests then at about 6 years old gameméyes, and starts tovolve
external, rigid, or standardised rules, and the ability to play by externally imposed rules requires
self-control and an understanding of how society works. él@x, Vygotsky (1978) suggests

that play where children make their own rules is more advanced as it reveals the social systems
of their culture. In addition, development of rules by the players indicates an amount of
negotiation and ceonstruction of theules as they set the parameters of their play (Jordan,
2008). Through social situations such as play, children demonstrate an understanding of their
own boundaries, which develops sedfjulation as they construct a shared meaning (Jordan,
2008; Vygotsky1978).

Although the characteristics of play are varied and complex, there are many positive benefits
including social interaction, especially where play is process rather than outcome orientated.
The different devel op me n brdobkerplaydogceoperative playhi | d
with rules, both internal and externally imposed, shows how play progresses. What needs
further clarification is the different types of play, such as free play, -ahtidted or aduk

initiated or play based learning.

25.3.3 Types of play

Although there is no agreed, universal definition of play (Reed and Brown, 2000), the previous
section has provided a synthesis of the main characteristics (Bruce, 1991). In addition, the
varied nature of research into play has resuin different conceptualisations from a range of
perspectives resulting in subcategories or different kinds of pldnough these subategories
maintain the central features of play, some elements have beguadded or emphasised,
resulting in diferent conceptualisations of play and related terms, such ascehnilced play,

child-initiated play, and play based learning. The features of these are explored next.

2.5.3.3.1 Childcentred play

Within early years there is no universgreement over what chilcentredmeans (Chung and
Walsh, 2000; SiraBlatchford and Sylva, 2004) with Chung and Walsh (2000) identifying over
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40 different meanings based on chil drends i
child-centred aproach is closely associated with Froebel who suggested a developmentally
appropriate, active approach to learning through play that was tailored to the interests of the
child (Jarvi s, Brock and Brown, 201 4yob. 17) .
developmental and cognitive constructivism, adopted the term-aénited (mentioned
earlier) places the child and their needs at the centre of the provision, and play is prioritised
alongside discovery learning (Garrick, 2009). Since then the thild-centred has been
associated with an idealised interpretation of play and early learning (Anning, 1998). This was
furthered in the 19906s when the term was
unfocused use of educational theories (Fleer32® Forest School literatufdassey (2002)

and Eastwood and Mitchell (20083e the term childhitiated although at the time, thidgew

based on Frobelian principlesuld have been a romanticised interpretation.

25.3.3.2 Free play

Possessing the ahacteristics of play, although with a stronger emphasis on some aspects, free
play is posited by Vygotsky (1978) as centr
and Moyles (2010) expand on Vygotskyds (1
elements including actions and behaviours of free play as a process where there is no end
product. The main characteristics of free play incorporate those of play mentioned above with
emphasis on freedom, choice and rules that emerge from the play antpaséd by adults
(Pellegrinj 1991; Sarachal 9 9 1) . Il n addition, a key factor
direct i nterventiono from adult s, and, cons
p.20). Therefore, play that is pure or fregould be child invented (Meckley, 22)0or child

initiated where the children demonstrate choice, control and imagination rather than adult
initiated as play that is Afreely choseno i
the use of propss well as the inclusion of time so that children can become deeply involved

in their play as well as develop relationships with others and a sense of self. Vygotsky (1978)
points out that it is through free play that children develop their ZPD¢agetiol and sel

regulation.

2.5.3.3.3 Childinitiated or adultdirected play

Al t hough ©play is wused in early years docul
purposef ul playo in the EYFS (DfES, 2007, [
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andpur poseful o confl ates play with work and
(Moyles, 2010). Curriculum guidance such as EYFS (DSCF., 2008) emphasise learning
through play, suggesting pedagogy is underpinned by-plaaiined experiences based on

chh | drends spontaneous play (indoors and o
absorbed in their play; engagement with other children and adults. The common principles
include a balance of adutirected and childnitiated activities that includdsee and structured

play (SirajBlatchford and Sylva, 2004; Wood, 2009). As mentioned earlier the imposition of
rules by adults makes the play educational (Wood, 2@t®)Wood (2013, p.4) furthers that

the kind of play that is put forward in policy denants is clearly related @n educational
agendawithe ducati onal outcomes which she terms i

Bennett, Wood and Rogers (1997) and Wood (2010) suggest that in the early years provision
there is a tension between the rhetoric and realitplay. Rather than a dichotomous
categorisation of play that is either chifdtiated or aduHinitiated and free or structured,
Pellegrini (1991) suggests a continuum of play from pure play teptayn Similarly, Wood

(2010, p.21) suggests there are tditierent pedagogical orientations, represented by two
zones. One zone is characterised by free play andiafilted activities, while the second

zone corresponds to adltn i t i at ed -pwaoarykd omi tihnsmace i n bet
zonetherea Acontrasting but complimentaryo forr

as they dynamically move in, out and between the zones (Wood, 2010, p.21).

Within in thelatyoucameaeddctvitiastenngage children in playful

ways Wth work activities based on curriculum content and tightly controlled by adults use of
instructional strategies, allowing the children limited control and choice (Wood, 2010).
Practitioners may use their observations of childated play to inform theiplanning of
activities. Practitioners who generate a di
to provide aduHnitiated activities and play activities that reflect adult plans and purposes
(Wood, 2010). In addition, practitioners struggletmstrain and manage the unpredictability

of free play and instead engineer and manag

that promote educational outcomes (Kushner, 2007).

Within the childinitiated zone play and activities are freelyshen and are t he cl
playo as it meets most, i f not all of the
players have freedom to choose with no pressure on the outcome or product and so set their
own goals or outcomes, without intention from adults (Wood, 2010). Intrinsic motivation is
valuable because it results in chitdtiated play (Jarvis, Brock and Brown, 2014, p.17).
However, educators need to provide stimulating, playful environments and interesting
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resources so that chikeh engage and initiate their own learning experiences through play (Pyle

and Danniels, 2017). Where children were engaged in their own interests, teachers found that
they had to understand the meaning onfng,chi l d
rather than how they relate to predetermined learning outcomes (Wood, 2009). Wood and
Attfield (1996; 2005) children demonstrate a higher level of verbal communication, creative
thinking imagination and problem solving through play, as play is yightivating and

enables young children to selirect their learning while also encouraging concentration and

high levels of engagement (Riley, 2003).

Within the zones children may choose work or play activities such as a game with rules or work
likeact vi ti es such as reading a book, and mov.
playbased | earningo rather than a work play
Within the two spaces of adwdirected activities and chiphitiated play there anmany spaces

in between with different degrees of pure or free play or work activities.

2.5.3.4 A pedagogy of play

Although play is a complex and tricky concept to define its value for development and learning
is articulated by Vygotsky (1978). As seenresearch play can be viewed from many
perspectives and therefore defined in various ways, firstly by key characteristics, such as it is
enjoyable, process based and intrinsically motivated. Then the developmental stages of social
play, from onlooker andolitary play to cogpperative group play. Lastly different types of play

that include free play, chitdentred, childnitiated, aduHinitiated play and playbased

learning.

Whether play is free or structured into work activities depends on the diffgndosophical
perspectives and pedagogical positioning of the adult involved. For example, how far play is
planned and linked to curriculum outcomes compared with the amount of freedom children
have to set their own agenda, make their own rules areingee their own outcomes,
influences the type of play or pkbased learning children experience. In addition, whether the
adult instructs, scaffoldsor chooses to coonstruct with children using intersubjectivity

contributes to childrends experiences.

Given the different definitions of play explored here it is understandable that a pedagogy of
play is elusive (Else, 2009; Pyle and Danni2®17; Wood and Attfield, 2005), as pedagogy
involves the principles, theoretical underpinning and practice involved in the provision of

chil drenos |l earning experiences. The BERA
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Apedagogy of pdgleay iasndl emond amtdieawliamaned by sy
(2013, p.14). As argued here, play means different things, to different people depending on the
purpose and context. In addition, for ideological reasons the link between play and pedagogy

is tricky, especially concerning the idea of free play and free choice (Wood, 2009). So, although
there is considerable evidence le&rning through play, there is less research on teaching
through play and effective pedagogy of play should include opportursties-tonstruction

between children and adults in chifdtiated and adulinitiated activities as well as frqday

(Wood, 2009). Using Pyle and Danniels (2017) model of a continuum cbpksd learning,

that moves between childitiated pure play anddultinitiated work activities allows for a

more dynamic interpretation of play that could be applied to Forest School.

2.6 Conclusion

Although the two approaches may have similar theoreticghilosophicalunderpinningfor

example Froebel in Denmark and England, McMillan in England and Key in Detinegrko

longer are the same approach, as even with some of the same elements there are differences in
interpretation and enactmeith i | e A e x c el ohescountrycarr ba mapiratoeal to

ot her s oBolllng\end Bertser?015, p.19) ver timethe different distinct political and
educational systems have caused a possible erosion of the original idea, as it has adapted and

changed, and now become its own approach,t h an i ndi vi dual O&épedag

To understand, identify patterns and make connections between the phenomenon of Forest
School and Forest Kindergarten, literature from the two fields has been compared. The
component parts of environment or location, gdantd child were identified as important in
both Forest School and Forest Kindergarten literature, and central to pedagogy, so have been
used to structure figure 2.3. However, the interpretation of each component part, how they
relate to each otherandithe r el ati onshi p with pedagogy ren
hypothesis and the three research questions. The main aspects relating exclusively to Forest
School or Forest Kindergarten are set out separately, while the areas common to batle$iterat
have been synthesised and presented in the
synthesis of literature, alongside the construction of figure 2.3, has made clear the mutual
aspects of Forest School and Forest Kindergarten. In additiegute £.1 and 2.2, figure 2.3
clarified that the place, interpretaticand significance of pedagogy within each phenomenon
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is different and has further led to the formulation of the research questions pertaining to this
study. In additionthe three maithemes or component parts set out in Figure 2.3 are used in
later analysis and discussion of data as a conceptual framework, to provide a focus and structure

for comparison between previous research and data collected for this study.

What hes emerged from the twstrands of literature is that Forest School seems to be about an
approach to learning outside, which is difficult to define, possibly because of a lack of research
or theoretical underpinning which has caused many different inteipnsta@nd variations, in

part because it is still evolvingVhereas in Denmark, learning outside is more culturally
embedded there is a long tradition of young children learning outside Forest Kindergarten there
is a more establisheapproachForest Schodds it is currently translated in England seems to
have lost some of its Danistess as it appears to have adapted over time to suit the different
social and contextual climate in Engladthough alluded to but not investigated in prior
literature a cortsuctivist lens is an appropriate approach to use to better understand Forest
learning, and the relationship between the adult, the child, and the enviro@mesequently,

this study sets out to understand more about the practice and process of ezthappsugh

a constructivist theoretical framewor k al on

perceptions, and chil drendés veormpentr i ences of
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Chapter 3 - ResearchMethodology
3.1Introduction

This chapter sets out tlaém of this study and thmethodologicatlecisions made throughout.
First, | clarify the ontological and epistemological interpretivist assumptions relating to this
project.Next, | explain why a case studyethodologywas adoptedbr this studyincluding its
main characteristics. Then | set out gustify the desigrdecisionsmaderelating b methods
selected and ethicabnsiderationsThe last section includemn explanation ofhe analytical

frameworkused to makes sensedzfta

3.2 The focus and aim of the study

This thesis sets out to explore how Forest School is understood amdoportaictice by adults

and experienced by young children. The literature review exqadirat the phenomenon of

Forest School is an English interpretation of Danish Forest Kindergarten (Williams
Siegfredson, 2012klthough there is a lack of clarity ovéefinition. Translation may have

resulted in soméeaturesbeing understood differentlgr evenadapted (Leather, 2018Jo
understand more about the development, practice and process of Forest School in England and
its relationship with Forest Kindergart in Denmark this thesis sets outto expre i | dr en 6

andadult®experienceand interpretations of Forest School in both contexts.

Reminder of the research questions:

RQ1: How do adults interpret and enact a pedagogy of Forest School in Englandresid F
Kindergarten in Denmark?

RQ2: How do children experience pedagogy Forest School in Englandr Forest
Kindergartenn Denmark

RQ3: What are the similarities arttifferences betweeRorest School and Forest

Kindergarterenvironments and how do these impact on the experiences of their users?

83



3.3 Ontology and Epistemology

While there are many different approaches to reseaadis supported by assumptioabout

the worldand the kind of knowledge that is possible. The nature of how we perceive reality
(ontology) is closely associated to any claim to knowledge (epistemology), or what can be
known and how we know it. Ontology and epistemology are closely linked and inform
methodobgy (Wood and Smith, 2016).

A subjectivistontology suggests that we create our own realitteatthey are evolving and
shifting as societies changeence claims made teocial knowledge areculturally and
temporally boundednd context specifilwood and Smith, 2016How socialknowledgeis
understoodis also viewed assomething which evolves, changes and specific to different
cultures andndividual experienceGuba and Lincoln1994).Hence asubjectivist ontology

is closely related to a s@ticonstructivist or interpretivigtaradignwhere humans create their
own realities and knowledge that is multiple and shifting according to time and place, rather

thanuncoveringonesingletruth (Cresswell, 2009).

This study is interested igaininga detailed contextual knowledge and understanding of the
complexsocial situatioror thesubjectivereality of each caséBassey1999;Braun and Clarke,

2013 Guba and Lincoln, 1994The most appropriate way of looking in depth at the unique
characteristisand social processe$ two cases was achievétrough the perspectives of the

main agents involvedndis more suited to using qualitative data and an interpretivist approach
(Wood and Smith, 2016)Within Forest School research case studies have been used
extensively to reveal a rich picture of each case, (Mackinder, 20dyhard, 200d) and also

anin depgh understanding of multiple cases such as Davis and Waite, (200&8gny and
O6Bri enandOd®BG 5 )e n a 0. AMthoughadyi r(ect compari son
experiences across two countriesdse (Kelly et al, 2019, the approach has been didsy

Langsted (1994) to gai acrogsdive Ngdiccduntdedr ends pe

3.4 Research methodologyCase Study

Case study is characterisedtbh e use of a specific 6casebd as
(Merriam, 1988)For examplethe case could bepgrsona school, a class, an activity, a group,
aprogramme, policy or phenomenon (Bassey, 1999; Simons, 2048g. study uses a range
of methods to carry oatcomprehensiveontextual examination @in issue or seeks to explore

and understand how and why somethirappened or developg&imons, 2013 Thomas,
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2016). The mostpopulardefinitionsare provided byMerriam (1988), Stake (199%8)ndYin

(1994) The case should be cleadgfined orbounded t shoul d i nclude col
of datao from a Avariety of s o (Denscersbg20l@s i n g
p.54). to provide an insight into the relfie circumstance of the case (Bassey, 1999). In
addition,the case should bdearly defined or bounded. Although flexible the many ways of

doing a case study can result in lack of definition. Yin (1994) suggest a case study should have

a clear framework that incorporates the main characteristics, while also being guided by
philosophical foundationsor ontological and epistemological assumptiokow these

principles have been applied to this study are demonstrate in Table 3.1.

Characteristics Forest School Forest
of case study Kindergarten
Exploratory case study
Ladybird class Guldsmed or
Typical data sample Dragonfly class
Bounded England Denmark
Forest School site | Forest Kindergarten
Holistic site
Real-life example Data collected Data collected
over 5 sessions over 5 days
Multiple perspectives 2 Adults and 3 children
Multiple methods Interview, observation, photo tours

Table 3.1. Shows how the characteristics of case study apply to this study.

3.4.1Features of case study
3.4.1.1 Boundedness

The selection of each cadepend on the purpose of the study, what it is an example of and
how it helps explain the issue or subject being investigated.example, ases can be selected

because they aspecial or unusual in some walythere isa problem that needs resolviog
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they are afitypicalo exampleof an issudo be exploredDenscombe, 201(0.57. The case
study need=sontimeditityd wai thhs el dfi s t i thatis definedipatialy r i e s ¢
and temporallyDenscombe, 2010, p.h@ounding the case involves defining what is and is

not to be studied, so that the study does not look beyond the case.

