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Abstract

Children’s play in peer cultures: Icelandic preschool children’s views on
play, rules in play, and the role of educators in their play

Children’s play in preschools is a complicated phenomenon studied
extensively from different perspectives and paradigms. This study draws on
the work of William Corsaro, to develop a study that used the sociology of
childhood perspective, with particular focus on understanding children’s
knowledge and experiences. The aim of the study is to gain a better
understanding of how children explain their activities in their preschool
settings, how they experience rules in their play activities, and how they see
the role of educators in their play. The purpose is to better understand
children’s play by seeking their views on their participation in peer cultures.

This thesis reports on a multiple-case study inspired by ethnographic
approaches. The study was conducted with two groups of children in two
preschools in Reykjavik, Iceland, with children aged 3-6. Video-recordings
from the ethnographic approach were used to support children’s
conversations about their participation in the preschool activities. These
conversations were captured through video-simulated accounts.

The main findings indicate that most children explained that their
preferred activities were those in which they could take on various roles
and make decisions about how to use the material as play. The children’s
explanations are related to how make-believe play has been defined. In
other words, the children described themselves as playing when they
created an imaginary situation, took on roles, and followed the rules
relevant for the play. The children used different strategies to challenge
adult-initiated rules, which often were related to who could play, and who
could not, in the activity. The children’s status and power in their peer
culture influenced how they saw the educator’s role in their play. They
agreed that the educators seldom took part in their play; their role was
often to be close to the children, observe and react when the children
needed help or when something went wrong.

A major implication of the study is a better understanding of children’s
play in peer cultures from the children’s perspectives. The study highlights
the importance of listening to children’s views of activities that concern



them. The findings are valuable for early childhood educators to support
understandings of how children explain their activities in their preschool
settings, including the different strategies they use to include some and not
others in their play, and how educators might reconsider their participation
in children’s play by observing their status and power in the peer culture.
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Leikur barna i leikskélum: Vidhorf islenskra leikskdlabarna til leiks, reglna i
leik og hlutverks leikskdlakennara i leik peirra

Leikur barna i leiksk6lum er flokid fyrirbeeri sem hefur verid rannsakad Ut
frd mismunandi sjonarhornum og kenningum. Rannsékn pessi byggir &
hugtékum William Corsaro um félagsfraedi bernskunnar par sem leitast er
vid ad leera af pekkingu barna og reynslu. Markmidid er ad ¢dlast frekari
skilning & pvi hvernig boérn utskyra leik og adrar athafnir i leikskdlanum,
hvernig pau upplifa reglur leikskélans og hvernig pau atskyra hlutverk
fullordinna i leik peirra. Tilgangurinn er ad auka skilning fullordinna a leik
barna med pvi ad fa fram sjonarmid barnanna sjalfra a athafnir sinar i hopi
jafningja i leiksk6lanum.

Notad var blandad rannsoknarsnid vid gagnadflun, adferdir
tilviksrannsdkna og etnégrafiu. patttakendur i rannsékninni voru boérn
priggja til sex &ra, i tveimur leikskdlum i Reykjavik, einni deild i hvorum
skola. Myndbandsupptokur voru notadar sem kveikja ad umraedu um
athafnir barnanna i leikskélunum. Athafnir barnanna voru teknar upp a
myndband, boérnin horféu a pad og utskyrdu pad sem fram for a
upptékunum.

Helstu nidurstddur syna ad bornin atskyrdu athafnir sinar sem leik pegar
pau géatu tekid sér hlutverk og akvedid hvernig pau notudu pann efnivid sem
pau héfdu adgang ad. beer Gtskyringar ma tengja vid pad hvernig hlutverka-
eda imyndunarleikur barna hefur verid skilgreindur. i leik notudu bérnin
fiolbreyttar leidir til pess ad takast & vid peer reglur sem fullordnir settu, oft i
peim tilgangi ad dkveda hvada bdrn meettu vera med i leik og hver ekki.
Stada barnanna i jafningjah6pnum hafdi ahrif & hvernig pau litu & hlutverk
fullordinna i leik. Bornin voru sammala um ad hinir fullorénu teekju sjaldan
eda aldrei patt i leik peirra; hlutverk peirra vaeri ad vera naleegt bérnunum a
medan pau léku, fylgjast med peim og bregdast vid pegar pau purftu a
adstod ad halda eda pegar eitthvad for Urskeidis.

Rannsoknin gefur gléggva mynd af leik barna i leikskdlum Gt fra peirra
eigin sjénarhorni og synir hversu mikilveegt er ad hlusta a bodrn, reynslu
peirra og pekkingu & pvi samfélagi sem pau eru patttakendur i.
Nidurstodurnar geta verid gagnlegar fyrir starfsfolk leikskdla og aukid



skilning pess & pvi; hvernig born Gtskyra athafnir sinar i leikskdlanum p.e.
hvada athafnir eru leikur i peirra augum, hvada leidir bérn nota til pess ad
bj6da sumum bornum til leiks en Gtiloka 6nnur, og hvernig fullordnir geta
endurskodad hlutverk sitt i leik barna med pvi ad fylgjast med stédu
barnanna i jafningjah6pnum.

vi
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1 Introduction

1.1 Purpose and aim of the study

In the last two decades, the quantity of research with, rather than ‘on’,
children has increased. Children are being offered more opportunities to be
active participants in research processes and have their multiple voices
included. Even though we can learn about children’s activities through the
narratives of others, including parents and teachers, we can deepen our
knowledge of childhood by including children in the research process. It is
with this intention in my doctoral study that | have chosen to include the
voices of children and to bring forth their views and ideas about their play
activities in their peer cultures. The aim of this study is to gain a better
understanding of how children explain their activities in their preschool
settings, how they experience rules in their play activities and how they see
the role of educators in their play.

The topic for this study came from my supervisor, Johanna Einarsdottir,
Professor at the University of Iceland, and my second supervisor, Susan
Danby, Professor at the Queensland University of Technology. Their
research interests include researching with children and children’s play.
These topics are important in early childhood education which leads to the
necessary of doing research with children to find out their views on play
activities. This cross-country study involving Australia and Iceland has the
additional aim of building a range of understandings of children’s
perspectives of play. In Australia, Professor Susan Danby and her colleague
Doctor Maryanne Theobald conducted a similar research that involved
educators constructing the data in a similar way to the approach of this
study.

1.2 Value of the subject/ necessity of the research

Research on children’s views on play has indicated that children do not
define their activities in a same way as adults (Dockett, 2008; Theobald, et
al., 2015). While preschool teachers might value children’s learning through
play, the children might think differently and say that they only play a short
amount of time during the day. Because of this possible variation it is
important to gain a better understanding on how children explain their
activities in preschool. Children’s play activities include several rules made
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by educators and the children themselves. These rules often are taken for
granted, with little attention as to whether some children may benefit and
others do not (Thornberg, 2009). For this reason, this study also focuses on
how children experience rules within their peer cultures. Additionally, while
the role of educators is important in children’s play (Pramling Samuelsson &
Asplund Carlsson, 2008), there is a fine line between educators
participating in children’s play, and them controlling it. If educators take
control over children’s activities, then children tend to think that their
activities are not play (Einarsdéttir, 2014a; Pramling Samuelsson & Asplund
Carlsson, 2008). These findings suggest why it is critical to investigate
children’s perspectives regarding the role of educators in their play
activities.

The Icelandic National Curriculum Guide for Preschools (2011) is based
on preschool regulations and is a guide for preschool educators to build
their curriculum and pedagogic practices. The curriculum guidelines suggest
that it is through play that children best learn, and therefore play should be
at the core of all preschool practice. Play is defined, in the Guide, as a
voluntary and spontaneous activity where children participate in on their
own terms, providing opportunities for children to communicate their
ideas, experiences and feelings, learn to understand the environment, and
develop social relations with other children. The curriculum guidelines point
out that educators need to support children’s learning through play in
different ways such as: to create environments with different materials that
give children opportunities to investigate, solve problems and be creative;
offer children ample and uninterrupted time for play; and notice children’s
interests to support their play (Ministry of Education, Science and Culture,
2011).

A rationale for including children as research partners draws from The
United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) and the
sociology of childhood theoretical framework that underpin this study. The
United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) accepts all
children as active participants in society and proposes that children should
have a say in matters that affect their lives in some way. Within a sociology
of childhood perspective, children are influenced by and learn from their
social and physical environments; at the same time, these environments are
influenced by children (Corsaro, 2015). Children are seen as competent and
active participants in their own lives and capable to express their opinions,
intentions, and perspectives (Einarsdoéttir, 2012; Qvortrup, 1994). The study
builds on the perspective that children have a right to be heard and to
express their views. In every step of the research process, children’s needs,
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strengths, and differences are taken into consideration and with a
researcher emphasis on learning from the children’s knowledge and
experiences.

1.3 The researcher’s background

| have been a preschool teacher since 2003; on completion of my B.Ed., |
worked with different responsibilities in four different preschools. In 2011, |
decided to undertake my Master of Education degree because many
questions had arisen in my practice that | found important to answer. In
addition, | found it important to enhance my skills in critical discussion
about my practice; why | did things in the way | did. In my tasks, | discussed
different topics and found answers about early childhood education, which
helped me make arguments in my work, for example why | prioritised
children’s play in the preschool. Many of those questions arose because of
pressure, from the primary school teachers with whom | collaborated and
the children’s parents, to conform to a formal teaching approach rather
than an approach that emphasised children’s learning through play. |
experienced different views of what children should be able to do when
starting primary school. To combat this pressure, | used diverse strategies,
including pedagogical documentations, to assess children’s activities in the
preschool and show the primary school educators and parents how and
what children learned through play. My experience and these
documentations led to an increased interest in gaining a better
understanding of children’s play from the children’s own perspectives.

When studying for Master’s degree, | was invited to take part in a
collaborative action research project in The Center for Research in Early
Childhood Education at the University of Iceland. My role was to assist
educators to identify a problem connected to one of the fundamental
pillars, Health and Wellbeing, in the Icelandic National Curriculum for
preschools. The aim was to implement the pillar in preschool practice and
the purpose was to promote children’s wellbeing in the preschool. The
educators who took part in the study recognised that children’s active
participation in daily routines had a positive influence on their wellbeing.
Therefore, they reviewed their practices with regard to children’s
participation in daily routines and how much this could have an effect on
their activities in the preschool. My Master’s study investigated how the
schedule in the preschool influenced the children’s wellbeing. My findings
suggested that it was critical for the children to have a choice regarding
their participation in activities, and choice of materials and playmates, and
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that it was important for the children to have ample time for uninterrupted
play.

The participation in the action research project and the findings of my
Masters’ study increased my interest in undertaking more research in early
childhood education. | was now interested in understanding more about
children’s activities in the preschool and | wanted to include their voices in
the research process. Therefore, | applied for a position as a doctoral
student at the School of Education in the University of Iceland. This position
was approved in October 2013. The process of this study has been a great
learning journey.

1.4 The structure of the thesis

The thesis includes seven chapters. The first chapter has introduced the
purpose and value of the study and the researcher’s background. The
second chapter explains the concepts of the sociology of childhood, the
theoretical framework of the study, including interpretive reproduction,
children’s peer cultures, primary and secondary adjustment. The third
chapter describes previous research about children’s play activities in
preschools, how the concept of play and the role of educators in children’s
play has been reviewed. Chapter four discusses the methodology and
methods chosen, that is, research with children using multiple-case study
inspired by ethnographic approaches. Also, the chapter presents the
participants in the study and the preschool contexts. Chapter five explains
ethical matters in research with children and how the researcher dealt with
various ethical challenges of this study. Chapter six reports on the findings
from the study, that is, the three articles that were published discussing the
children’s explanation of; their play activities in the preschool setting, the
rules in the preschool setting and their way of challenging these rules, and
the role of educators in their play. In chapter seven the findings are
discussed in an overall conclusion about the study.



2 The theoretical framework

The theoretical framework of this study was chosen to reflect my views of
children. Underpinning the study are views of children as competent and
active participants in co-constructing their social worlds (Corsaro, 2005;
Danby & Baker, 1998b; Danby & Farrell, 2004; Einarsdéttir, 2008). These
views are connected to childhood studies that emphasise children as active
in shaping and constructing their own culture through their experiences,
knowledge, and collective actions to produce and reproduce their peer
culture (Corsaro, 2015). This study is informed by The Convention on the
Rights of the Child (United Nations, 1989), that children have a right to
express themselves in matters that affect their lives and that they are active
participants in society. In this chapter | discuss views of children and how
they influence children’s opportunities to be active participants in shaping
the preschool community. In addition, | will explain the theoretical concepts
underpinning Corsaro’s Sociology of childhood (2015), the theoretical
approach of this study.