This study is bounded by the two individual caddsing definitions fromeachbody d
literature eachsample case has besglectedhsbeing rgpresentative of a class who participate
in Forest School or Forest Kindergarten in each cor{ieadble 3.1) The project idurther
bounded by the time spent collecting data, the geographicaioloc# each case and equal

number of participants from each ca$alfle 32).

3.41.2 Multiple perspectives and methods

A main characteristic of case study design is the usautifple methoddo collectdatausing
different tools, from multiple perspectivéslammersley and Atkinson, 200¥in, 1994)
Insights achieved from different sources can prodifferent angles and perspectivas the
complexprocesses being studi¢fassey, 1999 Further it can revéaomething of how the
relationships and socialynamicsare understood and experienced by the participants at that

time (Harrisoret al, 2017)

In case studydection of methods is not restricteahd Yin (1994) suggestsix kinds of
evidence, documentation, archival records, interviews, direct observations, participant
observation and physical artefacHowever, walitative methods such as interview and
observation are preferres theyoffer a wayto capture individual and complex interpreias

of the context (Stake€l995)and combine to form a detailed picture of each case (Thomas,
2016). Howeverwithout setting parametersbservation and interviewan generate a lot of
data (Stake, 1995)vhichcan be time consuming to analyse and interpret effectively and limit
the effectiveness of the study. One way to manage large quantities of ddiausdahe case

furtherby limiting the number of observations and interviews carriedSuatke 1995).

A range of data collected using different tools from multiple participants offers different

perspectives and voices adding totilustworthines®f the data. To maintain tleeithenticity

of the case the researcher needs to be sensitive to the diffaces preesent and how they are

represented in the repdifandenbroeck and Bie, 2006). Throughaie research process it

was important to maintain authenticity regarding data collected from all participants, while

trying not to let any one voice dominassdas far as possible present an honest and reliable
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representatiorof the data (Brinkmann and Kvale, 2015). Consideration was given to the
transactional nature of knowledge and power symmetry between adult and children,
participantsand researcher, ganularly regarding the dominant voices (Brinkmann and Kvale,
2015).This is covered in more depth in the section on ethical praatideconsideration of

voice (Section 36.5).

34.1.3 Reallife

Case study is concerned with rif¢ situations and social phenomenon (Bassey, 1989
1994, rather than creating experimental conditions (Miles and Huberman, 1994).
Understanding theomplexity of social situationsf both cases isrucial to identify how and
why something happens or fdeveloped a certain wa$take, 199pand operupinsights into

thecircumstancesf each case in England and Denmdkriscombe, 201 (Gtake, 1995)

However, itcan be tricky to capture and report réf situations in detaipotentiallylimiting

the reliability of the study $imons, 2013)Particularly when a subjectivigintology and
interpretivist epistemolyy recognise that there arenultiple realities meanings and
understandings, and that knowledgeastextuallyandtemporally boundGraubaum, 2007)

As a comparative stugthis research loakat two similar cases, in different contextsaking

a direct comparison difficult to achieve. It was only by studying each cadepth, to gain
knowledge of theuthenticityof each case thatt was possible to identify the distinct features
relating to a specific case. Then by looking across the two cases for areas of similarity and

comparison could be made.

3.41.4 Not generalisable

A case study is able to capture the complexity of a phenmmanexample of an issue, that a
more superficial study might ndb{ake, 1995), it is only by studying each casedapth that
it is possible to begin to understahe nature of eadndividual caseandcomplexity(Simons,

2009; Stake, 1995Studyinga particular case idetail,has t he potenti al to

uni ver sal significanceo which i mpl i Basseya deg
(1999; Stake (1995); andfin (1994, agree thathe portrayal of a single instantecked in
time and circumstance, as an Ainstance 1in

Simons, 2013, p.20), where findings are case specific, makes them a poor basis for
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generalisation. Bassey (1999 o0mso 5madevairms:H
|l acking in certainty, suggesting that it 1is
meaning. Typically, findings from a case study arepresentativexample of other similar

cases, studied in detail, that cafifer anew insight making thentransferrable to othdike

cases (Denscombe, 201Imons, 2018 and is the case for this study.

3.4.2 Focusof case study

Depending onthe purpose of the projecthe kind of questions being asked, and the
philosophical positions of the researcldifferent approaches can be applied. For exaraple,
fiexploratory study defines questions and hypothesises about a selectedwiaseasan
explanatory study attempts to explain what causes the effeatehogn phenomenon (Yin,
1994, p.22). A descriptive study fndescribes
1994, p.15), and unique, critical, or revelatory case reveals something relating specifically to

the chosen case (Stake, 199bhereasa representative or typical case is used because it is
6most | i ke the resté (Denscombe, 2010, p.57
approach used, and should be carefully selecidké¢, 1995Yin, 1994) This study is
interested in finothg out more about the two cases of Forest School. Even though a study of
two cases of Forest School could be explanatory or descriptive, the most appropriate way is to
carry out an fAexploratoryo st udtyy p(iYcembnd 1c9a9s4
therefore most likely to be generalisable (Denscombe, 2010, Bypdsking How? and then
Why?an exploratory case studygvides an insight into a complex human situation (Yin, 1994

p.16), such as that of Forest School.

3.4.3 Case study design

To simplify thechoice ofcase study desigviin (1994 p.13) provides a matrikased on the
Alogic of the desiga(Figure 3.). He suggests there are 4 bagdasignsdepending on whether

it is a single or multiple case studyith either single or multiple units of analysis.single
case with a single unit of analysis isiagleholistic design or Type 1, whereas a single case

with more than one unit of analysis isiagle embedded design or Type(Rigure 3.]. A
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multiple case design involves more than one case. Multiple case with a single unit of analysis
is a Type 3 or a holistic, multiple casghereasmultiple cases with ore than one unit of
analysis is a Type 4 orfultiple embedded case desiqiYin, 1994, p.39). This project looks

at two caseandis a multiple case study.

Single Case = Multiple Case

Designs Designs
Holistic
(Single Unitof | TYPE1 TYPE 3
Analysis)
Embedded
(Multiple Units TYPE2 TYPE 4
of Analysis)

Figure3.1 The basic types of design for case st(idin, 1994 p.39).

As each case is a complete unit of analy8is study is a holistic design or Type &tRer than
attempting to evaluate the merits of each approach (Yin, 168dh typical case was explored
separately to provide an darnsamnmgdtt hentun itduuee G
of each example (Simons, 2013, p.3). Typicality was determined by each class exhibiting the
main characteristics provided in the literature, for example frequEremssionanduse ofthe

outside environmentEach case sb claims what they do i§orest School or Forest

Kindergarten.

Given that using multiple methods is a characteristic of case study there are unlimited
combinations that can be used (Stake, 1995). However, to make a credible case and ensure
consistency t methods chosen should be part of a structured approach (Thomas, 2016; Yin,
1994). Although data collection and analysis for each case is carried out separately, it is

replicated as closely as possible for each parallel(@s8e1994). Within each casthe same
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units of analysis were used, for example,dbalt participantschild participantsthe site and

planning andwere all analyseth the same way. Thew ensure that evidence was gathered

using the same tools (observation, interview and ploatis} over a sequence fofe sessions

in each cas, the procedure was set @uita data collection schedul@able 32), (Yin, 1994).

Field notes were made in a research jougAppendix9) to record the context and conditions

of datacollection to refer to late

Forest School Ladybird class (case)
5 visits over 5 weeks (sessions)

Forest Kindergarten Dragonfly class (case)
5 visits over 1 week (days)

Field notes / reflective journal

Reflective Journal Reflective Journal
Visit 1 Walking interview and tour of the setting (audio Walking interview and tour of the setting (audio
recorded) recorded)

Field notes / reflective journal

Visit 2 Photo Tour Practitioner 1
Photo Tour and Elicitation Interview child 1

Photo Tour Pedagogue 1
Photo Tour and Elicitation Interview child 1

Visit 3 Photo Tour and Elicitation Interview child 2
Photo Tour and Elicitation Interview child 3

Photo Tour and Elicitation Interview child 2
Photo Tour and Elicitation Interview child 3

Semi-structured Interview Practitioner 1
(with elicitation of photos)

Semi-structured Interview Pedagogue 1
(with elicitation of photos)

Visit 4 Observation of child 1 Observation of child 1
Observation of child 2 Observation of child 2
Observation of child 3 Observation of child 3

Visit 5 Observation of Practitioner activity (Practitioner 2) Observations of Pedagogue activity (Pedagogue 2)
Field notes Field notes

Table 3.2. Data collection schedule
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3.4.3.1 Sampling O0the caseb

Using the literature, it was possible to define a representative or typical Forest School and
Forest Kindergarten in each context (Denscombe, 2010). The three specific requirements were
that Forest School was a weekly session, and Forest Kindergarteplaoekdaily, both in
outside locations with trees or a wooded area, and the children attending were aged between 3
and 4 years. Ttocate the cases,initially searched on the Forest School Associafie8A)

website for early years settings in England Wwhd registered as Forest School providétls

FSA training. | contacted three settings who were geographically near to me ngil e
(Denscombe, 202®Bimons 2013),explained my study and asked them to contact me if they
were interested in participainOf the two that expressed an interest, | carriechqiliot study

in one Section 3.4.3.3and the other case is presented here. Locating a Danish site was more
difficult as | had no local knowledge or contacts. Fortunately, through a contact atsh Dan
university an outside Forest Kindergarten just outside Copenhagen agreed to participate.
Formal ontact was made to each setting asking for agreement of participate in the study
(Appendix 2 and 3)Participation in the study was based on whkingness of each class,

adults and children to participate in the study, meaning that data collected would be based on

a convenience sample (Denscombe, 2010; Simons, 2013).

The study is bounded by using one case or ¢Eaisle 31) andfrom each comxt whotake

part inForest School or Forest Kindergarteredt y p ieramplefDenscombe, 201(.57).

To reveal the ditinctivenes®f each as stated ithe aims and focus of the stuBtake, 1995)

the study was bounded by the physical, geograplaication of each casehere the study took

place, as one was in Denmark and the other in England. In addition, the study focused on each
Forest School or Forest Kindergartsite. Travel to Denmarkalso meant that there was

limited time frame fordata collection that could not be extended temporally bounded the
study.A data collection schedule (Table 3.2) was used to Ka&pcollectioron track and to

ensure that data was collected consisteathpss the two cas€¥in, 1994). Keeping to &
schedule of five visits was necessary given the difference between five consecutive days spent
in Forest Kindergarten, or five sessions over five weeks in Forest School. The schedule also

allows for replication and duplication of the study.

Twoadults(me a | ead participant) and three chil
i nf or (@Gaunbawnd2007, p.88as they were considered to have the required knowledge
of Forest School or Forest Kindergareerdable to shed light on their experiencespecified

that each of the child participants in each case or class were aged between 3 and 4 years old
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and had at least a year prior experience of Forest School or Forest Kindergarfainpasisae

sample (Wood and Smith, 2016). But as selectionhefahild participants was partly the
decision of the lead adult participant in each case, this was also a convenience sample
(Denscombe, 2010; Simons, 2Q01Bach of the adult and children participants were willing
participants andleparticipantsand paents of children involvedave informed consented, and
children gaveongoing conseniSection 35.1). Full background tdhe casegSection 4.2 and
Section 5.2and theparticipantsare available irchapters fou(Section 4.4)and five(Section

5.6). Although 3 children froneach case took part the study, in the Danish case the individual
children consistently played as part of a group, making it difficult to separate the two so the
groups became the focus of the study. This selectitaria ensures that ¢hcase is not open

ended neither is the data unlimited, but bounded as a coherent, integrated system of each
parallel case (Denscombe, 2080ake, 1995)Each case is instrumental in exploring the issues

and in gaining an insighbio Forest Learning in each conté3take, 1995)

3.4.3.2 Trustworthiness

Validity and reliability can be problematic when carrying auialitative researcland
attempting to apply them could distort the nature of the inquiry (Simons, 2013), asldtey r

to the consistency of a particular instrument to produce the same data time after time
(Denscombe, 2010). In a small scale, qualitative study in an educational cihvetermplexity

of each case is the reason for the study,adinelr researchers wouiid it difficult to replicate

the study andproduce the same results. Therefdrimcoln and Guba(198) proposed the
alternative criteria ofrustworthiness and the réda terms ofwthenticity, confirmability, and
credibility. Rather than producing identical results the emphasis is on the research @ndcess

relates to how the data is negotiated and understood

To improve thetrustworthinessof the studya number of kements can be incorporated
including providing a detailed explanation of the study including data collection and analysis,
so other researcher can replicate the process of the study (Basseyint@@®gd in this study

is a detailed methodology and ata collection schedul@able 3.2). Next, immersion in the

case and lengthy engagement with the participahish in this cas@elpedto build trust and
improve the honesty of responses from the participgererating authentic reseaitlincoln

and Guba, 1985). In addition, to strengthen the authenticity raw data can be checked with their
sources. In this study intervietnanscriptswere e-mailedto participants for them to confirm

they were a true representation of the discusdsimKkmann and Kvale, 201®enscombe,
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2010. In addition, the photographs were used in elicitation interviews, with adults and children

to agree meaning owéhe significance of people, places and objects including (Bassey, 1999).

Also, alignment of data elicited from the different sources and participants provides
triangulationwhich strengthens the interpreted meani(@gssey, 1999Braun and Clarke,
2013;Stake, 199% Lastly, sufficient information needs to be includedconvince the reader
that the conclusimadeare justifiable. This study hagprovideda detailed accounwith
comprehensive information on each case, the location and each of tbpaatsthat result in

credibleconclusions.

3.4.3.3The pilot study

Before carrying out this study | carried out a srsahile pilot of the data collection methods in

a Forest Schodessiorin England.Trialling the methods of photo touirsvolvedtheuse of |-

pads (Clark and Moss, 2002005; Dockett and Perry, 2005; Einarsdottir, 2005; 20G#)
threechildren,aged three and fouiollowed bya groupphotoelicitation interview(Clark and

Moss, 2001; 2005)rhe purpose aothe phototouwas t o col |l ect i nf or mat.
favourite placesas an indicator atheir experiences and interpretations of Forest Scasol

their reality (Gilbert, 2009; Thomson, 2008he rationaledr the pilot was to seevhether the

method was effeateat gai ni ng c¢ hi badad emtliephojpaphs sakea antd i v e s
the explanation givergs well as gauging their ability to use thgalds.The photo tour phase

went well,andall three children enjgds howi ng me around d&dkihgei r F
photagrapts o f t heir 0 Tha ghddren wereenot girhitecc by ¢hé number of
photographs they could takendthe highest number taken by one child was 20. This helped

me decide to not to limit the numberiofagesthey could taken the actual studyAll three

children were confident using theipéds and talking to me about their favourite places.

The purposef the elicitation interview was to clarify my understanding of the significance of
the places, people or items children had chosen to include in the photogmaiisee thi
meaningbehindthe data (Bassey, 1999). However, the group elicitation etaéenging To
make the children feel relaxddgdecided to use a group situatiplacing less emphasis on one
individual child. However, whemhtried to group all three children togethéne three photo
toursbecause of the time lapse, it was very diffidol collect the children together, and re
engage them. Even when | had got them togatheequiet place to talk about their photos and

favourite placesit was difficult to generate a discussion dinely only spoke briefly about the
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contentof thar photographs(RobertsHolmes, 2014)As a result, irthe study | dicElicitation

interviews with theindividual children after each photo tour.

3.5 Ethical considerations

A commitment to ethical principlas fundamental to angesearcland particularly relevario

this studyof adult®and child e rviéves and experienced Forest School. As the research
was carried out in England and Denmark this study considered the ethical guidelines and
principles set out from each country, alongside those from Bishop Grosseteste University
(BGU., 2015)For example, the British Eduitan Research Association (BERA., 2011) ethical
guidelines are based on the main principles of respect for all participants, prevention of harm,
reciprocity and equity (Brooks, teRiele, and Maguire, 20Wjich relate closely to the
principles of honestytransparency, and accountability in tBanish Code of Conduct for
Research IntegritygCCRI., 2014. The principles of all three documents were considanetl
combined to form the following areas of consent and assent, anonymity, prevention of harm
and @ency which were articulated the research ethics clearance form (see Appeb)dirnd

was approved by the BGU ethics committBg. setting out the process and adopting this
ethically aware position throughout the research prodbssactions, relatiorsnd interactions
between researcher and participants have been influenced by these ethical principles
(Bassey,1999; Brooks, te Riele, and Maguire, 2014; Miles and HubermanRdisbn, 2002)

and protocols followed with respect to all participaf@srisensen and Prout, 2002; Dockett

and Perry, 2007).

3.5.1 Consent and assent

After gaining ethical approvdlAppendix1) from the Bishop Grosseteste University B)G
ethics committee contact was made with potésiias for data collectiovia email (Appendix

2). Once agreement to participate was obtained a furimaileand research information sheet
(Appendix 3) was sent to each settingctommunicate a full and honest explanation of the
nature of the researchethods used, what participation involves for the setting and the adults,
parents and childrgiBERA., 2011; DCCRI, 2014xand a consent form that was also translated
into Danish Appendix4 and 5.

Due to the distance and time constraints of traveltmdenmark, informed consent was

secured from adult participants and parents of child participants before the research process
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startedby each settingAlthough not idealthis process was duplicated for the English case to
maintain consistency in the feelvork across cases. To maintategrity ofthe research and
respect for the participants and integrity of the research aidm ongoingssent throughout
the study| actively remindedll participants of theiright to withdraw without consequence.
This was done verbally with the adudtsd wth aface char{Appendix6), for children to point

to the smiley face if they were happy to particig&etterMackenzie, Edwards, and Widdop
Quinton, 2013 Dockett, Perry, and Kearney, 2013All data including interview audio
recording and photographic images were stored se¢pasgword protected and encrypted on
electronic devices in accordance with the Data Protection Act (1998). All data will beydestr

after completion of this project.

3.5.2 Anonymity

As far as possible the identity of each individual #mel two setting have been protected
through the use giseudonymgFlick, 2014). Descriptions of each case have been carefully
constructed d maintain anonymity, yet portray detail (Thomas, 2018)is is especially
important in case studysearchvhere the rich detail of each case is imporgamdt might make
identification of both the location and individual easidowever, & photo data nght contain
images of places and faces of individuals permission was sought to use these within then
research report, even though this might result in identification of the individual or setting.

Consent was included on thesearcltonsensheet (see Appendikand 5.

35.3 Prevention from harm

In both my roles as early years educator and university lectunaxe participated in regular
safeguarding training, sb am aware of safeguarding procedures and my responsibility
regarding repding any area of conceritherefore, lam confident that should any concerns
arise during the data collection, for example disclosure or any illegal behavamrable to

give these matters careful consideratithappropriate | woulde able tadake the necessary
action and follow the correct procedures which may involve informing the authorities, whereby
confidentiality and anonymitwould be waivedBassey, 199; BERA, 2011).
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3.5.4Voice

Particular attention was given &ghical valueghatspecifically relate to research with young
children(Page, Clare and Nutbrown, 2013; Simons, 20863 it i s the chil dods
and have their view representdidwas important to be aware of the balance of vbeatgveen

adults and childrerresearcher and participants (Brinkmann and Kvale, 20d&jin the data,

rather than a tokenistic participation (Hart, 191 the Danish phase of this stydyherel

used the pedagogue asranslator to understand the childrérere was more thathme usual
capacity for power dynamics, which could ha
chil ddés daoantbroitthutciacres, to ensure the chil dbo
any misunderstandings the elicitation interview wasduas an opportunity to confirm the

c hi | dr e n,dvkilethedranscribedyaudio of the photo tours provided further validation.

To maintain the social reality of each case, a balance needed to be struck betw#f=mehe
voicesrepresented withithe data and in the final report (Vamtbeoeck and Bie, 2006).
Throughout the research process it was important to maintain authenticity regarding the data
collected from all participants, while trying not to let any one voice domimdtie trying as

far as possible to present an honest and reliablgpratation of the data (Brinkmann and
Kvale, 2015).Finally, when writing the final report care was taken to repreadmlanced
presentation ohdul t s and ¢ biving theme eagdakspaceolinahe published
document(Vandenbroeck and Bie, 2006) To ensure the adult was fairly represented in
interview and observation transcripts of both were emailed to the adult participants for them to
confirm they were a true representation of what wad sawhat happened(inkmann and

Kvale, 201% Denscombe, 2030In addition,during the study collected data was available for
participants and parents of child participants to read or look at if chosen. This was stated on the

research information she@ppendix3).

3.6 Reflexivity

Everyone including esearchers are products of their social and cultural environment and
personal experienceas we attach meaning things that happen (Denscombe, 20Making

sense of what is seen and heard during a study that is focused on the social context of each case
relies on what the researcher already knows and believes (Denscombe;Th@t83earcher

can only report on things #seysee them, resulting in rearch that is not neutral but subjective
(Cresswell, 2011 Being aware of our subjectivities and making them part of the research

process allows the reader to consider the study in relation to them (Cresswell, 2014). An integral
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part of this study isthe e sear cher 6s fAsel fo or the resear
experiences (Denscombe, 2010, p.87). For this study | have reflected on my personal values

and beliefs and how these may influence this research.

During the study it was importantibaild a rapport with both the children and adult participants
to gain an authentic response to questions (Grieg and Taylor, 1988%. able to do this
because of my experience of working with young childaithough| was aware that there
could be an untentional power irbalance between the researcher and the children or adult
participants. | was able to use many years of experience talking with young children as an
early years educator to make tti@ldrenfeel comfortableand as relaxed as pos&hvhen
carrying out the photo tours and elicitation interviewssdd a similar approaetith the adult

participants antried tochat informally with them (Brinkmann and Kvale, 2015).

In addition, although | have not participated in specific Forest@c¢haining,my experience

of working with young children has involved outside plsly experiences and the knowledge

of the benefits play has for young childrémcluding myappreciation for both the social and
emotional benefits for being outside and having access to open spaces and fresh air (Kaplan,
1995), have influenced my view of Forest SchoBbrest Kindergarten and this research.
Further my personal pedagogy of howidren play and learn through engagement with others

and the environment favours a constructivist perspective, which has also shaped this thesis.

Further | am aware that my experience of the English early years system as an educator and as
a parent haturtherinformedmy subjectivity | am also aware that before this study | was less
informed practically and theoretically about the Danish early years education system.
Reflecting on these experiences, values and beliefs has made me awavetioéy migh
influerce my interpretation oéventsduring the studyl have tried to be conscious of forming
opinions prematurely and trying to be directed by the data and as a far as possible keeping an
open mind. For example, consider alternative interpretationsirging not to ignore data that

does not fit with the narrative of the report (Denscombe, 2010). Also, | used a reflective journal
(Appendix 7) throughout the study to jot down my thoughkdsreflectmy experiences and
interpretation of eventStake 2006; Yin, 1994)

3.7 Methods

The methodological framework that forms this chapter is based on research methods that have

previously been piloted in small scale study in a different location. Fieldwork for this thesis
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was undertaken in 2016 and data was collected over 4 months frazh MaluneData from

the English case was collected first in England, because of the weekly sessions it was only
possible to collect data ovéve consecutive weeks. Then because of travel to Denmark and
Forest Kindergarten happening every day it wasiptesto collect the data over one week. To
maintain consistency data was collected dixer visits. The data collection schedul€able

3.2) shows thechronological ordethat data was collectedjth the same sequence applied to
each case (Yin, 1994Jable 33 shows how each method captured data relating to the three
research questiongach single case, although different can be dealt with consistently (Stake

1995) making it possible to replicate elsewhere (Arsel, 2017)

Research Question Data Capture

RQ1: What are adults experiences and Walking interviews and Tour
interpretations of Forest School in England or Semi-structured interviews
Forest Kindergarten in Denmark? Photo Tours and Elicitation interviews

Observations Plans (document)

RQ2: What are children’s experiences and Photo Tours and Elicitation Interviews
interpretations of Forest School in England or | Observations
Forest Kindergarten in Denmark?

RQ3: What are the similarities and differences Walking Interview and Tour
between the Forest School and Forest Semi-structured interviews
Kindergarten environments and how do these Photo-Tours and Elicitation Interviews
impact on the experiences of their users? Observations

Table 3.3Shows how data collected relates to the research questions

Data was collected using different types of inteng@weluding walking interview, elicitation
interviews and semistructured intervie® which are presented together here in order, although
the semistructured interview was carried out lg$able 32). In addition, photo tours and
observation are also explainell three instruments are appropriate for adults and children
andhave been widely used in similar research such aMtsaic Approachthat pioneered
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participatory methods with young childre@lérk and Moss, 20022005).In addition, hese
methods have also been used individuallyiaviousForest School research by Davis and
Waite (2005) and Massey (2002)

3.7.1 Interviews

Interviews are conversations with a structure and a purosd&inan and Kvale, 2015). This
study uses three different types of interview: walking intergiesg@mistructured interview
and elicitation interviea Eachform of interviewoffers a slightly different approach, structure
and purpose which arsummarisedbelow. Interviews area useful way ofdeveloping a
professional conversatidn gain an insight intandividual views and aleepemunderstanding

of their knowledgeand how they &ve constructed their reality

3.7.1.1 Walking Intervieve

In the first instance | started collecting data usamginformal tour of the siter walking
interview with the lead adult participaitangsted, 1994)The walking interviewwas mult

purpose Firstto familiarise myself with the geographical layout of the site (Brinkman and
Kvale, 2015) a from it | was able to map out each locatidig(re 4.1 and Figure 5)1
Secondly to start taegotiate the research relationshgiween the resedrer and participant

(Grieg and Taylor, 1999). Lastly, to reveal adult knowledge and understand their reality of the
case (Stake, 1995). The Forest School tour took approximately 20 minutes, whereas in Forest
Kindergarten it took slightly longer, becaudewas alarger site As the first unit of data

collected it was important to begin to understand the case.

To achieve all three aims the walking interview was relaxed and viewed throughout as a
conversation with a purpose (Simons, 2013). The adultjgantt was positioned as the expert

with knowledge, which involved them taking the lead and directing the tour after being asked
to 6Show me aroundod ( Bisunstkuctueed approadh widsvaehieweqd 2 0
by asking questions spontaneously &ytwrose from the general conversation or location such

as O0This 1l ooks i nt er eThi$ iequiged avingh tlevelhoh gkif ams h e
knowledge from the interviewéo producanformation from theconversatior{Brinkman and

Kvale, 2015). Immerse in the situation the interviewgoractised careful listening and
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qguestioningdeciding in the moment whether to follow up on a commoemiot(Brinkman and

Kvale, 2015). However, with informality there is a risk that the interviewer may not get

adequateinformation or not ask appropriate questions (Arsel, 2058mistructured

interviews were used later as an opportunity to ask any unanswered questions and clarify and

issues.

Informal, walking interviews can mean that the participant can fangabt realise they are

being interviewed (Arsel, 201%Yhile a relaxed atmosphere canovide more authentic

answers however, for ethical reasoitswas necessary to inform the participant that the walk

was part of the data collection and gain conserstudio record ifArsel, 2107) In addition,

the informal approackimited any effects researchepresencanay have on the practitioners

and put the adults at eamed ensure the situation was unthreaterpagticularly in relation to
any perceived powaetifferential between the researcher and participa®oé Re i | IThe,

walking interviews were audio recorded and transcribed.

3.7.1.2 Elicitation Interviews

Elicitation interviews in this study wer@informal conversationsarried out with the childnd
adult participantsaimed ateliciting more information fromthe photgraphdata(Clark and
Moss, 2001; 2005)n addition,the elicitation allowedhe researchetp confirmthe meaning
of the photographs and prevent any merstanding (Hill, 2005Elicitation interviews have
been used in this wan previous studies with young childre@lérk and Moss, 2001; 2005
Arksey and Knight, 1999nd more specifically in Forest School researcbavis and Waite

201

(2005) When trialed in the pilot the elicitation interviews were carried out with all three

children, however too much time had elapsetithe discussion was limiteddence, for the

study the photo tours were carried out individualtynediately after each tour.

After the photo tourwhich is explained in more detail 8ection 3.7.2l sat with the childsat
in a quite spot and the chil dr e nntheEorest
Kindergarten the pedagogueat alongside andranslatedfor me The elicitation of the

photographgrovidedan opportunity for the researcher to fact check emue toa shared

as ke

understanding of the significance or meaning of the places or important aspects to their play or

activities captured in the imagé€hlill, 2005). To locaet he conver sat.

on i

experiencegSmith, Duncan and Marshall, 2008)e researcheséedq u e st i o rhats u c h
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do you | ike doing hepg?6?06 6oWh od Whoa ty odlbropghoauy pw i
this processhe children promed an insight into their experiences amere ableo tell their

own narrativeof the play and places important to th@@minkmann and Kvale, 201%ollier

and Collier 1986) With the adult participants photo elicitation took place at the same time as

the semistructured interviews. Revisiting the photos at the end of the data collection provided

an ice breaker and focus for the start of the interview (Brinkmann and Kvale, 2015). As gaining
the adults and chi lindigheimatee wored rared xgperiences s am n d
important part of this study, the photo elicitation was useful in elicitimgoae accurate
understanding, as well as acknowledge the c
to that of the research@fargasMalet et al.,201Q Punch 2002.

Audio recording of both the photo tours and elicitation interviews could be referred to later
duri ng anal y s iasdprovidd &nay td dlagfy any2afeds df uncertainty, resolve
any misunderstandings, and pravichorebackground information (Hill, 2005)This was
particularly useful with the Forest Kindergarten daterethe pedagogukadtranslated. The
photo tour and elicitation dat@mbined with observation and interview data build ugstbey

of each casand provide a context tthe social reality of the caseSfake 1995) while
triangulation of datathat confirms a findingfrom more than one source improves the
trustworthiness of the findingEiharsdottir, 2005; Gray, 2012; Greenfield, 20Newman,
Woodcock, and Dunham, 2006)

3.7.1.3 Semistructured interviews

Depending on the type selectéstructured, sermtructure or unstructurgdinterviews are
usefulfor gaining a new insight into an issue or area of interest from the perspective of the
interviewee which is relevant for this studfrinkman ad Kvale, 2015)Rather than using a
structured interview with a set of exact questions, the-samnctured mterview was selected

for this study as it is more flexible and allows for the exploration of a complex phenomenon,
such as Forest Learning. The sestnuctured approach allowed for a mixture of straightforward
questions relating to background informatitmliowed by more probing questions that require

lengthy, detailed and personal responses (Denscombe, 2010).

Reliability and trustworthiness interview dataare important especially in serstructured

interviews with the potential for leading questions to be agReadkmann and Kvale, 2015)
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To maintain consistency across the two cagesyisional questionwere colour coded for easy
referenceand the mai8 areasto be covered we listed(Appendix8) and asan aide memoire
referred to during the both sestructured interviewgArsel, 2017). To minimise any bias an
interview protocol vasfollowed to ensure similar procedures were replicated across both cases
(Arsel, 2017 Yin, 1994). In addition, the sermstructured process was open to change.
Depending on the answers given by the interviewee, follow up questions could be asked
(Brinkman and Kvale, 2015). To help account for the different nature of eachMageatd,

2007a 2007b), additional questions generated by events or observations over the course of the
data collection specific to each case were adlngdlidatethefindings (Brinkmann and Kvale,
2015).1t is worth noting that the two casewere being sudied fortheir typicality, and sao

identify any differencedetween the two.Consequentlyto understand each case fully, the
identified differences were explored furthe
and Kvale, 2015). Wkh althougmecessary for understanding each case, it may take the two
interviews in different directionsTherefore, usinghe prepared questiormsed on central

themedrom the literaturéept the interviews on track.