2.1 Views of children and childhood

A number of theoretical perspectives have informed understandings of
children over centuries. Views of children and childhood have changed
considerably over the last decades as new knowledge and foci emerge in
early childhood education (Einarsdottir, 2008). Constructions of children
and childhood are informed by the specific conceptual frameworks. Visions
of children are thus framed conceptually based on one’s world views, and
these constructions are both historically informed and theoretically
informed, and somewhat contested within different fields. In this study,
children’s social and cultural contexts are considered as important in
children’s play and learning in preschools. That is, children are influenced
by the society in which they participate, and at the same time, they are
active participants who have influences in their everyday lives and in
society more broadly.

The perspective informed by the sociology of childhood emphasise that
children are competent and active participants in society. Children have
different strengths, experiences and knowledge and take active part in
creating new knowledge and shaping their culture (Corsaro, 2015). At the
same time, children may be vulnerable and in need of protection and/or
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guidance (Einarsdéttir, 2008). Children’s vulnerability is often related to
power differentials between children and adults; adults are usually in a
more powerful position than children (Birbeck & Drummond, 2015).
Einarsdottir (2008) points out that adults’ views of children can vary within
a person; the same individual can have different views over time, and
between people where different people have different views. Views of
children affect how children are treated and whether their voices are heard
or not.

In this study children are seen as competent and active participants in
society. Their views can vary because of different experiences and
knowledge, which is favoured and respected. According to Tertoolen,
Geldens, van Oers, and Popeijus (2017), children’s voices are essentially
‘polyphonic’, meaning that children’s perspectives are multi-voiced. As
children participate in local child-child and adult-child cultures, they
construct their social worlds within these contexts. However, rather than
passively accepting a socialisation process, they are active participants in
constructing it (Prout & James, 2015). These views are connected to
Corsaro’s ‘sociology of childhood’ perspective (Corsaro, 2015) that
recognises that children are competent and bring agency to their actions,
thus taking an active part in society.

Sociology of childhood studies understand childhood as social
construction, ‘constructed and reconstructed both for children and by
children’ (Prout and James, 2015, p. 6). Childhood is recognised as an
important period of children’s lives, where they are active participants in
the society and have a say in matters that affect their lives. Emphasis is not
only on preparing children for the future but rather on the ‘*here and now’
(Einarsdéttir, 2008; Prout & James, 2015). Danby and Farrell (2004) suggest
that childhood is a universal experience that is constructed within specific
places, times and contexts. Further, Corsaro (2015) argues that childhood is
not a static stage, rather it is a social construction that is dependent on the
context, society, values, expectations, and belief of childhood. Children
learn from other people and the environment and not least, the children
also influence others and shape the environment.

Children’s play and learning are studied from different perspectives and
paradigms, including psychological, philosophical and sociological
approaches (Lillemyr, 2009). These different paradigms have developed
different ways of approaching studies of children and constructed different
images of children and childhood, and these images are often in tension
with each other (Kehily, 2004). For example, Cromdal (2006) shows how
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socialisation provides different perspectives to childhood studies. On one
hand, psychological perspectives recognise childhood as a period where
children become members of society through guidance from adults. On the
other hand, sociological perspectives recognise children as social agents,
capable of constructing their own social world.

Psychological studies have given important evidence that play is a
process that promotes children’s learning and development (Rogoff, Dahl,
& Callanan, 2018; Wood & Hedges, 2016). However, the sociological
perspective can provide a broader understanding of play, both in theory
and practice by including the historical and cultural context (Wood, 2013).
The focus is on children’s participation in everyday settings and that their
learning takes place in interaction with other, children and adults (Corsaro,
2015). Though, it is important to be critical on the theoretical level and not
producing to many empirical accounts of children’s everyday lives, as
childhood studies have been criticised for (Tisdall & Punch, 2012).

This study focuses on how children understand and discuss their play
experiences in educational settings. Play most often occurs in interaction
with others, including peers and educators, and is influenced by cultural
values and experiences. As Wood (2013) points out, ‘play does not take
place in a vacuum: everything that children play at, or play with, is
influenced by wider social, historical and cultural factors, so that
understanding what play is and learning how to play are culturally and
contextually situated processes’ (p. 8). Therefore, sociological theory was
chosen as a foundation for the study, focusing on children’s play activities in
their preschool settings, their experiences of adult-initiated rules and rules
in their play and the role of educators in their play.

How children are viewed within the research process has an effect on
how researchers interact with them. For example, Danby and Farrell (2004)
work from a paradigm that values children’s participation in the research
process This perspective is the one underpinning this study.

2.2 The Sociology of Childhood

The theoretical framework chosen for this study is Corsaro’s theory of the
sociology of childhood. William A. Corsaro is currently Professor Emeritus at
the Department of Sociology at Indiana University in Bloomington, USA. He
conducted research with children in USA and Italy where he emphasised
the interactions of children in preschools and children’s peer cultures. His
main theoretical orientation is to what he calls interpretive reproduction,
and he refers to children’s participation in the peer cultures that they create
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by appropriating information from adults (Corsaro, 2015). Children do not
only appropriate adult content, they also challenge and circumvent adult
rules for the purposes of constructing their own peer culture (Danby &
Baker, 1998a). Corsaro (2015) also developed the concepts of primary and
secondary adjustment, which refer to authority and rules in peer cultures.
In this study, these concepts are used as a lens to understand children’s
perspectives regarding their activities in their preschool community.

2.2.1 Interpretive reproduction

Interpretive reproduction is a term that refers to children’s participation in
society, and the cultures that they create by appropriating information
from the adult world (Corsaro, 2015). Corsaro uses the concept interpretive
to describe the creative and innovative aspects of children’s participation in
society. Reproduction captures the idea that children actively contribute to
cultural production and change. That is, children are affected by society and
cultures and they are also active participants in shaping and creating their
society and cultures. Corsaro (2001) has used the concept of interpretive
reproduction instead of ‘socialisation.” He defines socialisation as a ‘process
in which children, in interaction with others, produce their own peer
cultures and eventually come to reproduce and become members of the
adult world’ (Corsaro, 2001, p. 24). This view proposes that socialisation is
not an individualistic and forward-looking connotation that is related to the
idea of preparing and training children for the future. Rather, Corsaro
suggests that children themselves are active in the process of socialisation;
it is not something that just happens to them. Rather, it is achieved by the
everyday, creative activities of children.

Children download, interpret and reproduce the society and culture that
surrounds them in order to make it intelligible and manageable (Lofdahl,
2014). Lofdahl (2014) builds on Corsaro’s theories and suggests that, in
play, children appropriate what adults say and do and recreate it in their
own play activities. Power relations are a central feature of children’s
experiences and they experiment in play with these relations by trying out
more or less forbidden actions such as ‘being mean’. Also, they experiment
with approved roles, such as being obedient. Additionally, Léfdahl points
out ‘that reproduction and production are key terms for describing how
children’s peer cultures are initiated and maintained and how their actions
and interactions are related to the local context and the common history of
the group’ (p. 343). That is, children use their experiences and knowledge
often learned from adults to create their own preschool society.
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Furthermore, Corsaro (2012) argues that, in their play, children do not
just imitate adult behaviour. Rather, children elaborate and embellish adult
behaviour in order to cope with their own primary concerns around status,
power and control. Children have desires to express power in play that they
seldom experience in real life situations. They can feel empowered when
they take on adult roles and play a person with power authority; for
example, the teacher. When playing roles children get an opportunity to
consider how people relate to each other and act in social situations. That
is, they try on ‘future roles’ when they believe they will be in control of
themselves and others. Corsaro (1992) suggests that play routines shift
back and forth from adult to peer culture. Further, it is worth noting that
children are not only trying on future roles, as Corsaro suggests, but
sometimes they are in the present taking on roles that they are dealing with
here and now, such as being the big sister because ‘you are a big sister in
real life.’

In his studies, Corsaro (1992; 2015) added to the understanding of
children’s play in peer cultures by developing the term interpretive
reproduction. He used the term to capture the idea that children have
influence on and are also influenced by the preschool community. In this
study, the term interpretive reproduction is used in a similar way as Corsaro
(1992: 2015) did in his studies. However, in this study the focus is mainly on
the children’s competences and social agency, thus, having their own
opinions, experiences and knowledge.

2.2.2 Children’s peer cultures

This study investigates the peer cultures of children aged 3-6 years who
spend periods of time together in two preschool settings in Reykjavik,
Iceland. In peer cultures children are likely to share norms, attitudes and
values that they express in their play and other activities (Corsaro, 1992).
Corsaro (1992) defines peer culture ‘as a stable set of activities or routines,
artifacts, values, and concerns that children produce and share in
interaction with peers’ (p. 162). Children produce and participate in peer
cultures that they shape when interacting with others through their lives
and that peer cultures arise and develop as a result of children’s attempts
to make sense of the adult world (Corsaro, 1992). Similarly, Lofdahl (2014)
specifies peers as children who spend time together in preschools on a daily
basis and over longer periods of time. Within a peer culture, culture is ‘both
as the context within which the child develops and the context into which
the child develops’ (Rogers, 2010, p. 153). Peer cultures are contexts for
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children, where they change and grow understandings of the community by
using their experiences, meanings and actions to contribute to the society,
both here and now and also in the future (L6fdahl, 2014). In each preschool
the children were seen by the researcher as active participants in shaping
and sharing their values, concerns, artefacts and routines. In order to do
this, they used the experiences and knowledge they gained from family and
home, and their own preschool contexts, to create their own peer culture.

Children starting preschool form relationships with other children,
outside their family, who often become important members of their lives.
In preschools children create their own peer cultures by using the
experience and knowledge they have gained at home to participate in social
events with peers (Corsaro, 2001). Preschool settings are usually
constructed and regulated by adults, but within these regulations children
create their own rules and social order within the setting (Cobb-Moore,
Danby & Farrell, 2007). Children‘s creation of social order is complex and
often happens outside the audible of educators (Danby & Baker, 1998b).
This study aims to add to the understanding of the complexity of how
children work within the structures of adults regulations and,
simultaniously, make their own rules.

Language and cultural routines are important aspects of peer cultures.
Language provides children with a symbolic system that they use to shape a
shared understanding and that enable a sense of belonging to a specific
group. Cultural routines are a kind of framework that children use to display
and interpret a wide range of socio-cultural knowledge (L6fdahl, 2014;
Theobald & Danby, 2017). That is, children use language to display their
knowledge about the world, form relationships with friends and build a
general peer group identity (Rizzo & Corsaro, 1995). It is in relationships
with peers that children’s social status determines; the influence they are
able to have on others, their position within the group, and the affect they
can have on educator’s rules (Wood, 2014). Theobald and Danby (2017)
suggest children use their cultural knowledge to negotiate teacher and child
social orders at play in their interactions and that knowledge is best
understood by the members of that local culture.

In children’s peer cultures, social participation and protection of
interactive space are two concerns (Rizzo & Corsaro, 1995). Social
participation means that children seldom play alone but, when they find
themselves alone, they repeatedly attempt to gain entry into an ongoing
peer activity. Protection of interactive space indicates that children who are
already involved in an activity resist the access attempts of other children.
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In their research, Corsaro and Rizzo (1995) found peer interaction fragile;
children could be participating in play one minute, and the next they could
be excluded with no or little warning. When children found themselves
alone they usually tried to gain access to another activity with peers instead
of choosing solitary play. Social participation and protection of interactive
space are important concepts in this study because they are used to look
closer into children’s participation in play in peer cultures. Thus, they
provide an analytic approach to explore more deeply how children are
included and sometimes excluded from play with peers in preschool
settings. Furthermore, the concepts of primary and secondary adjustment,
that will be discussed in the next section, are applied to problematise and
give a deeper understanding of children’s exclusion from play even though
rules about inclusion are often clear in preschool settings (L6fdahl, 2010).