The quality of interview data can be limitedibterviewees saying what they think thehyould

say and not necessarily what they, ddnile the personality of the interviewer may have an
effect on the interviewee or the Ainterview
both limitations dferent types of questions were usttfoughout the process, to achieve
different information. Br example at the start formal dntroductory questionsrereused to

gain background information about the adult participant, for example their qualifications and
years of experience, also information about individual children such as exact age. Next the
elicitation interview used photographs from the photo tour which provided a focus early on to
relax the interviewee. Then using ttemes from the ligising an opestyle of questioning

such asgrell me aboud ? 6 ( Br i n k ma 20h5)aa thalinteliew avene deepeinto

personal experiences and philosophy of Forest Learning. Probing and follow up questions were
used to extend or confirm detail alongsi de
continue. In addition, interpreting questionswereds such as O6Do you mea
thinking?6 t o c Brimkmannmand kKived@G415).4 dstdy strdidturing questions

were sed to redirect the participant or keep them on traith their response, for example

00L&t move on tamméardd KyalB2015nThendifferent techniques encouraged a
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dialogue to develofbetween both the interviewer and interviewee as a valuable part of

understanding each case (Brinkmann and K\z4&5).

Leaving the semstructured interviews until the end of the proj@able 32) allowedtime for
aresearch relationship to build be®vethe researcher and the main participame. researcher
and participantsvere ableto have an irdepth discussion andlk freelyto achiewe the most
authenticand open responses (Grieg and Taylor, 1988 semistructured interviews were
audio recordd andcarried outwith the main adult participant in each caisea quiet room
away from distractionandlasted approximately an houwsray (2012) suggesthat theaudio
should be transcribed as soon as possible after collection. In the Forestcaskaotio was
transcribedbefore the next visit, howevehe daily nature of data collection in Forest
Kindergarten, meant that transcription was carried out later, and the audio was listened to so
guestions arising could be added to the semicturedmterview notesAll transcripts were €
mailed to adult participanter them toagree that the details are representatfithe discussion
(Brinkmann and Kvale, 201®enscombe, 2010)

3.7.2 PhotoTours

Photo tours were used Blark and Moss (2001h the Mosaic Approactlhe idea of using a

tour as a way to collect information about an environrfrent those who live thergyas based

on Hartés (1997) transect wal teds(1994, pA35)snihimi | ar
Scandinavi an st udy photétourcihledlbytheechild, svholisiinvchagge T h €
showing the researcher around the environment and documenting the event by taking
photographsin thisstudyt o0 gai n t he udhidlsd rpeerstssp edirkd vad g p
their 1liveso ( Cl amplkototoursierdtarsed out idividually with thel 3 ) ,
main adult participant and three child participants over two sesgibag 2 and 3 in the

schedulg and replicated aoss both casgTable 3.2)

Rather than sing disposable or digital cameyaised previously by Clark and Moss (2001,
2005), this study opted to use daitablets or {pads toenable young children to physically
operate the device, regardleggheir physical dexterityor skill. In addition, images on the i

pad are accessiblemmediately meaninghildren can see the imagehich was also useful for
elicitation | ater. During the data varabld ect i
with different degrees of confidence, although all managed to use the device independently
(FargasMalet et al., 2010).
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Images selected are a powerful way to show how individuals use particular places, while also
illuminatinga n i n d iperagton af placas, aneéxperienceswhich can be interwoven

with their feelingsor emotional connections to places, reveatimgr social reality(Gilbert,

2009; Laslett, 1976; Scott, 1990homson, 2008fT he seri es of 1 mages t a
narrathe 6 ( Bur ke, 2a8t@@th of psing ghdtpursis thattlgey offer a wayfor

children tocommunicag their thoughts and ideas without having to speak (Clark and Moss,
2001; 2005; Davis and Waite, 20@ockett and Perry, 2005; Einarsdottir 0&) 2007) which

is especially useful to overcome any potential language bapetgcularly in the Danish case.

After checking that each child could use thgad, each was askédl6 Show me your
School 6 and i f r Swpwimnewed yqu playShow raedplaces youhlikep
Show me things that you do and take apmkast os 6.
taken arounthe siteby them The childrertalkedand responded to my questions suctydsat

do you pdstheytodk photegfalhs of their favourite or important places, peapbk

things. In Forest Kindergarten the pedagogue came as well to translate.

However, the pictures only tell part of the story and for an accurate interpretation by the
researcherfurther verification can be achievedhrough dialogue (Burke, 20R8With
permission théours were audio recorded and transcribed so if required thay loe returned

to for confirmation of meaning, and cross referenced alongside the inGlgés dnd Moss,

2001; 2005)Within any human research there is the possibility that respondents could second
guess what researcher wanted them to say (Langstet), d9®the research ends up tokenistic

(Hart, 1997) In this study elicitation of the images helped to minimise both issuesnaré

carried out after the photo tour with each child individuelg, although the presence of the
pedagogue was not idealrfboth the photo tours and elicitatioastranslating involvd an

element of interpretation (Twinn,1997) had to trust that she had

my words and intentions accurately

Given the potential for power dynamics betwestults and children, especially with the
pedagogueds pr esenc & wdsimmpdrant te mdintaik a sycthmetrigah r t e
balance of powdny minimal interactionsallowing the children to take the le@dandenbroeck

and Bie, 2006)The children had contr@ver the use of thepad and the images taken, while

the researcher remained as passive as possible with no control and little idea of the photos being
taken (Barker and Weller, 2003). Giving children the responsibility to collect data even though

| had piloted the approach earlier wasky andl worried about the quality of the da&ven

knowing that in the pilot the children had participated successfuliypk a deliberateeffort
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frommeto notlook at the imagesr interfere. Somechildren asked me to take images of them

which | did Based on the pilot whetbe childrendid not exceed 20 photdfierewas no limit

to the number of images the children could takso, each caseas bounded by the number

of participants to limit th photographic da{@&take, 1995)After each tour | reflectedn events
andmade notes in my journal (Stake, 1995)onthén i | dr endés behavi,our d
particularlyin the Forest Kindergarten in case with hindsitjetre was anything to suggé¢he

childrenwereb e having differently because of .the p

3.7.3 Observation

Observation was selected it provides a distinct way to collect déba this study Using
direct observatiorrecorded as field notes (Appendd in a natural settingraws on direct
evi dence fwiotrm eapnsvitle fatsgpdeand detail of what happens (Denscombe,
201Q p. 196. Providing information onthe everydaycontextthat cannot be obtainedrough
an interview or questionnairthat relies on what the participant tells the resear(Bassey,
1999). Observing specific events including social interactions proviblesich description
needed for case study (Stake, 1998).addition, observation is aay of capturing the
experiences of thos#ess articulatéwhich in this instance applies to children and any potential
language barriers (Simons, 2013, p.2%¥stly, observation providesvgay tocross chechvith
other data collected frorthe interviews and photo tourand strengthen the validity of the
accouns (Simons, 2018

An initial observation was important to establish a baseline for what is typical in each context
(Yin, 1994).Taking field notegAppendix9), | familiarised myself with the routine, events,

and features of everyday life in the caBagsey, 1999to build up a picture of each case as a
whole (Greenfield, 2011)n addition, the researcher would be familiar with behaviours typical

to each caseAny potential differences practice that arise during data collection may be
attributed to participants changing their habits, or knowing they are being observed, and as far
as possible can be interpreted as such (Bailey,1996; Yin,1994). Thus, preventing the researcher

from intepreting atypical behaviours as normal.

In each casur unstructured observatio(recorded using field notes)ere caried outto see
first-hand the experiences of children and aduldse adult in eacbasewas observed during
anactivity. Then each of thehreeparticipant childrenvere observed playing in their favourite

places(determined from the photo tour datalsing anunstructured style of observatiadhe
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observerrecorded events and interactions that occurred during 20 toird@tesof activity
(Wood and Smith, 2016)As it is difficult to be a norparticipant with young children
(Merriam, 1988) the researcher was positioned as a participant observer (Cresswell, 2014)
trying to have minimal interaction with those being obsedv(Denscombe, 2010) and still be
able to make notes (Thom&916).Watching and listenings events unfolded madeetsier

to understand what was happening more clearly (Thomas,.2016)

During observation of the Danish children it was difficult to sefgaAnneka and Oskar from

their groups, the fairy girls and sand bogithoughl decided to continue with the observagon

as planned.In England where data was collected firgthe children mostlyplayedon their

own, makinglike for like comparison dficult. Later, when reflecting on the data, | considered
this anomalyvouldreveal more about each case and the differences between them, for example
chil dr enbds s,dhudpaviding andeepar msightiintewests that could not be

elicited amther way Kumar, 2014)

Ther e s e ar c hia théfield netespravilesa rich narrativedescription (Stake, 1995),
although there is a danger that the researcher can see what they want or expect to see and mis
interpret actiongDenscombe, 2030Kumar, 2014 Observing participants in their usual
surroundings, as part of a whole cadengside other data, such as interview transcripts and
photographs findingsanbe verified through triangulatioand canminimise the risk of any

events being mimterpreted Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2011; Greenfield, 2011; Warming,
2002) In addition, to prevent the potential for bias the purpose of the observation and
notetaking was focused on individual and group behaviour, and sdeiattion. However, as
anobservetter e i s an Oinherent tension between u
being sufficiently objective as dinsida ¢{Davis and Waite, 200%.7). To acknowledge my
subjectivity and remain reflexive | mad®tes inmy journal (Appendix 7) after each
observation (Stake, 1995)

Each observation lasti between 20 and 30 minutes depending on individual circumstances
andfinished ona natural break, whiclWwas considered long enough to be representative of the
case andgain a sense of the social situatifdenscombe2010) athough to maintain
consistency acrogmrticipants and casésvas important taot go beyond thisme allocation
and risk skewing the dat&ontextual factorsvere recorded such as time of day, and weather

to give a full account antelp explain events and interactiqg@enscombe, 2010).
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3.7.4 Journal andfield notes

Research is never neutral (Denscombe, 2010) so it is necessary for the researcher to be aware
of their personalvalues beliefsand expeenceswhich shapeboth the natureand processf
researchand be reflexive in two wayfjnctionaland personal (Wilinson, 1998)Functional
reflexivity involves giving attention to the way our research processes mayrtilenced the
research(Wilkinson, 1998) Assumptions madeoncerning ontological subjectivity are
important and go beyond decisiaegarding samplsize,instrument design or ethical practice

as it is acknowledged that researchers bring their own values, assumptions and experiences or
our subjectivities to the research proceBsagn and Clarke, 2013\Whereas personal
reflexivity involves making tB researcher visible in the research (Wilkinson, 1998
acknowledgingwho the researcher is, and how their background, values, and experiences,
inform assumptions and decisions made by trerapng the research design and subsequent
interpretation of data (Brinkman and Kvale, 2015). In the ethical considerations section earlier
the researcher acknowledged thg#rsonal backgrounchay have influencedspects of this

study (Silverman, 2011). Acknoediging that these subjectivities are influential even if only in

a minor way to any knowledge produced and that the study is richer and more credible because
of these different perspectiveshile the researcher is reflexive and reflective (Braun and
Clarke, 2013 Cresswell2014).

A way of embracing subjectivity and as part of quality control a reflexive, research joasal

kept throughouthe project taecord feelings, thoughts and reflectioBai{ley, 1996;Braun

and Clarke, 201;35take, 199bIndad ng t hi s a researcher s per c¢
become part of the research, with a subjecinverpretative orientation flowing through the

inquiry (Cresswell, 2014Xeeping a journafAppendix7) was useful to reflect on situations

and eents after they occurred. In additioeflectingin the journalas soon as possible after

data collectiorfor example after interview and observation can help maintain honesty and
authenticity (Stake, 1995). Doing so can help identify and make the acleeeamare of any

subjectivity evident as well as interpretations which may indicate bias in the study.

Field notegAppendix7) were also used to record anything interesting as it happened in the
field, as part of the big picture of the settingailey, 1996 Gray, 2012). Noting these
occurrences or anomalies, as they occur or as soon as possibknafteompted questionsf
clarification to beasked of adults latén semistructured interviewstrengthening the validity

of findings. Detailed notes were frequently returned to as a reminder of the context of a
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situation, rather than interpret events in isolation (Braun and Clark, 2006; Cresswell, 2014
Kumar, 2014), which helped build an undersiag and honest representation of events
occurring in the case (Bailey,199®e-reading notes waalso usefuto keep all participants

and voiceequal and fairly represented when reporting on the findifiige use of both field
notes and journal entriesarc provideconfirmation ofthe researchés interpretation of data,

resulting in @ honest and credible presentation of findings.

3.8 Summary of methods

Gaining the differenperspective®f adults and children, through the useliiple methods
includinginterview, observation and photo tours strengthened the credddilinefindings of

this study, while confirmation of the findings from more than one source, triangulates and
improves their trustworthines$:or this study knowledge igsiewed as epistemdogically
subjective so information is considered as dynamic and subject to the context and circumstances

at the time Analysis of data is explained next.

3.9 Analytical framework : Emergent Thematic Analysis

Thematic analysis is &oundational method for qualitative analysissed forfidentifying,
analysing and reporting pattetn firecurring themesthat comeout of thedata(Braun and
Clarke, 2006p.78-79). However, he processthat moves raw data tmterpretdions founded
on evidencas not straightforwargespecially agualitative analysiss criticised for dack of
clarity and consistency (Denscombe, 20¥0xlear framework for thematic analy$iasbeen
appliedconsistently to all data across both cases that shows the deuiskimg process and
results in astudythat is theoretically and methodologically soyBdaun and Clarke, 2006).
Thematic analysis is aseful analyticaltool as it can be used flexiblyand the process of
analysis does not become limited or constraiffun and Clark2006). The researcher
actively selects, editend organises datato themes that are of interest and relevant to the
researchfocus (Braun and Clark, 2006)n a logical ad rigorous process that gives data
meaning(Gray, 2012).

Thematic analysis can be either theory or data driven, although the approach used must be made

clear (Braun and Clark, 2006)hematic analysis driven by themes emerging from the data has
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been crilqued for failing to allow theory to guide work at an early stage (Silverman, 2005).
Whereas, if themes are derived from literature it can be difficult for the researcher to see what
fithe data might be sayindBoyatzis, 1989p.35). This study started bidentifying themes

from the data during transcription, themanswer the research questiorejisited the data
using themes identified from the literature revielig(re 2.1) Data collected through
interview, observationand photo tourgset out belw) in eachcasehas been analysed
separately usinghe same six stages, starting wiimiliarisation withthe datg including
transcription. Then as ideas ioterestbecame appareim the datathey were identified and
coded. Next, the overarching themes searcled for, and the themes were reviewed before
they aredefined and namd. In this study, each case was analysed separately before considering
the similarities and differences acrossttlie cases were identifigdhomas, 2016Yin, 1994)

then finally the findings were presented in a regBraun and Clarke, 2006).

3.9.1 Stage 1:Familiarisation of data

Before attempting any analysBraunand Clark (2006); Brinkman and Kvale (2015) and Gray
(2012) suggest that the researcher becomes familiar withetherging story of the daia
(Bassey, 1999p.75). The first phaseof this projectinvolved transcribing the recorded
interview datato becane familiar with the data befomtempting anyormal analysis Data
from each case was analysed separdteigre drawing on both cases for deeper analysis and

discussion later.

3.9.1.1 Transcription and translation ofterviewdata

Transcription is &ey part of analysis and not just the act of recording the spoken word as the
written word (Lapadat and Lindsay, 1999). During the transcription process meaning and
significance begin to be created (Boyatzis, 1998), as once data is transcribed itdig alrea
interpreted dataBrinkmann anvale,2015. Although time consuming and tediousth the

potential for subjectivities and bias to creep in, transcription informed the early stages of
analysis and allows for a more thorough understanding afatse(Braun and ClayR006). In

this project, as a way of maintaining quality and reliability the researcher collected and
transcribed all the data (Miles and Huberman, 1994). All the audio data from interviews

(Appendix 10) and photo tours (Appendix 1lyas transcribed as soon as possible after

109



collection (Braun and Clark, 200benscombe, 2010). Transcription of the Forest School data
took place irbetween each weekly visit. Whereas, in the Forest Kindergarten data collection
occurreddaily so it was nopossible to transcribe all data within this time frame. To ensure
continuityand to prevent something being misunderstood by the researcher after ththevent,
researcher listened to the audio recordings and made notes on any anomalies, allowing for any
guestions to be included in the sestriuctured interview. Transcription took place back in the

UK.

All transcribed audio recordings wewerbatim accounts, including utterances and pauses
(Brinkmann and Kvale, 2015). It is important for the researchéetsensitive to problems
surrounding language particularly its translation (Alexander, 2001), and whose voice is being
represented in the data. For this stugsing ongpedagoguevho translated spontaneously as
children spokavas preferableas it provided consistency across all the data (Twinn, 1997). As

a precaution allnterviews and photo tours were audio recorded. To validate théuduer
agreement was sought byn&iling transcripts to athdult participants to ensure that content
was represeative of discussions (Brinkmann and Kvale, 2015; Denscombe, ,20d@gver

no one responded.

3.9.2 Stage 2: Generate coslthrough emergent themes

To maintain the integrity of each single case, thetlata sets embedded withireit data was
systematicallysubjected to the same coding process and development of tHaacesisef

the data collection schedutjs started with Forest School data, followed by the Danish. After
familiarisation with the transcribed data in each ctesgures of interest or significance were
manually highlightedThen &ross each data sebdeswere assigned byhighlighting and
annotating textthenusing postt notes toidentify afeature of the data that is of interest, for
e X a mpdtiveie®dd. n,Tak gart of thenalysis coded dataas organised into meaningful
groups that relatd to the assigned codes (Miles and Huberman, 1f&8#)ing a general list

of ideas about what is of interest in the data (Braun and Clarke, 20E8¢wassome overlap

with some phrases being coded mdwantonce (Braun and Clarke, 2006).

3.9.2.1 Analysis of observation data

Observationnoteswere written up andcolour coded(Appendix9), thenused as supporting
evidence alongside thieterview andohoto tour data, of already identified themes and patterns
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(Thomas, 20@). In addition, there was scope for identifying interesting observations that were
not previously identifiedObservation data &s specifically useful for revealing information
regardingthe activity and behavioursf children andadults, as well as highlightingocial
interactions betweeimdividuals and within groups. Observation data wakur codedand
themes createttiencomhned alongside interview and photo data to view the data from several

perspectives and triangulate findings (Thomas, 2016).

3.9.2.2 Analysis of Photo Tour Data

Photographsra a valuable source of informatiofGilbert, 2009; Thomson, 2008anddata
collection method in their own right (Flick 2014€hotographs are not neutrfist by being

taken implies meaning and significance and therefore can reweatthing ofindividual
perceptions, experiencesalues and reality (Gilbert, 2009; Laslett1976 Scott, 1990)
Collectively they also uncovemmething of societyand social phenomena or social facts
(Thomson, 2008)Although photographs offer a connection between the visual and voice, they
can be 6read6 i n a numbrthough theywfterya ufiqidveaynts o n ,
uncover meaning relationships or encoded messages (Williamson, 1995), it is vital to consider
whose values, reality, fantasies and ideas are reflected and represented, (Albreght, 1954
Gilbert, 2009). Thisfislipperiness makes analysis a highly conscious, reflexive activity
(Thomson(2008 p.ix). By combining data from photographs, with elicitation, observation and
interview the findings can be viewed from different angles and the multiple perspectives of
different participants resulting in as truthful as possible interpretation (Prosser, 1998). This
approach offers a unique perspective with unrivalled information of the perceptions and

experiences of children and adults (Einarsdottir, 2@éenfield, 201).

The photo data was analysed and preseahtegways, whichallowed the unique story of each

data set to be constructed, contributing to the holistic picture of each case (Bassey, 1999;
Cresswell 2014 Stake, 1995).First, using elicitation as padf the analytical process each
photo tour was viewednd meaning agreedgith the participant and research&hen each

series of photos from each photo tour was collated into a table, with extracts from the audio
andcolour coded In addition, each photmur routewasrecorded onto a map of the setting
(Clark and Moss, 200 2005. Themed extracts from the transcribed data were then applied
onto mapped photo tours data. Each individual map was scrutinised, and themes identified

(Appendix 1). Then all 4 naps from each case were combined using acetates to construct one
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complex layered magnd annotate@Appendk 12). Although each respondent had a different

set of photographs, the three processes combined reveal the similarities and differences across
participants for example the playhouse was identifie@lbparticipants in botlsasegCollier

and Collier, 1986).

Further links were madeisible across other data sets, such as interviews and observations,
forming networks between things to synthesise the data (Bryman and Bell, 2007; Cresswell
2014; Miles and Hubermarl994). Rather than viewing the photo data as lirte&s process
broudht the data to life ancevealingthe relationships as patterns or themes such as pfaces
example, the playhouse also featured in observation and inteRilgtings were interpreted,
probed deeplyand analysd intensively with a view to responding the stated research
guestions (Bassey, 199%9¢sultingin the collection of trustworthy and plausible, triangulated
data important for maintaining the context of each case and identifying the differences or

specifics of each case (Thomas, 2016).

3.9.3 Stage3: Establish hemes

Once all theelevantdata wascolour codedand annotatedhe coded text was grouped with

other similarly coded extracts to form theniBsaun and Clarke, 2006). For example, places,

people, activities or games, resources aiyent, relationshipand interactions. Ahematic

map (Appendix 13) was used to visualise these themes and build up the picture of the data

(Braun and Clarke, 2016)dentifying connections between and across themes and aatae

tricky particularlywith many possible interpretations of the experiences and explanations of

reality around the collected data, but by explorfikgy factors, concepts or variabbes

relationships can be recognised (Miles and Huberman, p9®). Initial codes were reviewed

by reading and reeading all the data relating to specific themes. Building on the transcription

of interview data, observation and photo tour datacsded ad combined to identify patterns

and triangulate findingsThe intention was taeratively build on the analysis of data during

the data collection procesy constantlyrevisiting itin different ways(Arsel, 2017). During

this process of refining and ageihg some themes were combined into one theme with sub

themes, while some large themes others split forming a new separate theme. For example,

activity became a larger theme with play and resources ahemies within itThese themes

were conceptualiseoh afthematic map (Appendk 13), (Braun and Clark (2006, p.86)he

relevance of each theme and the extracts of data within it were considered as either

representative of the context of each case as a whole or as a way of answering the research
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questiors. All data from interview, observation and photo tours was analysed and coded using
the same processeating a hierarchy of relevance in relation to the research que&iaos
and Clark, 2006)Knowledge of each case from field notes trabbservatns helped support

these decisionand maintain the integrity of each case.

3.9.4 Stage4 Revieving themes The constant comparative method

Finally, theme<licited from all collected data: photos, elicitation, interviemd observation

were grouped togethefhe constant comparative method is the mainstay of interpretative
analysis asit involves consistently going through the data iteratively, revisiting thesddsa
(Thomas, 2016). By constantly comparing each element alongside all the other elements
refining the concepts and building into an explanation and understanding of the data and themes
(Thomas 2016). Whilst consistentlyapplying the process ofdentifying themes and patterns
constantly and consistently to all data sets, resultsdinys that have captured the essence of

the data. Some themes are identified as latent themes, whereas repeated patterns of meaning
within different data sets are viewesl@mmonly recurring themes (Braun and Clarke, 2006).

It can be tricky to interpret dathdtcontributes to a useful analysisoit is important to study

the meanings people construct around their situation and experiences to better understand the
socialworld, critically assessing it using reflective thought and weighing up the strength of
evidencgThomas 2016).

3.9.5 Stageb: Define andrefine themes

Once all the data extracts had been collated it was possible to refine the themes and establish
thefiessenceof each them (Braun and Clarke, 20p®1). The thematic mapAppendix 1)

helped toconceptualise the themgsatterns andelationshipof dataextractsfrom multiple

sources and perspective of participantghich were collated and organised with an
accompanying narrative, which identifies what is of intei@he studyA worked example of

this process can be seen in AppendixTlie colours to code each set of data are the same and

correspond to those used in therttatic map (Appendix 13).

Each theme then bame a section iits own right as well as integral tihe developing picture
of eachcase (Braun and Clarke, 2006). Some themes will have sub theohegere useful for
structuring a large or complex theme ehfassigninghames to each thensangive the reader

a sense of what is about (Braun and Clarke, 2008hemes and suthemes were organised
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using the three main themes (adult, child, and environment) identified in the literature (Figure
2.3) to producdigure 5.3. It was then possible to compare the similarities and differences
across each case and between the literature with the data from this study, which combined to

produce figure 6.1 andlustratet hi s st udyo6és new.contribution

3.9.5.1 Triangulation

Triangulation $§ when data can be corroborated from more than one method (Interview,
observation photo tour) or different source or perspective (adult or child), (Denscombe, 2010).
When data from different sourcespmrspective aligns it gives weight to the interpretation and
assertions Rraun and Clarke, 2013Denscombe, 2010Stake, 1995 Comparing and
contrasting data and perspectives to achieve triangulation can be dematithoggh it
provides a fuller picturef case resulting in more trustworthy, authentic findings (Denscombe,
2010; Thomas, 2016).

3.9.6 Stage6 Writing the report

The final part of the six phases involves writing the report. For this-cesssstudy the findings

of each single cases are ggated in chapter 4 and 5, with a separate discussion forming chapter
6. Braun and Clark (200§.86) suggest usinfcompelling extract examplégrom collated
themes, thatelate findings back to the original research questions and literathiesaim iso

produe a narrative that tells the story of each case as a response to the research questions.

It is the role of the researcher to make links as they understandEheet &l.,1997),and how
they fitheorise meanirg(Braun and Clarke2006 p.84). This involves making decisions and
acknowledging the decisions they have made. Further it rewgatpie insights from analysis
throughfanalytical thoughtswith the purpose afleveloping idegdo promote understanding
and increase professional knowled@bomas, 20160.23).

3.10 Summary

This chaptethas presented structured and replicablaethodology for this project that has
been influenced by three key factordielaims and focus of the resear@erriam, 1988),

philosophical assumptions and the main characteristics of case(¥tnd{994).The aim of
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this study was to understand more about the practice and processes of ForestySobkivig

at it alongsidd-orest Kindergarteto identify anyrelationship between the two.

The subjectivist ontology anthterpretivistepistemologycoupled withthis holistic, multiple

case study approach (Yin, 19948ingthe methods of interview, observation and photo tour
provided data from different perspectives. Thematic analysis ofafféaedan insight intahe

social reality of each case from a rangepefspectives thadre jointly constructed through

social inteactions and bound by timeAs the best way toexplore and understand the
experiences from the perspective of those involved consideration was given to ethical issues
relating to participation, particularly young children. Building each dase data cdected

using the same methodBows for anydifferences in each case to be clearly identified, while
also revealing similaritieand potential links between the two approaches. Finding from each

case are presented as separate chapters
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Chapter 4 - Findings from Forest Kindergarten, Denmark
4.1 Introduction

This chapteris set out in two sections. The first section offers background information
regarding the Forest Kindergarten site, for example: how the space is used; participants;
routine; and the relationship between curriculum and planning. The second section presents
findings using data collected through observation, interview and photo #@&ltleugh similar

to the English case some sections within this case differ as different priorities emerged from
the data.

4.2 Background

In Denmark,bornehaveror kindergarta is for dildren aged between 3 to 6 years (OECD,
2014). This example of kindergarten happens in a wood, so could also be shiied
bornehavenwhich translates aswaoodor forestkindergarten \(Villiams-Siegfredson, 2012).

As the closest example to lest School, Forest Kindergarten is the most appropriate example
for this thesis and the term will be used throughout to refer to this. In Denmark, early years
professionals who work with pigchool children in formal settings are called pedagogues
(Williams-Siegfredson, 2012). Herefore,as all adults fulfil the same rolehrbughout this
thesisthe term pedagogue will be used to refer to all early years professionals from the Forest

Kindergarten.

The location used for this study was used by three segdratergarten organisations who
travelled daily from Copenhagen to the country, a process dhlteer-bornehavenEachof

the kindergartens are organised and run separately, although they share the building and the
grounds. Each organisation has approximately 65 children split in grOapsorganisation
agreed to participate in this study, and so is the focus of this Wiokpedagoguedour males

and five females worked within the kindergarten, andf managemenpurposessuch as
registration and luncthe 65 childrenwere divided into threecross agegroups, theguldsmed

or dragonfly group, thenariehaneor ladybirdgroup and théakesor foxes.The pedagogues
and children ofjuldsmedr dragonfly groupagreed to participate in this studis there is no
physical separatiooutside children from all groups and all institutions use all the space across
the whole site and can interact with all the children and pedagdgolesequentlyat any time
there couldbe up to 80 childrenfrom all three organisations using the outside spaeayn

permutation of children, playing in any part of it.
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The guldsmedor dragonfly group had 22 children aged between 3 and 6 year&itid3
pedagogues, ErikaPalle and Marc. All participants in this caseere given Danish
pseudonyms.Each pedagoguesitrained to undergraduate degree level in education,
specialising in outsideducatioror social pedagogy. Marc has additional expertise and training
relating to O6husbandryé and so is responsi
kindergarten. Ekia agreed to bthe main participant for this study, she speaks fluent English

and lived in England for 16 years. She acted as a guide and translator during the week and was

interviewed as part of the study. Marc was also observed doing a whittlingyactivit

4.2.1 Outside space

The kindergartenis locaked nearto farmland. The aerial shotnjage4.1) shows themain

building outlined in regdand to the front of the site is a car park and the main road. Behind the
building and atlined in yellow is the kindergarten site. Although there are residential
properties around the site, to the rear and behind the play area it is dense with trees and large
bushes. The southern bounghordes onto farmlandin addition there is a largerest within

walking distance. The drawn map (Figure 4ahyl the identification keyFigure 4.2)shows

the detail of thekindergarten site more clearlycluding the location of the fixed resources,

for example, swings, slides, climbing frame, footbdtitlp sheds or play houses, 4eees, a

water canal, sand box and picnic bencl@er smaller, resources are not included in either
because of their portable natugika told me thatvhen the fixed equipment was purchased it

waschosen by the children.
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Image4.1 Aerial view of Forest Kindergarten
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Figure 41. Map of ForestKindergarten
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Figure 4.2Key to Forest Kindergarten Map.

4.2.2 Routine

Observation showed thdaily routing andeach day followed a similar pattern. The start of the

day was loosely structured, the children arrived off the coach and deposited their belongings in
the cloakroomand sedt he toi l et i f needed. Thi s -iwabs, f o
with the children sitting inside on the carpeted area. Erika, the lead pedagogue usad tn |

check the children in. She then selected children to share theirnews and askedeah i | d 6 W
are you going to do today?6. Typical respon
as the house, a friend they were going to play with or an activity such as football or climbing
trees. Eri ka expl ai rsa playph acegulamdplesds theyhike todjgo ag ' h a
t hi ngs t h e wfterl evekyene had mati® their plans the children went into the
cloakroom, where depending on the weather they put on coats, and collected items from their
baskets, such as sticks then went outside. Palle, another pedagogue put some fruit and water
outsideon a wooden picnic table, which was available all morning. Lunch was cooked on the
premises and served daily at approximately 11.30 am. A gong was used to signal to children
when lunch was ready. The three groups ate separately around a table insidek wvan

available on the picnic table from about 2pfngong was also used to signal the end of the
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day,andeveryone went inside, collected their belongings and returned to Copenhagen on the

coach at approximately 4pm

4.23 Resources

How pedagoguesiseresources isntegral to their construdon of ForestKindergartenand
significant for this studyDuring my visits Inoted inmy journalt h aduipnéent seesadl

missig6 and 8baharcdé& was Iregppredithisides farthewheninterviewing

Erika andasked her about toys and equipmerfhe said dve initiate the learning with the
nature not, wahdtd throegh dreatgvisndake their own way and make up

t hei r o 8he explaied thdt it is important to encourage childredited the resources

they need when they need tllem s o t h e cnoontiinvga tfiroonencolshgety c hi |
children to make or find things for themsehasd in the procedsecome selbufficientand

tha play is open ended (Bruce, 1991)/hendesources that have been selected by pedagogues
and associated with a specifi ¢cwhaeasherewetaly t ha

have the ability to use our creativity as much as we &ant

Theusenatf ubal isnagorantanathosight to encourage childrentotbe r e at i v e
and i maginative in their wuse oForeramplg stickté 1t e
and stones to represent items for dagh as phones msentionedn interviewby Erika

l eft in this great environment iitds whatobs
them to be open to learning this way they actually feél like a response to being in the
nature, outs d e 0 .