2.2.3 Primary adjustment and secondary adjustment

The concepts of primary and secondary adjustment explain how peer
culture can emerge (Corsaro, 2015). Primary adjustment means that adults
have the role of controlling children’s behaviour. In this view, children are
told what to do, for example, to obey the adult and adjust behaviour
accordingly. In this study, the concept of primary adjustment is used as a
lens to explore how children adjust to and follow educator authority and
rules in their peer culture. Secondary adjustment, however, is related to
how children seem be under control of adults by adjusting and following
their rules, but actually they are undertaking a collective form of resistance.
This is seen often in preschools; when children ignore or exclude other
children from play even though the rule says that everybody should be
included (L6fdahl, 2010). In this study, the concept of secondary adjustment
is used to shed light on how children respond to or resist adult authority in
their play activities in peer cultures. In the research process, these concepts
were helpful in considering my role in the study, my relationship with the
children, and my participation in the children’s peer cultures

When studying children’s play in peer cultures, Lo6fdahl (2010) adds one
more adjustment to Corsaro’s theory. She uses the concept third
adjustment to suggest that children show adjustment in their own peer
culture, where they develop strategies for resisting their own rules and
norms. The participating children communicated a shared system of social
knowledge where certain values and peer positioning were constructed
towards other children in the peer group, often in relation to social
inclusion and exclusion in the peer activities. The children’s
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interdependence in the peer group allowed them to change the social
structures in the preschool, for example by judging or complimenting art
work of peers. Similarly, van Oers (2014) suggests that children can feel
excitement when solving tensions between rules and freedom; in play they
have an opportunity to explore these tensions.

Children both follow and challenge educators’ authority and rules in
their preschool settings (Corsaro, 2015). According to Corsaro (2001), the
emergence of peer cultures in preschools usually depends on the
educator’s maintenance of boundary. Children deal with the authority of
educators by resisting or challenging their rules to gain control of their lives.
Preschools usually have more than one educator in a setting; there may be
several authority figures, suggesting that adult power and control may vary
across individuals and social situations. This study will look further into how
children challenge educators’ power and control, that is, how they either
resist or challenge their rules in play.

It takes time for children to consider themselves as members of a shared
peer culture (Corsaro, 2001). According to Corsaro (2001), children
gradually feel a sense of belonging when they repeatedly take part in
everyday routines in preschools. Through secondary adjustment they come
to see themselves as a part of a group. At this moment, they experience
‘how being a member of a group affects both themselves as individuals and
how they are to relate to others’ (p. 24). Lofdahl (2010) argues that, in
preschools, children construct conditions for participation in different
activities through their peer culture. When children construct social order in
their peer group, social differences matter. Individual difference and the
cultural and social knowledge that one brings to a play situation influences
how the interactions play out.

12
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Play has been studied for years from different perspectives and paradigms
providing important information about the phenomenon. In the last
decades, when children are included in the research process and their
voices have been taken into account, they have provided different point of
view to understanding play, from their own perspectives. We cannot
assume that children’s views are the same as adults and therefore we
cannot expect that children explain their play activities in the same way as
adults (Dockett, 2008). Research that has included children’s perspectives
on their activities in the preschool has shown that children have strong
views on the issue (Rogers & Evans, 2008) and that various aspects need to
be in place for children to explaining their activities as play (Einarsdéttir,
2014a; Pramling Samuelsson & Asplund Carlsson, 2008). Adults seem to
define children’s activities more often as play than the children themselves
do (Theobald et al., 2015). In this chapter | discuss how the concept of play
has been defined and understood, and how the study presented here
contributes to new understandings of children‘s play and its role in early
childhood education.

3.1 The concept of play

The activity of play is a concept that has been known about and studied for
a long time. In 1693, John Locke, an English philosopher, suggested that
play was an enjoyable activity that children could learn from. Rousseau, a
Genevan philosopher, agreed with him in 1762 (Bergen, 2014). Today, we
are still seeking to understand children’s play. The definition of children’s
play has often been controversial (Wong, Wang & Cheng, 2011) and there
remains no consensus about the definition or activities of play, or even its
worth (Dockett, Lillemyr & Perry, 2013). Reifel (2014) points out that play
can be defined from different levels of meanings, such as: ‘play as a cultural
phenomenon, a very broad set of activities, states of mind, and as particular
activities that each person has participated in over the course of time (p.
159)." To this day, definitions of children’s play remain unclear and need
further exploration.

Play is a mode of human activity that can be characterised on the basis
of it being an ‘activity format’. The activity format refers to three
parameters: rules, involvement, and degrees of freedom. These parameters
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can be used to distinguish between play and non-play activities (van Oers,
2013, 2014). Building his research on the Cultural-Historical Activity theory,
van Oers (2013), defined children’s activities as play when they set the rules
themselves, are highly involved, and have considerably freedom. When
children’s activities involved, however, strict tasks and specific rules
without freedom are defined as work. Other researchers (e.g., Bergen,
2014; Rogers, 2010) have come to similar findings and suggest that children
need to have some control over their activity: what they are doing; where;
why; and how. They have defined play as an activity that is spontaneous,
child led, and intrinsically motivated.

Some characteristics associated with play seem to have been accepted,
almost without questioning. For example, researchers have challenged the
notion that play is natural, normal, innocent and fun (Grieshaber &
McArdle, 2010). Grieshaber and McArdle suggest that the relations of
power that operate in children’s play are often neglected or are invisible to
the viewer; for example, that children can use their power to marginalise
other children from play. Children in a powerful position can be further
enabled, and those in less powerful positions and possible already
marginalised can be further compromised. For many children, playing with
others comes easily to them. For others, entering or maintaining play
activities is not so easy and they may need assistance in learning to play
(Pramling Samuelsson & Pramling, 2014). According to Grieshaber and
McArdle (2010), these long-held beliefs about play can be conflicting and
need to be added to the discussion of play.

Play does not always provide the kind of fun often described in early
childhood discourse and literature because of conflicts and power relations
which are involved in children’s interactions with each other and with
adults (Danby & Baker, 1998b; Grieshaber & McArdle, 2010). Children’s
social order influences how they can participate in play activities with
peers. The children’s social order in their peer group depends on factors
such as, their knowledge, gender, age and size (Danby, 1996). Wood (2010)
indicates that ‘power may be exercised in pro-social or anti-social ways,
such as including or excluding peers on the basis of perceived differences’
(p. 16). She claims that educators need to be aware of issues of power and
control between children, and among children and adults. Some children’s
use of power and control could be exercised and others marginalised. In
this study, the problem of marginalisation in children’s peer culture will be
investigated and contributes to understandings of how and why children
include some children and exclude other children from their play activities,
sometimes unnoticed by the educators.
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Attempts have been made to define play as ‘free’. Wood (2010; 2014)
defined play as free and suggests that free play is an open-ended and
unpredictable activity that is controlled and directed by the players.
Additionally, she argues that, through free play children learn, for example,
to make decisions, exercise agency, expressing their interests and managing
materials, self and other. Van Oers (2014), on the other hand, suggests that
it is better to talk about ‘degrees’ of freedom because play can never be
completely free. The limitations of freedom in children’s play depend upon
the rules that regulate the play. Part of the excitement of play for children
is to the possibility of solving or exploiting tensions between rules and
freedom and exploration of their actions in their own ways within the limits
of their activities.

Play, in preschools, is always influenced by the culture, rules and
practices in the preschools (Wood, 2014). These aspects reflect the
pedagogical beliefs of the educators, the materials, spatial resources, and
time available for freely chosen play. Educator beliefs and understanding of
pedagogy affect how the environment is organised and which strategies are
used to support the process of teaching and learning (Rogers, 2010). Wood
(2014) suggests that it is usually the educator’s role to decide which choices
are available and what degrees of freedom are allowed; that is, defining
what rules and boundaries need to be placed on free play and free choice.
Children’s play can, for example, disturb social conventions, rules, manners
and routines and therefore make it difficult for educators to control and
regulate.

A key feature of children’s play is that it often involves make-believe
play (Bodrova, 2008; Bodrova & Leong, 2015). Bodrova (2008) builds her
studies of children‘s play on Vygotskyan theory and suggests that children
are playing when they take on and act out roles, create an imaginary
situation, and follow rules relavant for the play and the role (Bodrova &
Leong, 2015). van Oers (2014) describes the imaginary situation in
children‘s play as stimulated through play: ‘What a child sees in the
situation depends on his or her personal relationship with this situation, his
or her background knowledge about the situation, and the help the child
gets from others in interpreting the meaning of the situation’ (p. 61). Social
pretend play lays the foundation for crucial life skills such as problem
solving, creativity, empathy and innovation (Rogers, 2011). For children,
play is primarily about connecting with others, forming relationships with
peers and exploring multiple identities through pretend roles.
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Building on previous research on play and my experiences as a preschool
teacher, | proposed play as an activity in which children have control, set
the rules and have some degree of freedom. Play is an activity that
connects children’s prior experience and knowledge to their imagination;
children experience and learn from their environment and use their
imagination to form their activities. Definitions of play, however, arise
mostly from adult perspectives with little understanding of how children
might explain their activities in preschools. It is important, therefore, to
explore research where children’s perspectives on their play activities have
been taken into consideration.

3.2 Play from children’s point of view

Children’s play and learning have inseparable dimensions in preschool
practice. That is, children learn through play, and both play and learning
include dimensions such as control, creativity and creation of meaning
(Pramling Samuelsson and Johansson, 2006). In research where children’s
perspectives are taken into account, children have been found to
distinguish between play and learning (Einarsdottir, 2014a). Einarsdottir
(2014a) reviewed literature of children’s perspectives on play in preschools.
One of her findings was that children saw themselves as playing when they
were in control of their activities. When the activity was controlled by
adults and when specific outcomes were expected by the adults, however,
children defined it as learning.

In Australia, Breathnach, Danby and O"Gorman (2017) conducted
research with children aged five years, in a Preparatory classroom. They
asked the children about their perspectives on play and other classroom
activities. When defining their activities, the children‘s responses often
drew on an adult-constructed agenda of how the classroom was managed;
for example, ‘on Mondays we do inside play and on Wednesdays we do
work’. The children proposed that they were playing when they engaged in
freely chosen activities and when they could assert their agency. They did
not draw on the characteristic of the activity, the presence of adults, or the
space in which the activity occured. Similarly, Pramling Samuelsson and
Asplund Carlsson (2008) point out in their Swedish study that children
define their activities as play when they take the initiative in the activity;
when the initiative is taken by the educator, children define that activity as
learning.

Children have used various concepts to explain the phenomenon of play,
including that play is an activity that is self-initiated, intrinsically motivated,

16



Status of existing knowledge about children’s play

enjoyable, and creative, and often involving social-interaction (Wong et al.,
2011). Similarly, children have defined informal, creative and enjoyable
activities in which they use their imagination, take roles, and are in control
as play (Howard, Jenvey, & Hill, 2006; Einarsdottir, 2014a).

Children have explained that they are playing when they can quit an
activity, when they do not have to finish it and when it does not require a
specific result or outcome (Einarsdottir’s, 2014a). Grieshaber and McArdle
(2010) reached a similar conclusion and suggest that children usually define
activities as non-play or work when it has a certain purpose. From the
children’s point of view, activities that take place outside the preschool
setting are more often defined as play than activities that occur inside the
setting. Wong et al. (2011) found that the children in their study saw non-
play as learning or working activities which were serious, concentrative,
unhappy and sometimes boring. Further, the children described activities
with the presence of a teacher as non-play.

Children often connect play to a social activity because they find it is
important to have someone to play with (Howard et al., 2006; Einarsdottir,
2014a). In their research with children, Rogers and Evans (2006) found that
friendship was important to the children where one purpose of their play
was to be with their friends. The children who took part in the study of
Kragh-Miiller and Isbell (2011) suggested that the worst thing about the
preschool was not having a friend to play with. Children who did not have
positive relationships often had a more difficult time in the preschool. Play
can be frustrating for children when other children use power to exclude
them from the play (Einarsdéttir, 2014a; Grieshaber & McArdle, 2010;
Kragh-Miiller & Isbell, 2011; Lofdahl & Hagglund, 2006; Rogers & Evans,
2006).

Where children’s perspectives are taken into account, children define
play as an enjoyable activity (Einarsdottir, 2014a; Wong et al., 2011),
particularly when they have opportunities to have influence on what they
are doing in the preschool, including having a choice of where to play, what
materials to play with and with whom to play (Kragh-Miiller & Isbell, 2011;
Rogers & Evans, 2006). Children therefore need to have a choice of
different materials, places and playmates to define play as fun. The children
who took part in Hreinsdéttir’s (2008) study shared some common views of
what is fun about play and what is not. Their view was that they liked to be
able to move around and have some freedom.

Play is an important part of children’s lives and young children learn
through play (Corsaro, 1985; Grieshaber & McArdle, 2010; Lofdahl, 2010).
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However, the concept of play has been difficult to define and definitions
often varies with regard to theoretical perspectives (Theobald & Danby,
2014). To gain a better awareness of play, children’s voices must be
included, if we are to understand play from a child’s world.

This study will add to the understanding of children’s play where the
children themselves explain their activities in the preschool context. Built
upon the perspective that children’s play and learning in preschools is
socially constructed by the children and adults (Corsaro, 2015), this study
takes the study into the educational arena. As van Oers (2013) suggests,
educators’ participation in children’s play activities are cultural decisions
that depend on the pedagogical aims they want to achieve. Educators,
when organising and managing children’s activities, work to pedagogic
agendas that it is important to listen to children’s ideas and notice their
interests and feelings (Kragh-Muller & Isbell, 2011; Rogers & Evans, 2006).
This study will explore the educator’s role in children’s play because the
decisions they make influence everyday children’s activities and
participation.

3.3 The role of educators in children’s play

Educators’ roles are important in children’s play in early childhood settings.
There are various ways to support children’s participation and learning
through play. The educator’s role is to support children’s play, provide
challenges, motivate children to keep the play going and help children to
understand the environment (Johnson, 2014; Pramling Samuelsson &
Asplund Carlsson, 2008). In other words, the educator’s role is to observe
support and scaffold children’s play. According to Johnson (2014), this can
be done, for example, when educators: play parallel to encouraged children
to play; co-play with the children to provide more structure; and offer hints
to advance play plots. Sometimes educators might tutor play by directing
play episodes; for example, give children ideas of words to use in play.
However, explanations from children about the role and involvement of the
educator might give a deeper understanding of when children need support
or control by educators.

Children’s views on the role of educators in their play indicate that they
often connect play with the absence of adults (Wong et al., 2011). The
children who took part in Einarsdéttir’s (2014b) study observed that the
educators seldom participated in their play; usually the educators stood in
the background, and observed, supported and helped the children when
they needed it. Similarly, L6fdahl (2014) found that children reported that
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educators often stood in the background rather than actively engaging with
them in their play activities. Even though children connect play to the
absence of educators, they also want them to be nearby for assistance
(Einarsdéttir, 2012; Kragh-Muller & Isbell, 2011; Lofdahl & Hagglund, 2006).
Children do invite educators to participate in their activities when they
need help, when someone breaks the rules and when the children want to
be acknowledged as competent persons (Pramling Samuelsson &
Johansson, 2009). This study can add a deeper understanding of the
educator’s role in children’s play by discussing not only when but also how
the children want the educators to take part in their play.

In preschools, children interact with other children, create their own
peer cultures and produce their own shared worlds, often without direct
dependence on educators. The children gain more autonomy, which leads
to other children becoming just as important as educators in the preschool
(Corsaro, 1992). Einarsdéttir (2014b) found that, in preschool, children
focus more on other children’s activities than they do on what the
educators are doing. She concluded that peers seemed more important to
the children than the educators. Pramling Samuelsson and Johansson
(2009) suggest that children solve many conflicts by themselves and try to
help each other out instead of contacting the educators. In their research,
the children rarely contacted the educators when they were engaged in
play.

Educators have different views towards how much they should control
children’s play. Some educators see value in protecting children from each
other by controlling the children’s play, but others, believe that they should
not interfere in children’s play because important socialisation occurs
within the play group (Gaskins, 2014). When play is referred to as free, it is
often meaning to be free from adult control, interference and over-
supervision. However, adults often decide how much time, space and
resources are provided and these decisions send messages to children
about how they can explore their own ideas and be active and playful
(Grieshaber & McArdle, 2010). The amount of control depends, among
other things, on educator beliefs, values and the different meanings they
attribute to play (Wood, 2014). While educator values and beliefs have
influence on children’s play, children’s perspectives and opinions also need
to be taken into account in the discussion of their play activities in
educational settings.

When educators decide to intervene or support children in their play, it
is important for them to understand the content of their play (Palmadottir
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& Einarsddttir, 2015). In their study, Palmadottir and Einarsdoéttir (2015)
found that, if the educators did not observe the children’s play before
intervening, the educators’ reactions were often in contrast with the
children’s intentions. The educators sometimes showed emotional distance,
that is, they pointed out to the children where to play and with what
material and did not notice that the children’s play had developed where
material was used in a different way than it was ‘supposed’ to; for example,
the children used the railway tracks as lollypops. Additionally, they
concluded that the educators’ emotional closeness to the children’s
subjective world was critical for their happiness, for example, when they
shared their joy of play. Pramling Samuelsson & Johansson (2009) refer to
the Nordic traditions and argue that, when the educator has a lot of control
in children’s activities, the children do not have many opportunities for
influencing the direction or content of the play and the amount of
playfulness. They noticed that children’s playfulness was often ignored by
educators and suggested that it did not fit with the educator’s wishes.

The boundary between child-initiated and adult directed play is
sometimes not clear where the control exerted by educators can be open-
ended (Wood E. , 2014). Pramling Samuelsson and Pramling (2014) argue
that children both need freedom and support to be creative, active,
communicative, imaginative, and participatory in their preschool. They
suggest that educator’s perspectives on their own roles in children’s play
are important because they affect children’s opportunities to learn through
play. Educators who care for children’s play can hear their voices and allow
their views to shape educator’s decisions (Edmiston & Taylor, 2010). They
share power more equitably with the children by talking to them and
playing with them. When educators listen to children and built their
practices on their views, they create respectful spaces where everyone
takes part in the preschool activities.

3.4 Relationship between play, peer culture and rules

Play is a cultural phenomenon. According to Wood (2014), ‘play in early
childhood education and care settings is always influenced by the cultures,
rules and practices which reflect the pedagogical beliefs of the
practitioners, the material and spatial resources and the time that is
available for freely chosen play’ (p. 147). That is, how educators think about
and discuss play is dependent on their cultural values and these values
affect their views of children’s play and learning in preschools. In his
studies, van Oers (2013; 2014) presented play as a cultural problem, based
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on the value-laden decisions of educators regarding what play is, and how,
where and when it should be implemented. He suggests that educator
views of play influence how much freedom children have, how they can
participate, which rules are presented and how they should be followed.
Cobb-Moore et al. (2009) have described rules as ‘cultural resources to
which members orient in order to make sense of their social worlds’ (p.
1478). The purpose of making rules is often to guide the member of a
culture towards appropriate behaviour.

Play, culture and rule cannot be separated. Wood’s (2014) and van Oers’
(2013; 2014) studies show that preschool culture, constructed by adults and
children, affect the rules that the children should follow and the children’s
opportunities to participate in play. According to Corsaro (2015),
interpretive reproduction is important to consider in terms of the
knowledge and experiences that the children bring into their preschool
settings. This study, with its focus on how children build and maintain their
preschool cultures, is interested to investigate how children explain what
play and non-play activities are, how adult-initiated rules influence the
activities of the preschools, how children challenge rules in their play in
their peer cultures, and the educators’ role in their play.

3.5 Contribution of the study and research questions

Play is more often used as a tool to study other topics, such as literacy and
numeracy, rather than a focus on the topic of play itself (Cheng & Johnson,
2010). Cheng and Johnson (2010) found that research investigating school-
related early childhood topics increased much more than did research
about children’s play. They wondered if early literacy standards were
becoming more important than play in preschools. Studies on play where
parents and educator’s views have been taken into consideration give
important information about children’s activities. Research about children’s
play in preschools, where their own voices are included, is limited
(Breathnach et al., 2017). Findings from those studies indicate that play is
an informal, creative and often enjoyable activity in which children are in
control, take on roles and use their imagination (Einarsdottir, 2014a; Wong
et al., 2011). Children relate play to the absence of educators but, at the
same time, children want them to be more involved in their play (Kragh-
Muller & Isbell, 2011; Léfdahl & Hagglund, 2006). For that reason, it is
important to find out how educators can participate in children’s play
without intervening too much. In that respect, rules in preschools setting
are critical so children and educators can function together (Thornberg,
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2009); however, the influence of these rules on children’s play activities
often have been taken for granted. Children need to be more involved in
research about their play activities in preschools so that they can influence
and shape the pedagogical practices in settings where they are participants
(Einarsdottir 2014a).

Exploring children’s play in educational settings, for an extended period
of time, through the lenses of sociological theories and children’s
perspectives makes possible deeper understandings of the phenomenon of
play, the complexity of rules and social interactions in children’s play in
peer cultures and educator's roles in children’s play. The findings from this
study provide evidence to how educators can support children’s play and
learning in preschools where play is proposed as the children’s core way of
learning according to the Icelandic National Curriculum Guidelines (2011).
With few studies conducted in Iceland on children’s explanation of play in
educational settings, this study will extend the research of children’s play,
both in Iceland and internationally.

The contribution of this study is for a better understanding of children’s
play activities in preschools from the children’s own point of views. The
children explained their activities in their peer cultures, according to if they
thought they were playing or not. The children also shared how they
experienced adult-initiated rules in their preschool settings and how they
challenged these rules in their play activities. Additionally, the study
investigates how the children viewed the role of educators in their play
activities. The findings of the study are valuable for the research field and
for educators working with young children. Corsaro’s (2015) concepts of
interpretive reproduction, peer cultures, primary- and secondary
adjustment, provide a focusing lens to explore the following research
questions:

o What characterises activities in preschool that the children consider
play and non-play?

e How do the children experience adult-initiated rules in their
preschool settings and how do they challenge these rules in their play
activities?

e How do the children view the role of the educators in their play
activities?
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The methodology of the study is aligned with the sociology of childhood
theoretical approach. This approach informs the study and my view as a
researcher (Dockett, Einarsdottir & Perry, 2011). This theoretical approach
was chosen because of the perspective that children are capable
participants in society with rights to express themselves and that they are
experts on their own lives (United Nations, 1989; Einarsdottir, 2012).
Seeing children as competent and active participants in their preschool
culture, having rights and being capable of participating in research
underpins this theoretical approach. Children influence each other and their
peer and family cultures simultaneously as they are influenced by their
society (Corsaro, 2015). In this study, | emphasise learning from the children
by aiming to understand their activities in their preschool settings and how
the children are influenced by the preschool social orders in which they
participate. The focus is on children’s views on their play activities in
preschools, their experiences of adult-initiated rules in these settings and in
their play, and the educators’ roles in children’s play activities.

4.1 Research with children

During the past two decades, the amount of research where children are
active participants in the studies has increased. Prior to these studies, it was
more usual to conduct research on children by researchers who observed
and tested the children’s development and competencies (Einarsdéttir,
2012; Mayall, 2000). The development towards engaging children more in
research in recent years has been influenced by The Convention on the
Rights of the Child (United Nations, 1989), views of children as competent
and active participants in their preschool society (Corsaro, 2015;
Einarsdottir, 2008) and changing paradigms of the study of childhood as
embodied in the sociology of childhood (Corsaro, 2015). These aspects are
further discussed below.

The United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) has
influenced world views on listening to children’s opinions and views
(Einarsdaottir, 2012). This Convention marked a turning point in the fight for
children’s rights and the acceptance of children as active citizens needing
care and protection. The Convention was signed in Iceland in 1990, and
became a part of the Icelandic law in 2013.
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The Convention reflected a new view on the role and status of children
in society. It includes 54 articles of children’s rights. It applies to all children,
regardless of where they are from, the language they speak, and whether
they have a disability or not (article 2). While the Convention does not
mention research involving children as collaborators as a human right,
however it is law in Iceland and therefore this study builds on the
Convention with special emphasis on article 3, 12, 13 and 31. According to
article 3, the children’s best interests must always be the primary concern
when making decisions that may affect them in any way. Article 12 suggest
that children’s opinions needs to be taken into account when making
decisions that can affect them, that is, children should be involved in
making decisions and being listened to. Article 13 discusses children’s
freedom of expression. Children have a right to share information in
different ways of their own choice, such as, by talking, drawing, or writing.
In addition, article 31 underlines the importance of play, the main content
of this study, by indicating that children have the right to engage in play
(United Nations, 1989).