As a result of not providing resources or activjtiee physicahndmental spaces notcodified
by pedagoguesvith toys so learning evolves rather than beingredeterminedwith an
educational outcome (Wood, 2010)herefore, the outside envinment becomes the main
resource rather than a bare space as | first tholdghta blank canvass waiting for children to
use it how they choosencouragedand supported by pedagogus free play(Wood, 2013).

An exampl e can be sadwwynSecton4ddircds whittling
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4.24 Not Tidying up

During my visits Inoticedthattheredvas no tidying up or tidy up time at lunch time or at the
end of the day Images4.2 and4.3 below show resources ldft a range of locations during

lunch and at the end of the d&yhen asked Erika acknowledtje

in some peopledbs eyes it woutdsbereaeni hg ae

returning.

| also considered that leiag toys around could b&angerouéalthough Erika reassured me

that:

If something is in the way then we may ask them to move it, but we think that the play or game
Sshould continue because we donodot knoandi f tF
continue in some way i f we | eave it there
somet hing that we dondot do

Image4.2. The sand boxwith resources left for the children to return and contiané play with again after

lunchor tomorrow).
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Image4.3. Aden Erikasayso d ens wer e made | ast week as 3 project

Erika made a link betweerthe complex and invisible process and nature of,glayheir

decisionnot to tidyup:

we do not know what these children are thigkime can only think that we knamdthey are
soabsorbed in their games and learning that they will want to return to it after lunch and carry
on with their game or whatever they are trying to dowié stop them and make them put
everything away they will have to start all over again from the beginning not carry on in their
play and their thinking

For example, when the children wanted the knives for whittling (Section 4t®§)went away
andcollected them from where they were stored, used thedwyhen theyhadfinished using

them they returned them.

Eri ka al so el udwabtdt aaluabiedhying gm@& which ia this @nteat
feels like a philosophical or pedagogical viewpoint,

our decision is that you ruin more than you help [children can be] in the middle of something,
they might want to come back to it for next steps and deal with it tomorrow, m@s d¢tiey
come back later, they remember it and return to it.
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wh en s o meod and they dodyeat things and it absorbs then and them sometimes they
go back to the playhouse and. theyoll be |1k

the next day itdés all there again but somet.
like builtint he sand where youdve just seen or out
dondt know is we just dondét k no wadapteditfori t c
their game or their play and | donmportastk now v
and that theydre creative and we recogni se

Encouraging children to locate resources as they need them and put them away, is characteristic
of free play (Wood, 2010). Whilst pedagogues are not setting up activities or resources, which
mears that there are not lots of resources lying around teugidgr put away. Resources that

are used by children as part of an activity are left by pedagogues, giving children the freedom
and control to return to it if they choose, reinforcing the eimitated nature of play
(Pellegrini, 1991). When considered in relation to how Forest Kindergarten is planned,
alongside the repeating nature of childrend

picture and understanding of the pedagogy aéstKindergarten.

However, it is important to remember theliildren spend all day every day Borest
Kindergarten with plenty of time andopportunity to return and repeaso seenin later
exampleser i kads i nter pr et atavaunte ptades reiffarceddhe glen ofr e t u

the envirdoymamitc alsi lma 10 gthamkpees @a®& ¢ hiahdiwhaeren | nh

play is not static but fluid and evolving as it flows across time and throughépsomeone
else will carry on withwhatever it is or it just gets left, then it becomes part of another game
at another time, things just happen we dono

From my observation it seemed that rather than a predetermined placgmesaurces by
peda@gues as in adult directed play (Wood, 2013), there was a naturamotef objects

as children used them,

4.3 Planning

Observation of the thinute planning meeting showed pedagogues discussing ideas for the
following week. Erika explained thath ey hav@&e anaglieom mot and pl a
¢éeven though we have the plans from the government herehildeen are making the

curri cul uhowaver pwdo jgeoct.s or hous e kareaitiaimhgprej o b s
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on t he(mbagedad), adremind@d of t h etentions. dhee ase of a white board
that can be eradcedgtbiuggesssitleai bdebd

Image 44. Hanning notes on the white board (in Danish)

The government guidelines The Day Care AcfMSA., 2014, includest h e asnataret of

and natur al,angihse moemmetncomnéed i n the K({2008p2:gart e

learn to enjoy nature wonder and joy of the seasons and to use imagination in play with nature
wind, weather and seas cannot be planned, so we take natures offer that day with a structural
space that can enable us to work spontaneously and use nature judiciously

Erika confirmed thiss ay weg f @1 | ow t he sapdthsdhythsn ofaatude thiath e y €
continuously generates neivn t e r e s t. Weather ean leerunipeedictable and difficult to

plan around, so is an important consideration when playing outside with young children.
However, the flexibility comes from pedagogues and children embracingniiredictable

nature ofthe outsideenvironment It is the structural space and how it is constructed and
operated in that is of interest to this study.

Erika justified not planning activitiesaBor est Ki ndef gaets@ily awpaly ab o u
isf ree play because yoyand dlddsf f ¢ x ad¢ tAdwoatng i awo I

for free playErika sad,her e t he chi |l dr en a Bleappearédobeg t he
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saying that she knows or trugist the children will create amdanage their own activities and

learning experiences main characteristic of free play (Meckley, 20@Xpandng shesad

chil glay@ nt rroouugthi n® t asks ahdatahvénrrmpaeaddpesejec
dneaningflt 6 s o t hatenghigledir em ldavever,wa@ng evergday tasks to
motivate children suggests some amount of forethought if not preparation or planning, so not
everything is spontaneous, rather fpégy is loosely controlle@Pellegrini, 1991).

Further Erika idenfied the pedagogue role and pedagogy, alongside the environment as

significant aspects of Forest Kindergarten

as a pedagogue we help them to make the | ea
the children and the relationship between that crehtet | ear ni ng. It 6s t
i mportantéit may sound kinda unstructuredéw
that restricted, rigid way of controlling t

[so] here we all have thebdity to use our creativity as much as we want.

Taken alongside the &édstructur al spaced ment
initially thought. Interestingly, both elementspefdagogy andpaceor the environmenare
individually constucted by pedagoguesnd have specific significancéen the process of
learning, rather than throuddarning outcomeandeducational prioritie§Wood, 2013) So,

what emerges as importanttiee degree of structure and control tthe pedagogiseehave in

Forest Kindergarterwhich creates a specifexperience for childrerMar c 6s houseke

task gives an insighmto howan activitycomes about.

43.1Ma r Adigty

Marc suggested thatwent withhim when he cut down the overhanging branches of adsee,
he had wantedo doit &8 o me t i me . This was novaepkarknéd projedbut ratheran
exampleof an everydayaskrelated to thenvironment thagvolved into alearningexperience
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Image4.5. Marc cutting branches for children to whittle

As Marc staréd to cut down the overhanging branches of a tvee childrencame over to

watch himand started asking questiomsVh at ar e y o uyouwdoimgrnhgt@ Mavehy ar
ex pl ai n e cutdoen the drdnchteobeaduse they are dangerous and hanging down too

| o .MI'be children continued to watch asdutthe branches down into smaller piepesting

themin a pile(Image 4.5) Thechildren difted off, but afew minutes latetheyreturnedwith

knives andthey sat downvith a branch and a knifend started to whittlévlarc explained:

we just start doing something and the child

they wantto cometheyi | | t heydédre wusually just interes:
to help and they join in

Although Marc was still cutting down the remaining branches, he moved over to where the
children sat whittling at the picnic tables and joined tlfknage 4.6)
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Imége4.6 Marc sitting with the group watching them whittle

Whenwvatchingi t was evident fr om t hdavolved and dbsogbadd s f
in what theyare doingd(Image 4.6)Marc pointed out:

I dondt know what they are al/l doing but tl
them [they ar e] engaged and involvedéif th
i tds notprabdouwctt ,end 6s athirmgsand thegaHingstyoudearn inthe ot h
process thatodés i mportant i1itbdés the thinking

Although loosely plannedhte  whi t t | i ng act i Job angheeidrotrngedd f r

to encourage children to participatathert he c¢c hi | dr e n @eemsitaresatinghe c u r i

children initiating the play and drive their activity (Jarvis, Brock and Brown, 2CGisthe

children demonstrated choice and control diaeir involvement in the activity (Wood, 2010).

Marc expl ained to me tehnadt ptrisdbdribscboutthe dhildren s n c
beiinglve® aemghged so t hbeskt hg éand f e eSignifitcaptlyt hat 6
althoudh t he original activity came from the ao
t he c¢ hpupdsét ckaaimre 6 rom them, their need or de
the pedagoguds thechildren have initiated this activitywas notplanned by Marc and there

was no intended educational outcome, rather the chitgrtetheir own learning agen@i&/ood,

2013)
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Mar c 6 swasoonc utshe chi |l drends engagement and in
and managing learning with planned gdscribed activities and tasksven thoughiMa r ¢ 6 s
housekeeping jolwas loosely plannedhe initiation of hisact i vi ty spar ked t
interest and motivated them to do some whittling, whiels clearly child-initiated & it was

child motivated (Meckley, 2002Mar c6s behavi our and hi,as inte
wel |l as t he c hithett interactioss whiheehch athiercseem significédint and are

looked at in more depth next.

4.3.2Interactions between a pedagogue and children

As identified earlier it seems significant that actestare childinitiated and not previously
planned by a pedagogueith an educationaloutcome (Wood, 2010) Additionaly, this
observation shows close social dynamic developing between children ahdtweenthe

children andMarc, throughactivity relatedsocialinteractiongImage 4.7)

Image 47. Marc andchildrenwhittling around the table
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Image 49. Children watching each other as they whittle sticks
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Images 4.8 and 4.9show he childrenstandingaroundthe picnic table Although they appear
to be a group, thehildrenwerenot working together as a team as each chiéd whittling
their own stick.Each child hd their own skill level although they are sharing in a similar
expeience. The children were engrossed in their actigitglchatedto each otheand Marg

not always about the task but other things the childiereinterested insuch as football.

Occasionally the children glanced up from their whittling and overaat Matching him, then

copying his whittling action and techniqudarc whittledand st as a member of the group

both modellingand observinghe children(Chi, 1996), but not controlling the activitie
occasionally contribeid by saying a few wordsr responeéd directly and sensitively to the
individual needs of a specific chily n o't guestioning or i nter
indicates that he does not have an agenda, rathandthe children are coonstructig the
experience between the@ordan, 2008).

If they could not see Marc some children looked over at one of the more skilled children around
the table. Two boys stood out as Oexpertso
before returning to their own stick to tryaag As the expert does not have an agetidey are

not intentionally teachingJordan, 2008)and so is not scaffolding (Bruner, 1978Jthough

this behaviour could generate a skill hierarchy between expert whittlers and novices, it did not
appear toasthe childrenwere able to support each other jointly problem solve, as-a co
construction through an intersubjective shared understanding because of the symmetrical power

balance which is empowering for the children (Jordan, 2008).

Ma r ecr@erstanding ahknowledge of the childrecould be seen irhis skilled interactions

with them, as heisedhis previous experience of similar situatidnsnform his view of the
current situatiomndhis decision on whether or not to intervene, if at all. Mavethechildren

time and space to work independently and try things out for themselves at their own pace and
to sel-manage, knowing that helpasnot far awayMar ¢ 6 s wa y thmdd waronr Ki n g
and trusting relationshipdevelops a twavay intersubjectivity Jordan, 2008through which

he cansupport and guide childrdrom a distanceto assesthe situation for themselvegasa
co-constructionJordan, 2008 Although Marc inhabgdthe same space as the children, ide d

not seem to domate the space. For exampleteractionsvereequally balanced between the
pedagogue and childnddid not seem dictateal dominatedy Marc,demonstrahg analmost

parallel reciprocalrelationship(Vygotsky, 1978)where the experiende jointly congructed

with children (Jordan, 2008krika explaired
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sometimes we go parallel with them (children) sometimes we are a little in front, sometimes
we go a |ittle behind and |l et them experi me
know whatdés going to happen.

Marcd so-constructingapproachseems todevelop from the equal relationship and the
intersubjectivity between the children and M#énat empowers the children (Jordan, 2008)

The dynamic created provides security for the childneh,er e t he chi |l dbés ex
while simultaneously offéng a buffer between being totally on thewn, allowing for higher

order thinking to develop (Jordan, 2008).

4.4 Childr e neRpsriences

For this study three child participantsok part, and Danish pseudonyms have been used
Anneka, Luca and Osk@ protect their identityHowever, during the observations it was
difficult to separate Annekfrom her group of 6 girls who call themselves the fairy gaiyj
Oskarfrom his group 6boys that | have named the sand boys. As a rékalgroups beame

the caseswhile Luca remaiada case on his own
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Name

Anneka and the fairy girls

Anneka is three years and ten
months oldshe plag in the

legehuswith the fairy girls.

Image 4.11The fairy girls. Anneka is in the
back row second from the right

Oskaand the sand boys

Oska is 3 years and 10 months
old. During the photo tour
Oska chose thegehus and the

sand bolxe sats . fhli as¢

Image 4.12 The sand boys. Oska has dark
hair and is on the right.

Luca

Luca is the third child
participant he is 4 years old
and Iclimbiegstreeé and
t he climbing f

own or with fri

Image 4.13 Luca climbing his favourite tree

Table 41. Thechild participantsForest Kindergarten.
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4.4.1The Danishlegehus

The legehusor playhousevas selectedluring the photo tourby Anneka and Oskastheir

davourite placéto play, but for different reasons. Annekadhe dairy girls play families or

mums and babieséaway from the others, there
and babiesinthis ne because itds t he .Oskadhgse ilbecausen 0t

@his is where we play supérer o e s 6

The map(Figure4.1) and key (Figure 4.5howstwo playhousesituated side by siddose to

the perimeter fencand the aerial photo (Imagkl) showsthe treescreating an overhead
canopy that provides shadBensebushegrovided additionalsecluded and privaggaces to
play behindthe legehus(Image 4.10)Both made the insidedark asthereare no windowsa
narrow entrance but no dodm(age4.10). During the week Anneka and Oska were observed
playing in and around thkegehus revealing that it is used in different ways, by different
children at different times, with some repetitive elements. Howiabes children and their
respectivegroups useé and occuped the spaceand their interactons with one anotheris

exploredin more detaihext.

Image 4.0. Thelegehuqunder the trees near the perimeter featso showing the dark spalehing.

134



4.4.2Set Plays

Erika explairedtha learningthrough playcanseemdunstructured and unpredictaldiesit can
beadi fficult to know wAlttotagh shé identidied ¢hat maest childrénh i n k
have:

regular places they like to go d¢inings they like to dagames they play in places they like to
play, places they go back to again and again on andasfh favourite game or play.

From her explanation, it is possible to identififferent types ofrepeatingset play For

example some games can be played anywhere as it is the story of the play that is important
Some play is associated to a certain place that could relate to its quality like climbiiey

some places lend themselves to different kind of play such as the Boos&imes it is both

the place and the play together that are significant. Although this study did not have the time to
observe children repeating play Erikads exp
the children playing and to identify patteinghe playobserved hefrom her perspectiv@ he
differenttypes of set play have been used here to explain some examples of play seen in this

study.

4.4.2.1The importance ofarrative

Sometimes it can bie narrativeor the story of the play that is the most important aspect that

is repeated andeens to drive the playErika explaired ¢he game can be played anywhere

maybe downinabugshr a tree it 6s tGNaratipeldavgn pkaye @oitablé s i m
ard flexible andcan be played in different places within the space available. Annekadffer

an exampl eplag myms ang babies in@ll places, different places, sometimes the
hous® Through repetition the narrative becomes well used and famlde the use of

particula props or objects become significant to the play, for example, Eritka sa

the game can be played anywhere maybe down in a bush as lpog lagve got all the sticks
that are your babies or their mobile phones

The story or narrative of thget playis the constant featureRepeatingthe narrativeoffers a
familiarity that can alsadapt organically t@ope with any differences at the #nsuch as
weather or seasons, who is playing amdnthe place.From the safe placaf the narrative the
childrenhad theability to branch out and explore other places to play the same gdaping

the narrativeo suit the circumstances.
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At the startof the playboth the fairy girls(Image 4.11) and sand boys (Image 4.42)e
observed moving objects in and out of the house. In addition, special objects or props were
searched for, foundand moved to a new location as they became integral to the play. For
example at thestart of their play the girls seamthfor the chalkto visibly mark the outsidef

the house. Theas part of their role as murntisey transfornedthe inside of théegetus like

staging a theatre set with the table and objects on it. Thesbuoitarly occuped the legehus
butplayeda different game The sand boys remayéems such as the tabtben, they draged

logs and branches insidend piled them up across thdoorway (mage4.12). Later they
draggeda metal football goal across the doorwhlpckedit to prevent anyone coming in or

out, althoughErika intervend at this point for safetyeasons.