Consulting with children offers opportunities for children to provide
important information from their perspective, information that adults
might not have thought to provide. Children’s perspectives are multi-voiced
(Tertoolen, et al., 2017); that is, children do not speak from a unified
position. Rather, children bring a diversity of perspectives that have been
infomed through diverse experiences, including through their cultures,
physical and geographic locations, and socio-economic status. Further, they
do not have the same experiences and perspectives as adults. Children’s
voices can help adults learn about children and childhood (Dockett, 2008;
Gallacher & Gallagher, 2008). Thus, it is important for researchers to
emphasis listening to all children because there is always a risk that some
children’s voices are favoured more than others (Warming, 2011).
According to Harcourt (2011), it is not a matter of which voice is more
important; it is about making different voices equal when the researcher
listens to children and uses her researcher power to make visible their
different voices.

Children can be empowered when participating in research and having
an opportunity to have some influence on the data collection, analysis, and
the interpretation (Theobald, 2012). However, the researcher also needs to
be aware that research with children can also exacerbate power
inequalities between children and adults (Horgan, 2017). Researchers often
chose to take a ‘least adult’ role when researching with children to make
power relations more equal and to gain access to areas of their world which
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would not be possible otherwise (Warming, 2011). However, that role can
be confusing for children because the researcher’s role is unlike that of
other adults in the setting; for example, the researcher does not have the
same responsibilities for children as other adults do, such as parents and
educators.

Childhood studies and views of children as competent and active
participants in society are another reason for increased interest in listening
to children’s voices. However, children can be vulnerable and might need
protection and guidance (Corsaro, 2015; Einarsdottir, 2008), and
researchers have an ehtical responsibility to ensure the wellbeing of
children during the research process. Researchers deal with many
challenges when conducting research with children, for example there is a
tension between adults regulating children and giving voice to children’s
protective rights (Danby & Farrell, 2004). According to Danby, Ewing and
Thorpe (2011) it is important to be aware of these challenges by preparing
the study well, building a familiar context for children and researcher and
assume that the study plan can change and lead to different ways from
what was expected.

4.2 Multiple-case study inspired by ethnographic approaches

This is a multiple-case study informed by ethnographic approaches. A case
study involves a detailed study of a case or cases that can be bound in some
way, such as an investigation of a single case such as a classroom or an
investigation of a phenomenon, such as play. An ethnographic study
emphasises understanding about a culture where the researcher becomes a
member and participates in the cultural activities of the community
(Lichtman, 2010). A multiple-case study drawing on an ethnographic
approach was used in this study investigating the phenomenon of play in
two preschool settings. Having more than one case may bring additional
information about the phenomenon of study than one case alone
(Lichtman, 2010). A combination of these approaches were used to study
the phenomena of play in children’s peer culture because of the
importance for the researcher to learn about and understand the culture of
the settings and create a trusting relationship with the participants.

Case studies are often explanatory in that they focus on contemporary
events using ‘how’ and ‘why’ questions. ‘What’ questions also are used in
case studies and they usually are exploratory and aim to develop
propositions for further inquiry (Yin, 2014). In this study the first research
question is a ‘what’ question: What characterises activities in preschool that
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the children consider play and non-play? The findings of this research
question were foundational for addressing the second and third research
guestions. The second question is two folded: How do the children
experience adult-initiated rules in their preschool settings and how do they
challenge these rules in their play activities? The third question is: How do
the children view the role of the educators in their play activities.

Ethnographic approaches are valuable when seeking the views of others
(Lichtman, 2010). Ethnographic methods are based on long term field-work
in particular settings and build on the idea that field-work, for an extended
period, offers opportunities to understand the activity of culture in a
particular setting. The researcher becomes a member of the cultural
experiences involving the participants and their social events (Silverman,
2013). Mukherji and Albon (2010) suggest that a researcher, who uses
ethnographic approaches, aims to become a member of the environment
and create a trusting relationship with participants. However, as Danby
(1997) points out, the researcher always influences the environment of
study, that is, the researcher is a part of the environment and can never be
discounted from it.

In multiple-case studies and ethnographic studies, the researcher uses
multiple methods when constructing data (Delamont, 2008; Lichtman,
2010). The researcher investigates the activities being studied from
different points of view by combining multiple sources of data, such as
interviews, observations and relevant documents (Ary, Jacobs & Sorensen,
2010). Walford (2008) compares ethnographic methods with how children
use diverse approaches to learn and understand the world; for example,
they listen, watch, ask and try things out using all their senses. In other
words, they are ethnographers of their own lives. Dockett, Einarsdottir and
Perry (2011) suggest that when doing research with children it is important
to use a wide range of methods because children communicate in different
ways. Methods that have been most commonly used when doing research
with children are: observations, interviews and children’s drawings.
According to Sgrensen (2014), video-recordings are increasingly used as a
research method in educational settings (e.g. Danby, 2017; Palmadoéttir &
Einarsddttir, 2016; Theobald, 2012).

The methods used in this study were video-stimulated accounts, which
involved video-recordings of the children’s everyday activities, and video-
recorded interviews with the children, and field-notes. Video-stimulated
accounts involve a sequence of research: First, children’s activities are
video-recorded and second, the children watch the video-recorded
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activities and explain what they observe happening in the recordings. The
discussions with the children about their activities are also video-recorded
(Theobald, 2012; 2017a). Video-stimulated accounts were chosen because
the recordings could capture children’s activities, the children could watch
the recordings and explain their activities, and interpret the actions of other
children and educators. The field-notes were selected to capture important
aspects that the video-camera and conversations could not e.g. details
about the organisation and resources of the setting. The combination of
these methods and the research process deepened my understanding of
how the children experienced their activities in their peer cultures.

Ethnographic approaches often have been used in research with
children. It can be challenging, however, because of power relationships
and adult conception of children’s activities and abilities (Corsaro, 1985).
Corsaro (1985) suggests that it is important that the researcher enters the
children’s culture both as an observer and participant with the purpose of
being freed from an adult conception of the world. One way to overcome
an adult stance is for the researcher to become a participant in the
children’s activities, and in that way gain insight into what matters to
children in their everyday interactions in their peer culture. To gain insight
into children’s perception, Corsaro tried to reduce his power by never
attempting to initiate children’s activities, repair disrupted activities, settle
disputes or direct children’s activities. Rather, he tried to become a
member of the children’s activities without controlling or affecting the flow
of their play episodes.

In the participating preschools, the children were used to having
preschool teachers and parents present but not researchers. It was
important, therefore, to explain my role to the children, and the children
were also curious and asked questions about me. | emphasised that, as a
student, | was curious about the children’s activities and wanting to learn
from them. Every time | entered the preschool settings, | had my school bag
with me, which was symbolic for being a student who was there to learn. |
could only access the children’s peer culture as an adult, not as a child.
Therefore, | emphasised that | wanted to participate in the children’s
activities on their own terms. For example, | was either invited by the
children to take part in one of their play activities, or | asked the children if |
could be involved in their play activities. The children usually decided what
role | could play. My role was different from other adult roles in the setting,
and the children sometimes speculated what my role was. This is similar to
what Danby (1997) observed in her studies. Once when | entered one of the
preschool settings, a boy who was playing outside called: ‘There comes the
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scientist.” The children also asked questions such as: Who are you? Are you
amom? Are you a teacher? Are you a big child?

In the present study, | acted in a similar way as Corsaro did in his study
(1985). | emphasised minimising my authority by participating in the
children’s different activities on their terms. | showed interest in the
children’s activities, had discussions with them about their interests and
answered the children’s questions about me. | learned the rules of the
setting from the children and often | sought their advice about what to do
and when. | never directed the children on what they could or could not do.
My role was to be a student that was learning from the children, and with
the children, in their peer culture. By behaving in this way, | hypothesed
that it was more likely that the children understood that the purpose of my
presence was to learn from them, and not the other way around.

At the beginning of the research field work, | recognised the children’s
interest of showing me their preschool environment and explaining to me
how things worked there. The children’s interests in teaching me about
their preschool environment and activities continued throughout the
research process and was evident when they explained to me their
perspectives on play and non-play activities, their rules in their preschool
setting and in their play, and the educator’s role in their play.

4.3 Participants and context

This study was conducted with children who were aged 3-6 years, in two
preschools in Reykjavik, Iceland. One criterion for choosing these
preschools was that the settings included at least one certified preschool
teacher on the staff because they were seen as having theoretical
knowledge of children’s play. Being a certified preschool teacher meant
that the staff had a Bachelor degree in early childhood education, although,
today the staff needs to have a Master degree in early childhood education
to be a certified preschool teacher. A second criterion was that the
preschool setting had to emphasise children’s learning through play, as
reported in the Icelandic National Curriculum Guidelines for Preschools
(Ministry of Education, Science, and Culture, 2011). In Iceland, 30% of the
staff in preschools are certified and the preschools should work according
to a play-based curriculum, therefore, it was not difficult to meet the
criteria for identifying the preschools. | browsed through the preschools
websites and sent emails to the two schools after gaining access from
gatekeepers (see chapter 5.1 about ethical issues and challenges of the
study).
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On identifying the participating preschools, | spent approximately four
to five months in each preschool setting, usually three days a week, four to
five hours each visit: Preschool setting 1 (Ravenswood): January 2015 - June
2015, Preschool Setting 2 (Butterfly): September 2015 - January 2016.

In Preschool 1, Ravenswood, 18 of 20 children and four educators
participated. The preschool setting had one certified preschool teacher on
the staff. When | entered the setting, | spent the entire day there with the
purpose of getting to know the children and their educators, observe the
culture of the setting and the day schedule and how it is operated. In total |
spent approximately one month in this observational role. After observing
the day schedule and the children’s activities, | decided to further observe
and record in the mornings when the children had time for freely chosen
activities. Every morning after the children had eaten breakfast, they had
approximately one hour for play and freely chosen activities. The children
could select a range of different materials, places and peers for their play
activities. These were the activities that became the focus for this study.

The Ravenswood setting was divided into two rooms. One room had two
large tables, a sofa, a corner with a carpet and some shelves with play
materials, such as puzzles and board games. The other room was smaller
and had a large table and some shelves with play material, such as dolls and
Lego. The shelves were in reach of the children who had access to most of
the material; however, they needed permission from the educators to use
some of the material. The children called it ‘fancy toys’ (i. spari dot). The
children’s freely chosen activities often took place sitting at tables because
there was not a lot of available space on the floor. Activities often observed
in the setting involved puzzles, drawing, building with Lego, and playing
board games. Sometimes the children, often four at a time, had access to
hollow blocks in a different room in the preschool that they shared with
children from other settings.

In Preschool 2, the Butterfly preschool, 28 of 32 children and five
educators participated. The preschool setting had two certified preschool
teachers on the staff. When the | entered the setting, | spent time in getting
to know the children and the educators, and learned about the day
schedule and the culture of the setting. The children in Butterfly preschool
had more time than the children in Ravenswood preschools for freely
chosen activities and play. In the morning, after circle time and group
activities, there were often two to three hours remaining for freely chosen
activities. | selected these play activities as | wanted to learn more about,
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and gain a better understanding, of how the children participated in their
freely chosen play activities.

The Butterfly preschool was spacious and divided into four rooms, two
big rooms and two small rooms. One of the smaller rooms had one table
with chairs around and was usually used for arts, painting and drawing. The
other room was used for play activities but sometimes it was closed and
used for children that needed special education. The two bigger rooms had
shelves with blocks and boxes with different materials that the children
could access, and similar to the Ravenswood preschool, the children
needed special permission to use some of the material, such as dolls. There
were no tables in the bigger rooms and, therefore, the children’s activities
took place on the floor. In this setting, the children’s choice of activities
often involved unit blocks, hollow blocks, clothing/dressing, household
equipment, plastic animals and drawing.

In both settings, when the children had time for freely chosen activities,
the educators were close by and observed the children, but they usually did
not take an active part in the children’s activities. | only focused on the
activities that took place inside the preschool building because the outside
playground area included children who were not participants in the study.
Most of the children who participated in the study had attended preschool
since the age of two and were there for seven to nine hours each weekday.
Therefore, the children were quite familiar with each other, the educators,
and the setting.

4.4 Methods

Research with children requires the use of methods that build on trust and
understanding between the researcher and the children, as well as
recognise the children’s competences (Groundwater-Smith, Dockett &
Bottrell, 2015). The methods used in this study were chosen with regard to
the children’s age and their experiences. The social and cultural context of
the setting was also taken into account (Christensen & Prout, 2002) through
a process where | visited the preschools settings for a period of time before
the formal data collection began. The purpose of the visits was to get to
know the children, educators, and the culture of the settings as well as to
gain trust from the participants as they became more used to having me
around. In addition, these field visits provided opportunities to understand
my role as a researcher, one of taking on a ‘least adult role’ (Warming,
2011, p. 42-43). Also, the children had opportunities to satisfy their
curiosity about the technology and having it around. They had
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opportunities to look, touch and trying it out, as undertaken by Sgrensen
(2014). | wrote field notes about my observations and reflections when
visiting the preschool settings. These notes were useful to consider as |
reviewed the research process. This note writing also allowed the children
and educators to become familiar with data collection procedures. After a
month of observation, data collection began.

My role as a researcher was similar to the role that Corsaro (1985)
undertook, when he undertook research with Italian children. In this study,
he minimised his authority and participated in their activities on their own
terms. Also, he video-recorded the children’s activities. One major
difference between Corsaro’s approach and mine was that my study added
an additional method. As | was interested in the children’s own
explanations of their activities, | added video-stimulated conversations to
the research process.

4.4.1 Video stimulated accounts

A video-stimulated account is an approach that emphasizes children as
active participants in the research process when they watch and talk about
their activities and interactions. They are provided an opportunity to reflect
and interpret their thoughts, feelings, reactions, and concerns about the
topic under discussion. This approach supports the researcher to gain a
better understanding of the children’s social worlds and recognises children
as competent and reliable informants about their lives (Mason & Danby,
2011; Theobald, 2012, 2017a). The children provide information about their
interactions and explain their activities in preschools. Video-stimulated
accounts involve, first, the researcher making a video-recording of a specific
event involving the children in the setting. Next, the participants who are
involved in the recording watch extracts from the video, and they have a
conversation about their participation in that event (Theobald, 2008). This
conversation with the children is also video-recorded and these recordings
were used for further analysis.

4.4.2 Video-recordings

Video recordings have been used in research in early childhood settings
since technology made it possible (Danby, 1997). Video-recordings are a
complex method for collecting data, as they are able to capture children’s
activities and their interactions between children, children and educators,
and between children and materials. Additionally, they can capture
children’s feelings such as joy and sadness (Fleer, 2014; Li, 2014). The video-
recorder can capture moments that otherwise might be overlooked by the
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researcher (Pennay, 2014). Video-recordings allow the researcher to watch
activities again and again (Silverman, 2013) and to discuss together.
Palmadottir and Einarsdottir (2016) suggest that video-recordings can offer
important insights into children’s life-worlds in preschool, leading to better
and deeper understandings of children’s activities in their preschool
settings.

It can be difficult to grasp what is going on in children’s activities, such as
play, because of the complexity and speed of the activity. A video-recorder
is an appropriate tool to capture that complexity (Corsaro, 2015).
Nonetheless, it can only capture the range permitted by the camera lens,
which is much more limited than the human eye (Li, 2014). Li (2014) argues
that it is important for the researcher to be conscious of the limitations of
the video-recorded data. The researcher must keep in mind the research
guestions to be answered to determine the focus, and where, and at
whom, to point the camera. One strategy is to set the camera in one place
(perhaps on a tripod), and to record for a certain period of time. Another
strategy is to focus video recorded observations on one focus child for a
period of time. Both strategies were used in this study. A camera/mobile
phone was used to record the children’s activities. The focus was on
children’s diverse activities, using different materials, and their interactions
with other children and educators. Table 1 shows the number and length of
the children’s recorded activities and the time range of recorded activities.

Table 1. Number and length of recorded activities

Preschool Number of activity | Total length of Range of recorded
recordings activity recordings | activities
Ravenswood | 16 2 hours 12 min 2 min 18 sec —
17 min 7 sec
Butterfly 20 5 hours 23 min 4 min 58 sec -
33 min 10 sec

The recordings of the children’s activities were used to stimulate the
children’s conversations, that is, with the purpose of giving the children
opportunities to explain how they interpreted their activities in the
preschool, how they experienced rules in and around play, and how they
viewed the role of educators in their play. Before discussing the recordings
with the children, | watched them and prepared conversations with the
children. The preparation was in the manner of writing down ideas about
questions that | might ask.
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4.4.3 Interviewing children

The purpose of interviewing children in research is often to understand
their experiences and feelings. When adults interview children, informal
rather than formal approaches are recommended. The interview should be
more like a conversation (Silverman 2013). The reason for recommending
informality in interviews with children is that an imbalance of power
relations may occur. According to Groundwater-Smith et al. (2015), power
is relational and often complicated. Power can be explained as a form of
action that is exercised by all participants in multiple ways, such as, in form
of resistance, disobedience and subversion.

The video-stimulated experience should be one where children engage
purposefully with the researcher and feel free to express their own
experiences, views, and ideas (Folque, 2010). Cameron (2015) suggests that
the researcher needs to offer children opportunities to bring their
viewpoint and opinions, which can be done by interviewing them, but
emphasis must be on children’s comfort and safety. Asking open-ended
questions to which the researcher does not know the answers is
recommended. A question has a right or wrong answer might increase the
power imbalance between the adult and children, and they could become
uncomfortable. As Folque (2010) suggests, the children might answer
questions in a way they think adults want to hear. Therefore, creating a
trusting relationship with the children with the intention of learning from
their knowledge and experiences is at the core of this approach.

Children can have creative imaginations, so the researcher has to be
able to distinguish between children’s real experiences and what they
might be imagining, without underestimating what they have to say
(Einarsdottir, 2007). Birbeck and Drummond (2015) discuss the concern
that children might lie when interviewing them and suggest the reason
could be because of some discussions about sensitive subjects that could
cause shame or fear. The children might say what they think the researcher
wants to hear or seek to make an impression. These are important reasons
for why interviewing children: should be more like a conversation; take
place in a nurturing environment where the child feels safe; and allow the
researcher to get to know the children and build a trusting relationship
before interviewing them.

Children can be involved in the research conversations individually or in
groups. Children in early years settings are used to being in groups and they
create knowledge and form their opinions through communication or
interaction with other children. In groups, children have opportunities to
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discuss questions, help each other out answering them and remind each
other on details. Children can feel more powerful and relaxed in groups
with their friends instead of being alone with an adult (Einarsdottir, 2007).
According to Groundwater-Smith et al. (2015) how interviews are
conducted depends, among other, on the preferences of the participants
and the topic being explored.

In this study the interviews with the children were undertaken
informally, that is, more like a conversation. The children who were
observed in the video-recordings were invited to watch them on a laptop
and talk about their activities. The conversations with the children took
place later the same week that the recordings were made. The children
watched themselves and the other children and were asked about what
they saw. They had opportunities to explain what they were doing and to
interpret what the other children and educators were doing. The children
were asked open ended questions to encourage deeper conversations.

The children’s conversations about their activities took place in their
preschool settings where they were familiar with the environment and in
small groups, with one exception. In one instance, a child was captured
alone in a video-recording and she chose to have an individual conversation
with me. That conversation took place in an open space where educators
and other children were near.

The length of the conversations with the children varied from 10
minutes to 35 minutes per interview. The conversations were video-
recorded and transcribed for further analysis. Table 2 shows the number
and length of the recorded conversations with the children, and the time
range of the recorded conversations.

Table 2. Number and length of recorded conversations

Preschool Number of Total length of Range of
recorded recorded recorded
conversations conversations conversations

Ravenswood 13 2 hours 16 min 4 min 40 sec -

18 min 57 sec

Butterfly 16 4 hours 56 min 6 min 28 sec -

33 min 10 sec

34




Study methodology and methods

Between each centre, there was variation in both the number and
length of the recordings of the children’s activities, and the conversations
with the children (see Table 1 and Table 2). As there were more children at
the Butterfly centre, there were more recordings taken at that centre.
Further, those conversations that took place when children were at tables
were of a shorter length than those that took place on the floor where
children had the opportunity to move around.

All the children who wanted to participate in the study were video-
recorded and invited to have a conversation about their recorded activity.
All recorded activities were used to support children’s conversations and |
did not stop data gathering until | found | had answers to the research
questions, and when | considered that the children were beginning to share
the same information. For example, in the first setting, a girl said to me:
‘You are always asking the same questions’. This convinced me that, from
the children’s viewpoint also, the conversational topics had been saturated.

4.4.4 Field-notes

Field-notes produce written information about what the researcher
considers relevant to the research; for example, records of observations
and conversations from the field (O'Reilly, 2012; Silverman, 2013). Similar
to video-recordings and interviews, field-notes become another form of
important data as the video-recorder can only capture a limited amount of
data at any one time (Li, 2014), and the researcher is not recording all the
time while in the field. It is not possible to write everything down and this
means that the researcher must be selective about what to write about in
terms of what she sees, hears and notices (Lichtman, 2010: O’Reilly, 2012).

Field notes support the researcher’s memory of events, and detailed
notes provide background information about who said what and when
(Lichtman, 2010; O'Reilly, 2012). Detailed field notes can increase the
trustworthiness of the study (Mukjerji & Albon, 2010). O'Reilly (2012)
points out that the researcher must be careful not to write field notes
constantly as the participants do not want to be reminded constantly that
they are being researched. Additionally, participants could be cautious
when seeing the researcher writing notes. Thus, in this study, | was aware
of taking a careful approach in that | wrote only some of my field notes in
the preschool settings, and wrote the remainder of my field notes
immediately following my preschool visit, or when something important
came up between visits to the preschools.
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Field notes were written on a regular basis during the research process.
During the first month in each preschool, the field-notes helped me to
reflect on the children’s and educator’s interactions and, no less
importantly, my interactions with the children. The field-notes were useful
in reviewing and reflecting on the research process.

4.5 Analysis of the data

In ethnographic research, the phases of data collection and analysis are
interlinked (O’Reilly, 2012). O'Reilly (2012) points out that it is difficult to
talk about an analysis phase because analysis is so tangled up with every
stage of the research process. She points out that the process is spiral in
that the idea is to move ‘forward from idea to theory to design to data
collection to findings, analysis and back to theory, but each step forward
may involve one or two steps back’ (p. 181). The analysis of the data began
as soon as the data process began, and analysis continued throughout the
entire research process. The data from both preschools were analysed
using thematic analyses.

Even though the data collection and data analysis phases were
interlinked, and | reflected on the data throughout the research process,
there was also a formal analysis phase, as O'Reilly (2012) points out. The
formal analysis phase involved transcribing the recorded conversations with
the children, familiarising myself with the written data, coding the dataset
and identifying themes and patterns that could answer the research
questions (Braun & Clarke, 2006). According to Braun and Clarke (2013),
qualitative analysis is interpretative, that is, it aims to go further than
descriptive analysis. The researcher strives to gain a deeper understanding
of the data by identifying what is going on and tries to make sense of the
conversations. In this study, thematic analysis was used to make sense of
the data in order to answer the research questions (Braun & Clarke, 2006;
2013). The aim was to deepen my understanding of the children’s activities
in their peer culture, for example, which activities they explained as play.

| transcribed the conversations with the children, word for word, and
physical expressions were registered as well, such as when children nodded
instead of saying yes or showed some kind of feeling like sadness. |
transcribed the conversations myself and did that soon after each
conversation. In that way | could familiarise myself with the data during the
transcription process and learn from each conversation. As Braun and
Clarke (2013) point out, the aim of familiarisation of the dataset is to read it
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critically, notice things of relevance and interest and start to think about
what the data mean.

After transcribing and familiarising myself with the conversations with
the children | started coding the dataset. The coding process involves the
researcher undertaking a process where aspects of the data are identified
and related back to the questions of study (Braun & Clarke, 2013).
According to Braun and Clarke (2013), there are two main approaches to
coding. First, selective coding means that the researcher gathers a
collection of a certain type of data. Second, complete coding aims to
identify anything within the entire dataset that is interesting or can answer
the research questions. The coding in this analysis process was complete,
that is, | identified words or brief phrases that captured the usefulness of
particular bit of data. When | coded the data constructed in Ravenswood
preschool, | found that that the children seldom explained their activities as
play in the setting. Examples of codes that were identified were: play as
pretending, play as having a role, play as choices, play as an activity that
needed preparation. Non-play activities included building, drawing and
painting. The second preschool, the Butterfly centre, was chosen as a
counterpoint to the data and practices at Ravenswood. In the Butterfly
centre, the children’s explanations of their activities and the role of
educators focused much more on children’s pretend play.