R -

Image 4.1. Thefairy irls movin logs and unwantétdam'out of the house
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\k,‘)‘n‘&me
Image 4.2. Thesandboys standing on their pile of logs and branches

The sand boys use of props showed thag transforned thespace for their own purpose
indicating control over the props, the play, as well as the space, resulted in more meaningful
play (Vygotsky, 1978). Whilst the objedie@me part of the narrative of the play aralg

meaning to the space, whicbuid be different to the meaning andrpase ascribed by adults

In occupying the space of tiegehushe children mdetheir own rules for the plag@vhich

Parten (1932) identifies in children 6 and over. While Vygotsky (1978) suggests that rule
makingby childrenindicates advanced playhilst the playwas clearlyrelated to the roles they

had adopted or were assigned as part of the play hiagpbare.setting out the parameters of

the play (Jordan, 2008For the sand boys play ownership and control of tools seemed
important to their sad play and key to childnitiated play (Jordan, 2008At the start of their

sand play they searetifor tools then when he went for wat8oren askdOskatoo | o o k af t e
my r.aMhenOska left the sand bdxetook hisspade with him. It could kbat he quality

of the tool relatd to the skill and ability to produagood digging and gooainnels During the
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observation there seemed to be a hierarchy among the boys,ashidibe related to either
ability or the tool each boy had, as both werasely related, although this is difficult to
determine, and would require further, more detailed research. In addition, the boys used their

physical presence to occupy and dominate the available space.

Boththe fairy girlsand the sand boys were seenge their physical presence insideldgehus
to control who @mein or out of the doorThis physical presence sidtedto others, alongside
the blockade of logs provided by the bdkat thiswasoccupied territory, and there is little
point in tryingto invade this spacémage 4.2). The boys maintaied their presence by
strategically talgit in turns to go off and find logs and branches from other placealways

leaving one child behind fohysicallyoccupy the spac

Theskill with which both groups perforedthis activity, suggestithat this is somethinthey
havepractisedanddone many times beforand part ofa repeating patternf behaviour. All
their actionswere part ofatransformation, occupatipand codification othe place as part of
the process of controlling and making the space their de. use of props and physical
occupation to gain control of the space seeéimtegralto ther routine andan almostitualistic
element of thie play, and éso linked tothe social interactions anithe different roles assigned

within the groupand essential elements of chifdtiated, free play (Wood, 2010).

4.4.2.2Theimportarce of place

For someplay the placeaffordeda quality thatwas essential to thplay, for examplethesand.
Erikasad,4hey want to pl ay t he tweydtal gvaamges idn gt it autn
t h a té part of their setp | a Krikaidentifiedthat thesame childrerfirequentlyplayedin
thesameplacd dent i fying the r epet Vygotskyel9d8Bruce,r e of
1991).For example, when the sand bayare digging tunnelsn the sand boxtheyreturred
and repeadthe same playSimilarly, when the Fairy Girls decidéo play fairies, theyent

to the fairy bush. Confirming what Erika told me Anneka said the

fairy gamecan] only be played in fairy bush, fairies has to be in this special plageay from
othersé we always play fairies thefbecause thdairy tree is @od for climbing | dondt pl

it anywlimaged.13p | s e d
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While observing the fairy girls and sand boys | noticed that both grdapassigned play
narrativeto aspecificplace which then changed according to the place. The sand higys d
tunnels in the sand boijenas they moved to play in tHegehusthe play transformed into

superheroes. e rules of the play changed relative to the different place and corresptund
theplay sbry.

As the childremperformeda different play in @ifferent place the rulesdapéd to suit the place

and thenarrative Luca suggestdt hat s omet i meky atfavoairte gdneesuctdas t o
pirates éwe ¢ o 0(lmagedls).eThigindicaiesthat degidireydhieh gameo

play comes firstthen they go to the best plaios that game. The playas alsassociated with

a place because of its affordance anthénassigned meaning by the children who play that
game there.

Image 4.8 Annekaand the special fairy bush
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Image 414 The pirate ship where Luca plays pirates

Erika knows the legehus(Image 4.15)is popularédwith younger children who have not been
coming for lon@as theyfocus on a specific placeuggeshg the Gamiliarity with the place is
important it makes them more confident S o mespecifit placecasbecome a constant
feature of their playAlthough she alseecognisedhat

some of the girls are more particuldhey are the older girls and theyways playwith those
things in the same place

Choices by both groups could be related to an established routine, habit or even an emotional
connection oattachment t@a specific place. For example, Luca identified a specific tree that
was easy tolmmb and has personal meaning for him. While Oska told me that if his faaourit

pl ac ebusypa $ eodsw anre tw h &, rwedlay the besi game in that place, climbinggree

or the climbing frameo.
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Image4.15 Thelegehuswith resources inside

Similarly, @unsnpeekcai aslaipd aicfe d s busy we donét
elsé Although | did not observe this happening Erkafirmed

sometimes even when others are thtérey go off somewhere else to ptag same game, if
someone is playing in their place where they want fohey just go off and move elsewhere.

Alternatively, by going elsewhere the children might have to play a different game that is more
appropriate to the affordance of thlatcation revealingan element of flexibility and
adaptability of both play anglace which are main characteristics of chiidtiated play

(Wood, 2010) However, because of time limitations this was not observed.

Tosumupt he pedagogueds way of working or ped
control over their play, giving the play personal meaning and significance, resulting in children
who were immersed and absorbed in their play. Free play or-ioitited play was
encouraged through the pedagogueds behavi ol
rules or an educational outcome (Wood, 2010). ElReangh the environment has been loosely

constructed by the pedagogues, the children had freedom within the addedimundaries
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to create their own rules atichitations and were beginning to show ways of sedigulating.
Whilst anall elemens of their play or the environment may chartherewerestill constants

to provide security, such d&sends,narrative or phy stories anglaces By repeating play or
revisiting familiar places the children were working from a secure base that gave them
confidence in their own ability from which to extend their creative thinking, and push their
personal boundaries further ktfbr examplesearching for the elusive log or climbing up that

favourite tree using a different route

4.4.3 Sociall nteractionsamongchildren

The observations of Marc and the childriar example the fairy girls and the sand bbgse
shown that the children operate in groups. Exploring this further seems to be important for this

study and is looked at here.

4.4.3.1Mums and babies

Naming themselves ¢hfairy girlsthey aredentifying themselves as a grqlinneka old me
ave play mums and babiésvhich Erika confirmeddmo s t . Hawvgverpthe group of 6
separate quite early on int@ subgroups, thenums and the babigd/ithin the play the roles
assignedvereassociateavith their ageandtheplace where eadireplaying, inside or outside
of thelegehusFor example,ite mums are the older gidgo playedinside thdegehusmoving
pr op stidyngdd ilethe babiesvere the younger girlsvho played outside the house,
& hal ki ng.Assigreng nelaslinl thisGvaywith joint agreement over the development
of the play story is part of associative playhilst caoperative, group play is seen by Parten
(1932) as the highest level of social plgyithin their group e girlscreatecand consented to
their own social lerarchy asthe two subgroupsfunctioredindependently with different tasks
in different placesY eteach stillidentified as part of the whole fairy girl grouphe status quo
was maintained until the babiesetl to enter thdegehus butwere preventd by the mums,
who positionedthemselves as the gatekeepers ofi¢igehus This cause a visible split The
babies assertithemselvesvhichthreaterdthe position of the munandresuledin thebabies
leavingt o fbaei ré6i e s i n(Inadeel3)fVagotsky (1978) acknéwledges that social
interactions such as those seen hene central to learningyith children learning about
themseles and others through the play context (Garvey, 19BQjther exploration can be
observed in thehildr e nnégstiationof roles and interpreted apart of the play process
through whichchildrenset theboundarie®f their play (Jordan, 2008).
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4.4.3.2Digging tunnels

The sand boys also thaheir own identitythat related to both place and activifyand they
worked togetheras a grougurposefully constructing a complex tuniighage 4.16)Under
closer scrutiny there seeaito be a mix of individual and paired working that contrilbiutz
the group co-operativeplay (Parten, 1932). It was difficult to know if each boy or pawere
working parallel to each otheyn an individual sectioor together a part of a biggemore
complex set ofunnels(Parten, 1932)As they dig the boys ch&tdto each other about what
they were doing, for example Oskacsd o0 o k at .WhenOska keftihe $add for water
heasledSor elno o b &f t e Theremgre adsp tanésemben the group sesito work
togethetto hidethe bucketand patting \ater on the sides of the tunnel and intricate bridge they
were constructinglfnage4.16). The task sharingliscussion, negotiation over equipment and
helping each othesuggestdan element of cooperatipgroup cohesioandsel-management

relating to ceoperativeplay (Parten, 1932)

Tools were also an integral part of the sand boys pldgr example,Oska told me it is

G mportanté to di g.Gontrolofatod was also telated tosskilliegel dmad x 6
position within the goup. For exampleOska ha an important role in the growgshe nmade
decisionsandhadt hteh & b e detwagals@killed at digging and sculpting the tunnels

All threeattributes gavéim status in grougndicative of a social hierarchy.
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During t he o0bs e rameaterHelooked spok§ andwersto sdep inadidjomn
the play.The boysfoot accidentally damagehetunnel and bridge that théypyshad spena
lot of time over. Oskaoik control maybeastheleaderbut also as a gatekeepleeconfroned
the outsider the the other boys joied in, and theoutsider I&. This incident creaed an
opportunitywhere théboyscametogether andboncedas agroup asseting their authority over
the spaceWhilst generating a sense camaraderie thrabhgtshared experiende talk about

later.

For both the fairy girls and sand boysiry part of a group offed an element of security
particularly to youngerchildren, andprotection of their territory andafety from others

invading their space or threatening their play througlpérsonabhnd collective responsibility

of groups memberslt could be that the groups, aswe saw eawigr e r ep eplayfs ng o6 s
patterns obehaviouror rehearsing (Bruce, 199However, thiss difficult to determine from

the data availablezven if thiswas the case the children are still learning teoperate for
example,Oska showd me how tod o i t .| Tih& lmoyswete ialsobworking together
sometimes on their own pat@nd sometimes alongside othdus)ctioning as part of a groyp
andresoling issuesor negotiatingas wesaw abovefeatures identified by Vygotsky (1978)

and Parten (1932) as integral elenseof cooperative, social group play.

During the observatios, the only pedagogue interruption or intervention was when Erika
considered it too dangerow$en the boys dragged the football goal across the doorway of the
legehuson top of the branches and triecctionb over. By applying a watch and wait approach

and not intervening or interruptingiless it was necessary because of safety, both Erika and
Marc gave the children time and space to try things out for themselves, and is interpreted as
their way of creating and maintaining an environment that was conducive to free er child
initiated play (Wood, 2010).

4.5 Summary

The datahas established that the outside environmeatsigringboard for chilchitiated play.
Constructed by the pedagogues as both a physical and mental space for children that motivates
them to playin, with andthroughnature, the pedagogues were not seeiaiimg activities, and

only plan extended projects and everyday tasks, which provides a loose framework. Preferring
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to observe from a distance and to support the children with minimal intervention or supervision

|l i ke Marc, the pedalyldranvatuabke tinbeeamdaspace dounitiateatheilr o w s
own play and activities such as practise a skill, return to favourite and familiar places and repeat
0set playd over an extended period of ti me.
by coconstructing experiencesith the children generated intersubjectivity (Jordan, 2008),
while at the same time giving children the opportunity to experience learning through the
process of play rather than structured activities with an educational outtarmportant to

the pedagogues that children are empowered to choose to engage in the natural environment,
and are motivated by their own interests, which develops their autonomy (Jordan, 2008).
Further, by allowing children the time and freedom ty piimd their own resources and return

to activities the pedagogue is enabling children to develop control and choice in their play,

resulting in play that is, on many levels chitdgtiated (Wood, 2010).

The repetition ot h i | det play éreatesamiliarity and security from which children have

the confidence to experiment and be creative in their learning. In addition, set playsnclude
common elements such as the playrativeor story,the place,and propsor equipment,

through which childrenanstruct their own play worldsyith their own social structures or
hierarchies that focus on group identity, roles and tasks. Membership of awhetipemplay

is co-operative or associati@®arten, 1932si mpor t ant f or chil drenods
particulaty socially and emotionall§Vygotsky, 1978) as wth very little direct inputfrom

pedagogueghe children need to learn how to resolve issues independently.
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Chapter 5 - Findings from Forest Schoo] England
5.1Introduction

This chaptecontainstwo sections. The first section offers background information relating to
the Forest School site, for example how the spe&e usedincluding theparticipants any
routine andexplores how session apdanred, including the role of practitioners, focus
activities and continuous provisioffthe second section presents the findings from data
collected througtphoto tours, interviewandobservatiorof children The hedings used are

broadly similar to the Danish cag&h some variatiobecause of theature of thelata.

5.2Background

The site 6the English casevas a nursery school situated near a large city in the East Midlands,
England.The nursengchoolhas ahead teachewith three qualified teacheme per clas®ach

with either a B. Ed or B.A.(honsindergraduate degrélevel 6) and eight teaching assasits
each with a | evel 3 BTEC chil dcThaF8Argcaognisei f i c ¢
this setting as a Forest School because all the staff have participated in a minimum of Forest
School training and consequently they refer to their practas Forest SchoolAs part of a

whole school initiative all teachers and teaching assistants have had Forest School training at
least to level 2, which involved a day course led by a Forest School trainer that included health
and safety and ForeSthool pedagogy. Thetate fundediursery school has approximately 150
children on roll, aged betweer33years divided into 3 nursery classes, rabbits, caterpillars and
ladybirds with pupil numbers capped to 25 for each nurseigsionmorning and aftenoon

The nursery week is split into ten sessions, each lasting 3 hourshiirérc can attend a
maximum of 5 morning or afternoon sessions out of 10 per wigekadults and children of
Ladybird classagreed to participate in this studhis study isonly interestedvhat the school

refer to aghe Forest Schoosessionwhich happened in addition to usual practicepas of
thethreehour session on Thursday mornings. Each session invblgady yearprofessionals.

Kim, Tom, and Bev(all participants have been given pseudonyms) and two others not featured

in the study

Kim, the class teachers the main participant, Tom was observed carrying out a planned
activity, and Bev who featured as part of |
has had separate Forest School training to levé&loB the purpose of this study the term

practitioner will be used to refer to all early years professionals in this context
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5.21 Qutside space

The nursery buildingmarked in red on Image 5.19 asingle storey construction built in the

1 9 7.0Tées surrounding area is a mix of privately owned and local authority residential
housing.The nearest wood or forest is a bus journey awhg. nursery school has an outside
play area that had recently beeevdloped and landscaped and is easily accessed by all 3
classes, who share this space during all the nursery sessions. Foresth@ppeoled in a
separ at e,géateddutdedr space at the end of the nursery building, marked in yellow

onimage 5.1.

\
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Image 51. Aerial view of Forest Schoollhe red area is the building and the yellow area shows the area where

Forest School takes place

Previously an unused space, that was repurposed it is now used solely for Forest School. Figure
5.1and the key (Figure 5.2) show the location of 6 trees and a variety of shrubs as well as the
location of fixed play equipment including a small climbing frame, a shed used as playhouse,

a mud kitchen, a sand box, benches made from tree trunks, large tyaes and a selection

of shrubs, bushes, raised beds and a small pond (Figure 5.2). Other portable smaller resources
and equipment such as buckets, sticks, and bricks are made availadehfaession, by the

practitioners but are not visible on theymn
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5.2.2 Routine

As Forest School happens weeldiata collectiortook placeeveryThursday mornindor five
weeks. Observation show#dthteach morning followed a similar patteffhechildren arrived

in the classroonafter 8.45amwhere theylayeduntil about 9.00amThen Kim directed them
to sit in a circle on thearpeted area where a registes takenwhile they hada drink and
snack.On one occasiotthe chldren had snackduringForestSchool.Kim seleced childrenin
pairsto put on their coats and bootsey thenlined up at the doorLadybirdclasswith the5
practitionerghenwalked overto the designated Forest School aistore the children arrive
in Forest School, the practitioners used the planfimg@ge 5.2) to set up resources and

activitiesand identify their roldor the Forest Schoasession.