Codes that are identified in datasets can be either data-derived or
researcher-derived. Data-derived codes provide a summary of the content
of the data. Researcher-derived codes refer to when the researcher’s
theoretical framework is used to identify the meanings of the data (Braun &
Clarke, 2013). In this study, two research questions, answered in article one
and three, were formed beforehand and did not change during the research
process. The codes that could address these questions were identified; that
is, the coding was data-derived. However, the research questions that were
answered in the second article were created during the analysis process.
The codes were identified through the theoretical lenses, that is, the
concepts of primary adjustment and secondary adjustment led to the
identification of codes and these shaped the research questions of that
article.

When the coding was completed, | conducted deeper analysis by
capturing themes and patterns; the unique or narrow codes were combined
and used to create broader themes and patterns (Braun & Clarke, 2013).
Braun and Clarke (2013) point out that the researcher needs to review the
codes and look for topics or issues to which several codes relate. Themes
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and patterns were identified and categorised into sections in each of the
three articles that were published from the study. The extracts were
analysed to explicate particular analytic points within the conversations
with the children. In collaboration with the co-authors of the three articles,
themes and extracts were analysed and interpreted in relation to the
sociology of childhood theoretical framework and concepts. The sections in
each article aimed to address the research questions.

4.6 Trustworthiness of the research

Trustworthiness in qualitative research refers to how believable the
findings are for the reader. The concept of trustworthiness includes
understanding how the researcher establishes confidence in the findings
based on the research design, participants and context (Ary et al., 2010).
According to Lincoln and Guba (1985), trustworthiness refers to the quality
of the findings. They use four terms to consider criteria about the
trustworthiness of social studies, that is; credibility, transferability,
dependability and confirmability. Credibility is about ensuring that the
researcher has used good practice and presented the findings to the
participants of the social world. Transferability means that the researcher
produces sufficient detailed description of the research and discusses
possible knowledge transfer of the findings to other contexts. Dependability
is concerned with the assurance that the entire research process is
documented in detail. Finally, the trustworthiness of the study can be built
of there is a community of researchers who can read, analyse and interpret
the data set that provides sufficient data for some commonality in terms of
supporting the analytic conclusions. Confirmability means that the
researcher has dealt honestly with the research topic, being aware of how
personal values can control the construction of the research and the
interpretation of the findings (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).

To increase the trustworthiness of the research, the research process
should be explained in detail to the reader; both the way data were
constructed and how they were analysed (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; OReilly,
2012; Siraj-Blatchford, 2010). The reader should be able to follow the
researcher’s footsteps and assess arguments in every step of the research
process. Silverman (2013) argues that the aim of ethnographic research is
not to generalise from the findings but to try to understand the activities of
the participants and/or their culture. However, a detailed description offers
readers the opportunity to make judgments about the analysis and findings,
and consider these in light of their own contexts, and that approach
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possibly can be transferable in terms of the types of research questions
asked and explored (Ary et al., 2010; Lincoln & Guba, 1985).

In the study discussed here, the findings were presented to the
participating children, the educators and their parents. All had
opportunities to make comments about the findings. Even though the
analysis and choices of extracts were mainly undertaken by me, the
interpretations of the extracts were considered with co-authors of the
three articles that were published. Thus, the aim of this study was not to
search for an absolute truth (Lincoln and Guba, 1985); however, it was to
deepen understanding of the children’s play activities in their preschool
settings by learning from them and their cultures.
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5 Ethical issues and challenges of the study

Ethical issues were considered in every level of the research process,
including the preparation of the research, collection of data, analysing the
data and the interpretation of the data. This chapter focuses on how
informed consent was gained from gatekeepers and how the children were
informed about the study and gave their informed assent. The section also
discusses the different ethical challenges that | faced in the research
process; for example, how the children reported their assent or dissent in
various ways and how they sometimes learned about the technology on the
way.

5.1 Informed consent and assent

When doing research with children, access to the preschool settings may be
difficult. The researcher seeks informed consent from the adults before
gaining informed assent from the children (Dockett, Einarsddttir & Perry,
2011; Einarsdottir, 2012; Gallacher & Gallegher, 2008; Mukherji & Albon,
2010). Cameron (2015) explains the difference between informed consent
and assent. Informed consent means that the parents or gatekeepers
provide permission for a child to participate in research. Informed assent
means that the child agrees to be involved in research. Einarsdéttir (2012)
argues that informed consent/assent means that the participants are
knowledgeable about the research and agree to take part in the study with
an understanding about possible risks that may arise from the participation.
Danby (2017) suggests that children’s participation in research is an
ongoing enterprise. For example, they may choose not to be video-
recorded at particular times.

This study was reported to the Icelandic Data protection authorities. No
comments were made on their behalf (see attachment A). Then the
municipality, where the research was conducted in was contacted to gain
access to two preschools which were then approved for the research (see
attachment B). The head teachers of the two preschools were asked for
approval by phone calls and emails, after they had been provided with
detailed information about the research. The head teachers were asked to
pass to the children’s parents’ written information about the study, and |
visited the setting to provide more information, answer questions and seek
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the parents’ informed consent (see attachment C). | met the educators and
sought their informed consent (see attachment D). All parents gave their
consent and the educators also agreed to participate in the study.

After gaining consent from the children’s parents, | visited the centres
with the specific purpose to meet and get to know the children. At first,
when entering the Ravenswood setting, | walked around, observed the
children and sat on a sofa that was placed in the middle of one of the
rooms. Some children were curious about me and asked why | was in their
setting, discussing these matters with me on my first day. Other children
took more time to interact with me. After a few days, | went to
communicate with the children with whom | had not interacted. | showed
interest in what they were doing, for example, by asking them about their
activities. When the children became more familiar with my presence and
felt comfortable having me around, | told them that | was a researcher and
informed them about the study.

The children were informed about the research in a child-friendly way so
that they would know what was expected of them. At first, | asked the
children what they thought research was and | documented how they
explained it. The children, for example, indicated that scientists do
research, experiment and know many things. The children also suggested
that research was about looking very closely into something and that you
could use a magnifier. They argued that research was about finding out
things, searching, describing and tell stories. Following the completion of
the study, | shared my understandings to the children about their
experiences and their explanations.

| told the children that | was a scientist and a student who was very
curious about the children’s activities in the preschool and that | wanted to
look closely into what they were doing. Instead of using a magnifier to find
out, | would use a video-recorder; they could watch the video recordings
and describe what they were doing in the recordings. The expectations of
the children were explained in a way that they would be asked if their
activities in the preschool setting could be recorded and then they would be
invited to watch it with me and have a discussion about the recordings. At
the end of the research | would provide to the children a short summary of
their findings. In addition, | emphasised that the children had the right to
choose whether they wanted to participate or not. The children who
decided to participate in the study gave their written informed assent (see
attachment E). This process of informing the children about the study was
repeated in a similar way in both preschools.
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The children’s informed assent was ongoingly sought throughout the
entire research process. Every time | turned on the video-camera the
children were notified, and they were asked if they would like to watch the
recordings and talk about it with me and the other children. | was aware of
children’s different ways of communicating; children can show their
intentions to be involved or not by expressing themselves either verbally or
physically (Einarsdottir, 2012). Palmadottir and Einarsdéttir (2016) argue
that children show assent/dissent in a variety of ways, such as in words and
bodily expression. They found it challenging to interpret the children’s
expressions. In this study, | emphasised being alert and recognising
children’s different ways of communicating their assent or dissent during
the research process. | did not video-record in spaces where children did
not give their assent or demonstrably showed or said that they did not
want to be recorded. Most of the children decided to take part in the entire
research process, whereas other children took part in some aspects of the
study. There was usually an ongoing negotiation, as evident in Danby’s
(2017) study; that is, sometimes the children did not want to miss out of
participating in activities, such as outdoor play, to take part in the study.
When that was the case, | invited them to take part at a later time if they
chose to do so. The children usually accepted that invitation and their
different ways of participating in the study did not affect the
trustworthiness of the data. The participating children chose pseudonyms
for their preschools and themselves.

5.2 The children’s different ways of giving their assent

After explaining the study to the children, most gave their written assent
right away. Some children needed more time to consider their decision and
still other children chose not to participate in the research. In the
Ravenswood preschool, a boy named Elias did not give his assent right
away. When | asked him, he answered: ‘I will tell you tomorrow,” and when
| asked the next day he said again: ‘I will tell you tomorrow’. When he was
making his decision, he spent a lot of time with me and invited me to
participate in his play. Elias and his friends usually played the police and
said that | was the prisoner and needed to spend the entire day in prison
(from field notes, May 5" 2015). The day after these field-notes were
written, Elias decided to participate in the study and gave his written
assent. | reassured him that he could opt out anytime if he changed his
mind.
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At first, | did not consider what Elias was doing in his play, although | had
participated in his play when he invited me. After a few days of keeping me
waiting for his assent and playing with me, | realised that he was managing
a power relationship between us. I interpreted his interaction as he needed
to be sure that he could trust me and that he could opt out any time, as |
promised him. As this example clarifies, in research with children,
ethnographic approaches can be challenging because of power relations
between children and adults (Corsaro, 1985) and the creation of trusting
relationship with them (Mukherji & Albon, 2010). It took Elias some time to
consider if he wanted to participate or not. He made his decision after he
was sure that | was not going to control him or tell him what to do. He
wanted to participate on his own terms and gave his assent when he was
sure he could. As Danby (2017) indicates, it is important that the researcher
is sensitive to the children’s wishes by listening carefully and recognising
child-centred practises that support the children’s rights.

5.3 The children’s various ways of communicating dissent

In this study, the participating children usually agreed to be recorded and
the recorder did not seem to interrupt their activities. However, sometimes
the children indicated that they did not want to be recorded even though
they had decided to be a part of the study. Once | asked two girls who were
playing a board game in Ravenswood preschool if | could record their
activity, one of them said: ‘No, not now.’ In Butterfly preschool, two girls
agreed that their activity of playing with animals would be recorded.
However, after | had recorded for a while, they changed their mind, which
they communicated to me both verbally and physically. The extract is a
documentation of the recording.

Arora and Mia are playing together with plastic animals in one
of the smaller rooms in the setting. Aréra looks at the camera
(researcher) and whispers into Mia’s ear. Arora stops playing
and looks at the researcher. The girls start playing again and
talk to each other. Aréra whispers again to Mia. The girls sort
the animals by size. Mia looks at the camera and Ardra crawls
towards the researcher. Researcher: ‘Do you want to look [into
the camera]?’ Arora looks into the camera at Mia who looks
back at Aréra and the researcher. Aréra puts her hand in front
of the camera blocking the lens and then she crawls back to
Mia and whispers to her ear. The researcher asks: ‘Do you feel
it uncomfortable when | am recording?’ Ar6ra responds: ‘Yes'.
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Researcher: ‘You can watch it afterwards, maybe not today but
when | come back later this week. But if you want me to turn
of the camera | will. Do you want me to turn it off?’ Aréra
shakes her head. Researcher: ‘No ... it takes a while to get used
to having the camera around.’ Mia keeps on playing and Aréra
talks to the researcher and starts to make noises with one of
the plastic animals and Mia covers her ears with her hands.
Then Aréra joins Mia and they start playing again. Mia looks
towards the camera and Aréra looks at the researcher and
says: ‘Please, can you turn it off?’ Researcher: ‘Do you want me
to turn it off now?’ The researcher turns off the camera. The
researcher was going to sit in the room without recording but
Aréra opens the door implying that the researcher should
leave the room, which she does. (Recording of children’s
activities 19" October 2017, length of recording 7 minutes and
45 sec)

Sal, one of the children in Ravenswood preschool, stated clearly that she
did not want to be recorded. However, Ar6ra expressed her dissent
differently. She whispered to her friend, so | could not hear what she was
saying, and her talk could not be recorded. She looked at the camera often,
put her hand in front of the lens and made a noise that sounded like a
horse, probably to interrupt the recording. Aréra’s expressions of her
dissent can be related to Corsaro’s (2015) primary and secondary
adjustment. That is, she had given her assent and decided to participate in
the study and, therefore, she met the researcher’s expectations (primary
adjustment). However, instead of saying ‘no’ to the researcher, she
communicated her dissent as resistance to the participation in the study
(secondary adjustment). Both the camera and the researcher seemed to
interrupt her play, as Palmadéttir and Einarsdottir (2016) found in their
study.