Image5.2. An example of Forest School plaing (Forest School activities ashaded greewith the practitioner

namesredactegl
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In Forest Schodhe childrensat in a circleandKim talkeda b o u trules dffeo rée st , Sc h o«
for example6 n o r @anddbien gk i nd t oSheetleeiplairedthe eesoérceand

activities available including thepractitionerswho were responsible for a focused task.
Individual childrerthenchosewhere theywere going to fay. At approximately 11:45 the end

of the session was signalledhen pactitioners cabdo u tt i @ yandstgr&alto put everything
away.Kimsaidd t hink the best practice is to take
for them to injure thenes| v e.sAs aher&lassegrabbits and caterpillars) use the Forest
Schoolspaceherewas an agreement tay awaytheportableresourcesnd activities such as

painting and puzzle€ach sssion is newo each classlust beforek 2 06 cl ock t he

were ready to return to the classroom for lunch or to go home.

5.3 Planning
Kim explairedthattheydodForest Schodior

one session a weéksometimes more in the sumrfathougl] at the start of the year because
we have fredlow they slowly come out in dribs and drabs in small groups for short pesiods
time so that i1itbdés not t sothereramentbiglexpeciatisftheni | d i
theygec omf ort abl e and easy withnit, they know

This gradualntroductionto Forest Schoads becaus&im has noticed thadt h e c¢ ldordotd r e n
have a | ot of e x p eFoithe ohddeen to becopifagyminlgi arutt ssn d ec
wi th their skeustructoresmfést Sap@lgessions at the beginning of the
programmewith a routine (see Section 5.2.ahd planned activitiesalthough Kim mentions
Forest s ¢ h pracéss and notatheceqdr o A Exp d ai ni n gdiffarentey p |
activitie,s desvterlyi knee evked wonl dvees byl phaninvintgi
Kim shows me that the Forest School activities are shaded green on the planning sheet (Image
5.2). Kim acknowledges h &YFSfils alongside Forest School ideas, we work with play,
thereds al ways sometphnnmgawe b aaok,lathoughBREE S dvi 1
planning document does not show any direct links to the key or prime areas of the B (

5.2).

As part of usal practice, the planned activities seem central to the structure and routine Kim
provides and are important to introduce the children slowly to Forest School sessions. Through
the planned activities practitioners can support the children, building nnpttre familiar and
gradually expanding the repertoire of activities as the children get used to the different kind of

activities available and the outside environment. Through these new experiences, and
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interactions with their natural environment, childrbagin to construct new knowledge
(Vygotsky, 1978).

Kim sees the benefits of

doing[Forest Schojle very week because theyodve...webdve
benefit from it beingegular they get the repetitién they get to know when thaye going
outside to do Forest School

Recognitngt hahi 6dren haveandi pfr erf enliekour@lahisgda we ¢
our activities ta (tThe sc ltioluglaysmgmitsiob @ ldiiepn e n t60
pl ayi ngani@nosbiedsetd6 School shoul d bKématbo wahtethee nt t

children

6to enjoy it on their levels and experience
itdéds just about being outsi.de and being in
However, @knowledging the freedom Forest School offers, Kags

I dondt al ways feel that | need to have 1in

story, per hap sended, 6do thinkowe cam gorreunddhgre without any focus
and thechildren will always learn

However, the planning and provision of activities with a learning focus such as those seen
this study,indicates therés more adult managed play a n dfreel flendé s o b-initated | d
play (Wood, 2013).

An emphasis in the EYFS (DfES, 2007, p.11)
could account for planning in this way, while the discrepancy around free flow play is
understandable given the emphasis on an educational outcome agenda in thergaruencur
document (Wood, 2013), creating a tension between the rhetoric and reality of play (Bennett,
Wood and Rogers, 1997; Wood, 2010). Planning seems to address both the need for educational
outcomes through adult focus activities as well as more plagfulities, some that children

do independently from adults as continuous provision, which is explored in Section 5.4.

On the planningheet(iImage 52), although redacted, practitioner nanaes frequentlyinked
to activities Observationrevealedthe adult rolewas central tocontinuous provisiorand is

looked at next, whila specific adult focus actiwtis explored in more depth in Section 5.5.
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5.4 Continuous provision

Continuous provisiomwas a term used b¥im to referto what shec a | fieesflowd play or
&« hi | d i niastplanmdd eedourpel davgaitivitiesthatchildren are involved in when
they are not doing specific adult focused activiti®eq Section 5.5)4 Activities were also

seasonal and linked to Spring and Easten explairec

continuous provision allows us to give them skills to do it with ddaitsactivities such as
bug hunting then they will refine it with their friends or independently

Asjustf i cati on for hepl agrhgeoutsmdhent s,iKKimat f ér
al so s tFaotreess tt hSacth odo | shoul d bshe gdes futhersagingt t o
that

learning outside is different to learning insifand children can play differently outside

some children may play with some resources inside but not outside and some will play will
things outside but not inside they might do elements of it inside such @s book

Kim gives the example that

boys sometimesdok a't books outside wh éimsid¢ tesoyceswo ul o
out side encourage <c¢children to explore and
normally.

Continuous provision was not explicitly written on the plan, but Kim explainédeutside
environment or conti nuowssi NP osvp esc Mérknaiv Be epsr ceupl
chil dren | i kFor ekamplep Kim was wonftddntdothdhost children like the

puppetgé resources such as puppets or books are sel@atatbet outby the practitioners for

the use in childnitiated activities Although the use of props and resources in play is important
for forming relati onshi pnk ocCursywwhgeo thiddkey havelhe 7 8 )
opportunity to freely choose the toys that they play with (Wood, 2010, p.20).

Kimbs c othahthedtenvi r onment c ofastlejtrees do nad haveg®sod ur c e
branches f ofmageds), sbams tb lokmknpwedgemerthat the pine trees do

not provide sticks or leaves, and not that she fails to recognise the full potential of the outside
environment to provide natur al resources afl
planning and placement océsources seen here as part of continuous provision. Revealing her

knowl edge of childrends preferences, Kim go

€ you might need to add a few exg&awming in sticks or things liketh&# 6 cos t hey | ov

but we dondot ha)\sewetbingthemlinifokttemt hat her e
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Image 54 A den made by children from imported sticks
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As part of the structure and supppldnningprovidesplay propsand resources that the children
and practitionerbave usednany times beforaside and some that are typical Forest School
resources such as stigk&ight, 2009) Familiarity with resourcesouldhelpboth the children
and practitionergeel safe and comfortable, especialy Kim mentioned earlier (Section 5.3)
that some children may be unfamiliar with the outside spdaeever,by frequently selecting
and usinghese favourite resources and play propgscomesnd play experiences mhgcome
predictable At the stariof sessions, when Forest School is mepetition and familiarity can
be useful, especiallwhen maximum input is required from practitioners tooallthem the

space and time to concentrate on childrenos

Continuous provision iKimd s  of prgviding opportunities for children to build on previous

adult focus activitieswhile at the same timgiving children the experience of an aetty,

resource, oability to develop a skill using a tooldependently, withoutmited adult support.

Kim suggests that

if they have done it with wig htoluay @lhle Ilpe adcrta:
a different opportunity at her t han an adult | ed experi enct
accessing it, with or without an adult, they can assess it independently or through an adult led
experience or playing with resources we ha\

experienceéyou al most give them the skildl t
different ways by returning to it themselves

Cai t | icolécsng (see §ection 5.6.2) is an example of a ghitchted activityandas part

of continuous provisiofWood, 2010)it is based on an earlier adult focus actittgt children
caacob6ess i ndreedgremadudt mterleptioWood, 2010)The bug poster (Image

5.5) is also a leftover from a bug hunting and identification actiVityough the adult focus
activities children begin to develop preferences for their play and equipment, which they can
later explorandependently through continus provisionin addition,

dhey can explore and perhaps slowly change things themseéhesghey get the regularity

Kim presented the positives of this approach as it:

links to their seHesteem and that builds on their confidence becauseatgeygomfortable
because they know it so well so then the learning activities should somkéniee same
because they will only learn if they are comfortable and secure
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Image5.5 A poster from previous adult focus activity

By planning and organisingpotinuous provision that builds on previous focus activiiss

wants the children téwhere possible trying to get the most out of evergtl@y encouraging
children torevisit favourite activities, they can then try other activities outside of their comfort
zone, or ways of playing with the same resources independently or differently to how adults
intended (Wood, 2010).

Kim clearly expresses her understanding of howdn learnthrough experience and
repetition,and her planning reflects thislowever the act of planning with specific outcomes
in mindseems toesult inmoreadult managed activities (Wood, 20E8)d less on spontaneous
play (DfEs, 2008)Even thouglthe activities might be playful (Pyle and Danniels, 204y
they maycontainsome characteristiasf free play, such aschoice and control they are not
al ways fAfreely choseno (Wood, 2010, p.20).
evident in py may vary between individual and cont&ite practitioner role is explored more

next and in Section 5.5.4 where Tombés adul
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55 Practitioner roles

Duringmy five visits to Forest School there wérpractitioners outside with 26 childresmhich
worked out atapproximatelyl adult to 5 children.This is muchhigher than the government
recommendatiof 1 adult to 13 children aged three yed§.,2013. The deployment of
practitionersand their roleseems important in understanding how Forest Schaukigpreted

by Kim and requires further investigation.

One of the reasons Kim gave for this high number of practitioners is that children struggle,
Gespecally with free flow play[or] continuous provisioln She explained that afive
ractitioners have f iinhedutsidespaeces Twoaérearésponsiple t o
for & oc us g evhidhaie tpiarseddand prepared, adirdécted actiities, usually
positioned purposefully in clearly identifiegbaces or places, depending on the requirements

of the activity for example, in the sanmbx (Section 5.5.3). The other three practitioners,
without a focus activity moved about the site indlegr def i ned ar eas. Ki m

practitioners in this way by Kim was confirmed by observation over the five weeks of visits.

Kim pointed outthatthé adul t s ametiobsmeheant Pou can see ¢
goi ngndemondi cated one practiti onegeeflgwesbilt i one
The remaining two movedroundand had a side each. From these positions all dutaks
coumaveé around t haen doawtcdho ooru ts pf asereidd & Mmandigge yi OS
t he c¢ hSkilled obsenvétion is a way of informing future activities and practice helping
the practitioner to identi fyHavihgallehsteaddlts i nd
visible at all timesprovidedthe children a secure emenment. Kim says,

the most valuable resource in the room is the adult, the teacher, the facilitator to cater for the

individual needs and make learning applicable
andt he practitionerds main role during the st¢

intervene and support where nesaryé¢ we 6 r e al ways on hand to gi

and help for those who neeéd it

AnexampleoB dul t 60 s canrbé seenancSectioo B6.

The role of the adult is significant in supporting children through the process of acquiring new
information, especially the active engagement through discovery and experimentation as they
construct their own understanding of the world (Vygotsky, 1978h ays
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|l 6m very passionate about those moments whe

youbve been on that journey with. them and vy

Hi gh adult presence coul d have nefagartoifreee r es
play is minimal direct intervention from adults (Wood, 20B)en if the purpose is to create

an environment that is safe, with support from adults and related to practitioner,,@ardnts
chil drenb6s percept i o terpretation ofrhowspkactitioAersrperform ind e t a
Forest School and their approach with regards to risk, care needs and focus activities is looked

at in the sections.

5.5.1Perception ofrisk

Kim suggestd earlier (Section 5.5%hat children may need more support from practitioners
during Forest Schopivhichcould be related to a perceptitratthe outsides dnorerisky than
insided Even though Kim acceptlthat

children need risk[and risk isan| important part of ForesSchoolé we all view risk so
differently, with that risk comes an element of safety so some people get agitated over that

buddl i a, | 6d be more anxious about them cli
be able to get tipdm doewnéaarxd osucsme bpeud t he p
pond, whet her ités safe or not to me if i
branch itds OK

Intheplanning(Image 52) thereis a separate sectifor carrying out a health and safeheck

with Kim asthe named person. Sheciar r yi ng out her r eskoestsi bi l
School is made as safandtef ad isl irteaatseo nahbil lyd rpeo
although as shaccepts gbove thatpeople can haveifferent perceptions of risk. In addition,

high adultto child ratios mentioned earligSection 5.5mayalsobe related tahis perception

of umer &€di ct abl.&hedrategic @acement giactdienéramentioned above

(Section 5.5)s thereforea way ofmanagng or containingany potential risk

Showing her understanding of Forest School Sagst h &tor @€ st S carecabdut s ki |
@xploring the nwawhut aleaming skilsdor beingt ostside andl using

t oosudsas6 s pades 6, 6 h ahomaver,wibh the useffosla ws 6
thereds an extra risk, itdéds unpredictabl e,
coul dndét | ust rwenalkabou usingreaMaols dnd raal esjlapment, it might
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surprise some parents that 3 year olds might be touching a real hammer but actually they are
in a one to one situation.

Kim acknowledgd that children might need extra helpingreal butchild-sized toolssuch as
@&l oser adulwhichsmaypaecounti fas theohiglider than usual adult child ratms. F
example] noted shammer and nail®cusactivity that used child size hammemRractitioners

S u p pcohritl dor e n 6 s iannddevedopohentoh a aneete acdathéy can adapt their
approach accordingg Ki mo s  pof agult focus agtivitieslongside thénigh adult child

ratios may be a way of minimisiramy risk.

However, there may be other reasons for high adult child réioexampleKim explained
sometimespur role mightbé o hel p them engage and .Bem@rn ar
able to support children when needed is planned for through the careful placement of
practitioners, mentioned by Kim in Sectiéb. Kim explains how continuous provision is
supported by three practitioners who are available to move freely observing and interacting
with children, as needed. Supporting children through social interaction helps with the

internalisation of ideas andigports the learning process (Vygotsky, 1978).

5.5.2Immediate care needs

For some children being outside may present more challestfesy may havés peci a.l nee
Across the five visits | noted that childreought out practitioner helpvhen theywere

struggling with a taslkgoing to the toileandwhenthey #&ll, got wetor dirty. For example, Joe

fell over dmdks anyd htamdBevwar® dirty from when
Bevbrushedthemudofoe6s hands and encouraged him to
playing with the puppet®lthough theyalways have &first aid kit with us so that if anyone
falls over or hurt themsel ves weKimaldedwee al w
have to go back into t.hCwerthafivervisits Uidid ndtinotice f or
toileting happening too frequently, maybe because childrenencouraged to go to the toilet

before Forest Schoadr children were absorbedn their activities and are only there for
approximatel\2 ¥2 hours.However, the immediate care needs of young children or at least the
possibility of a care need could in part account for both the high adult child ratios and a
justification to place practitioners strategic positions, making practitioners visible and
available should children have any difficultié®owever, lased on what | saw this could be a

needperceived by the practitioners rather than an actual requirédroanthe children.
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553 T o mdosus activiy 6 .

Kim explainedpart oftherole of a practitionewas toplan,organise and set dpcus activities
as stated on the plannifignage 52). Usually two per sessionpéus activitiesareaccessdby

childrenwith the support of an adukim suggestd

we can get more out of it with adult focus activiflescausehe children are at]@ertain age
where they need us to stimulate them as well as to get engaged in some gthieyjeget
more from itwith adult help

Kim acknowledges that some children may need extra support especially if the activities are
new, different, or dangerous particularly as they involve the use of tools or equipment.
Carefully thought through and planned, the adult focuwiies seemed to involve some
elements that were perceived to contain risky, dangerous, or messy dspatés.weeks the

same equipment or activity can be used by children on their own or with other children as part

of continuous provision

Image5.6 Alex participating inthe adult focuspainting activiy.
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