5.4 The children’s curiosity and understanding of the
technology

The children often were curious about the digital devices, the mobile
phone/video recorder and the laptop, that were used in the study. Before
starting the video recordings in the setting, | showed the children how the
mobile phone worked as a video recorder. Most of the children seemed to
understand how these devices worked. However, some children needed a
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longer time to find out how to use the video recorder and they continued
to ask questions about the devices during the research process. In many of
the video-stimulated conversations with the children, a lot of time was
spent discussing the devices and other topics of children’s interest. The
children wanted to discuss and try out how the computer worked, the
letters on the keyboard (‘this is my letter’), how the recorder worked and
how the recorder and computer functioned together. The time spent in
these discussions were important for the children and time well spent as
the children learned more about the method and, at the same time, gave
important information about the topic of the study.

In the research process, | emphasised that the children were aware of
what | was doing. Also, they were aware that they could decide whether
they wanted to be included in it or not. One boy at Ravenswood preschool
did not give his assent at the beginning of the study, although he was
always watching what | was doing. After a few days he said to me: ‘I want to
be Tryggvi (his choice of pseudonym) in the study,” which indicated that he
was seeking to take part in what the other children were doing in the study.
In Ravenswood preschool, | recorded an activity of three girls who were
dressing dolls. In the beginning of the recording | asked the girls if they
knew why | had the camera. Extract 1 shows S6I's respond to my question
about the camera.

Extract 1

Sara: Why do | have the phone?

Sol: For recordings.

Sara: Why am | recording?

Sél: So we can watch it and remember.
Sara: You are completely aware of that.

Later in the same conversation Sél keeps on asking about the
devices.

S6l: Can you put [video-recordings] from the phone ... into the
computer?
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Sara: Yes, | connect a cable to the phone and into the
computer and then | send the videos to the computer.

S6él: Yees ... | understand.

This example indicates that SOl understands how the video recordings
work. However, she needed further explanations about how she could
watch the recordings on the laptop. Some aspects of the study were made
clear before | started to record, and other aspects needed further
explanations. | thought | had explained the study to the children in an
understandable way before gaining the children‘s assent (Einarsdottir,
2012). | could have further explained the technology at the beginning of the
study, as Sgrensen (2014) pointed out, but that can be difficult. It is not
possible to explain every part of the study at the start, as some aspects can
be learned along the way.

5.5 Issues of power relations between researcher and
children

When watching the video-recordings, most children were interested in
seeing themselves and many children said: ‘this is me, this is me.” There
were children, though, who seemed to find it a bit uncomfortable to watch
themselves, at least at the beginning. This was evident when three girls
were watching themselves and looked away from the screen several times
during the conversation. | asked the girls regularly if they wanted to stop
watching the recording, but they said they wanted to keep on watching.

In Butterfly preschool, three boys, Orri, Pétur and Snorri, had agreed to
take part in a video-stimulated conversation with me. The conversation
took place in the arts room, one of the smaller rooms in the setting. The
boys sat at the end of a square table where the computer was located, and |
placed the recorder on a tripod at the other end of the table. While | placed
the recorder Orri said: ‘Hey, stop taking photos of me’, | responded by
saying: ‘Do you not want to be recorded?’ and Orri said: ‘No’ and crawled
under the table. Instead of accepting his refusal right away, which could
have been the proper thing to do, | decided to show Orri how the recorder
works in this situation which is a bit different from when children activities
are recorded. Extract 2 shows the conversation between me and the boys:
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Extract 2
Sara: Come and see [Orri]. | want to show you the recorder.
Orri: [Orri joins the researcher and looks into the recorder].
Sara: Can you see them [the boys]?
Orri: [Looks into the recorder].
Pétur: [Starts to make faces and laughs].
Snorri: [Laughs and join Orri and the researcher]. Can | see?
Orri and Snorri: [Look into the recorder and laugh].
Snorri: Can | see myself?
Orri: Stop record ... can | see myself, uuu.

Snorri: [Goes back to the computer and joins Pétur who is still
sitting by the computer].

Sara: Should we sit down and watch for a while?
Orri: Yes.

When Orri found out how the recorder worked he sat with the other
boys and me and watched the recording of their activity on the computer.
During the conversation he stood up several times to look into the recorder
and watch the other two boys. Once he selected two clothespins and asked
Snorri and Pétur to look into the recorder while he made a play scene
where the clothespins were men acting in front of the recorder. This can be
interpreted that Orri was role playing different aspects, but it can also be
interpreted that Orri was showing his dissent throughout the conversation.
First by saying ‘stop recording me’ and then by doing different activities to
interrupt the conversation. As Groundwater-Smith et al. (2015) suggest,
power can be exercised by the participants in form of resistance and
disobedience. | decided to explain to the boys how the recorder works, and
another possibility to immediately turn off the camera. As Corsaro (2015)
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suggested, | was aware of my position as being more powerful than the
children and tried to minimise the authority and control. Still, children
found ways to circumvent my authority.

5.6 Introduction of the findings to the participants

At the conclusion of the research process, before publishing, the findings
were introduced to the children and educators. A story was written that
included the findings, in a language that was simple and understandable for
the children. Pictures from the research were used to clarify the text. | read
the story to the children and educators and sought to find out what they
thought of it; for example, if they saw themselves relating to the story, if it
was true or false, and why they might think that. In this way, the children
were provided an opportunity to offer their opinions of the findings. The
following example shows how the children influenced the findings:

In Butterfly school, one boy stopped me when | was reading
the story and said: ‘it was not like that’ and when | asked: ‘how
it was?’ He could not explain what he meant but he did not
want his quote to be in the findings. Following his comment,
the quote was erased from the summary of the findings.

The children considered the findings interesting and listened carefully
when their pseudonyms were given. It seemed that the researcher was not
telling them anything new; this was of course something they already knew.
In this way, the children saw themselves relating to the findings on which
they mostly agreed. The educators also were invited to listen to the
introductions. A few used the opportunity to learn more about the
children’s views of their activities in the preschool settings. The researcher
gave the preschools a copy of the findings and discussed them in a meeting
towards the conclusion of the research process. A copy of the findings was
available in the dressing rooms of the preschool settings, so the children’s
parents could read the report as well.

5.7 Ethics of studying children’s play in preschools

Questions have been asked about whether it is ethically appropriate to
uncover details about children’s everyday activities and their secret spaces
(Brostrdm, 2006). In preschools, children are used to being observed when
playing, as that is one of the educator’s roles; therefore, children’s play in
preschools often is not implemented in private spaces. However, there are
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aspects of play that can be private for children, such as the play theme. The
research, including ethical issues, such as children’s rights to opt out, were
explained to the children at the beginning of the research process and also
along the way. For example, | always sought and gained the children’s
permission before | turned on the video-camera; if they opted out, and
wanted privacy, | did not record them. When ethical issues are clear, |
believe it is justifiable to research children’s play in preschools. At the end,
the findings are supposed to benefit children through understanding more
about how they play and how they can be best supported, and not to do
them any harm.

It can be challenging to study children’s play, especially when observing
children being excluded from play. When | observed children being
excluded, and the educators did not (they were always in the room with
me), | pointed it out and discussed it with them, and usually the children
received the support they needed to participate in play with peers. Often, |
had conversations with the educators about children’s participation in play,
where we learned from each other. Sometimes the discussions with the
educators led to their reconsidering their role in children’s play and
preschool practice.
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6 Findings

The aim of this study was to contribute new understandings to studies of
children’s play and deepen my own understanding of children’s views of
their play activities in their peer cultures and their views of the role of
educator’s in what the children described as play activities. During the
research process, | also found it important to delve more in-depth into
children’s views of rules in their peer culture because the application of
rules seemed to influence the children’s involvement in play activities.
Three articles were written to discuss these topics, based on the findings of
the study.

6.1 Studyl

Play is an important part of early childhood education. However, play is a
complex phenomenon that has been studied from different perspectives
and paradigms, and definitions vary in accordance with theoretical
background and schools of study (Gordon, 2015; Theobald & Danby, 2014;
Wong, Wang, & Cheng, 2011). The first article, “Drawing and playing are
not the same’: Children’s views of their activities in Icelandic preschools’
was published in Early Years: An International Research Journal and co-
authored with my supervisor Pr. J6hanna Einarsdottir (see Olafsdottir &
Einarsdottir, 2017). The aim of this article was to explore how the children
viewed their activities in the preschool with a special focus on activities on
their explanations of what activities were considered play and non-play.
The concept of interpretive reproduction was used as a lens to explore
children’s activities in their peer culture (2015). Video-stimulated
recordings were used to support the children’s explanations of their
activities.

The recordings of the children’s conversations indicated both shared and
different views on their activities in the preschool settings. First, the
children said that play had a preparation phase where they set the stage,
decided which roles to play and who could participate in the play. When the
preparation was done the actual play could begin, that is, the preparation
of the play was not explained as play by the children. Second, the children
needed to be able to act out roles and decide how they used the material,
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so their activity would be named play. One boy, Gudmundur, explained to
the researcher why he suggested playing with domino blocks was play.

Researcher: Why do you think this is play?

Gudmundur: Because you can decide what to do with it and
these blocks could be men and something.

Researcher: So you think maybe there needs to be men for this
to be play?

Gudmundur: Yes, the blocks can be men ... this is also a game.

Third, most children suggested that drawing was different from playing,
that drawing could be a playful activity but that it was not play. The children
often connected the activity of play to how role play has been
characterised. However, there was a contrast in the children’s explanations,
where two children said that the activity of painting was play.

In this study a pattern was observed. On one hand, when the children
were asked what they were doing in the recordings and they responded by
naming the activity, such as drawing or building, they usually agreed that
they were not playing. On the other hand, if the children were asked and
their response was ‘playing’, they often referred to activities in which they
took on roles and decided how to use the material.

6.2 Study2

In preschools, play is considered children’s main way of learning. When
playing, children develop their ability to construct social orders as they
bring experiences and knowledge to play activities. Children adjust and
follow rules made by educators, but they also try to challenge and resist
these rules in play (Corsaro 1985, 2015; Léfdahl, 2010; Thornberg, 2009).
The second article, “You need to own cats to be a part of the play’
Icelandic preschool children challenge adult-initiated rules in play’ was
published in European Early Childhood Education Research Journal and co-
authored with Pr. Johanna Einarsdottir, Pr. Susan Danby and Dr. Maryanne
Theobald (see Olafsdottir, Danby, Einarsdéttir & Theobald, 2017b). The aim
of this article was twofold: First, to gain a better understanding of how
children experience adult initiated rules in their peer culture; and, second,
to understand how the children challenge and resist these rules in their play
activities. The concepts of primary adjustment and secondary adjustment
were used to explore the rules in children’s peer cultures (Corsaro, 2015).
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Children’s play activities were recorded, and the children were invited to
watch and discuss the recorded activities.

When discussing rules in the preschool setting with the children, they
mostly mentioned rules made by the educators. These rules were often
related to behaviour, the use of material, number of children in areas, and
exclusion from the peer group. The children saw themselves as either
learning the rules bit incrementally or they were taught by the educators.
The children often followed the educator’s rules, but they also used
different strategies in their play activities to challenge these rules, for
example, by excluding children from play activities even though the rule
said that it was prohibited. The extract below is an example of how J6hanna
made rules about who could take part in a play activity and who could not.

Skoppa: She did not let me play with them [looks at
researcher].

Researcher: No, why not?

Skoppa: Why did you not let me play with you? [looks at
Johanna].

Johanna: Because there could only be three [children] and if
you wanted to take part you needed to own cats. You could
not be the big sister. She always wants to be the big sister
[Looks at researcher].

Researcher: So she did not fit into the roles?

Jéhanna: No, because there could only be three and she
wanted to be the big sister.

The children sometimes challenged the educator’s rules by using them for
their own purpose. For example, one of the educator’s rules was that four
children could play together in the corner of the setting and another rule
said that it was not allowed to exclude children from play activities. One girl
who was in control of a play activity used the rule about the number of
children to choose who could be involved in the play and who could not,
where one of the girls were excluded from the play. Therefore, the findings
of this study indicated conflicts between two rules, both made by the
educators. Thus, the rule about four children in a play area at a time led to
exclusion.
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6.3 Study3

The educator’s role in children’s play activities is critical for their learning
and development. However, educators have different perceptions of how
much they should be involved in children’s play, from being in control to
not intervening at all (Gaskins, 2014; Wood, 2014). Children might have
perspectives different from the educators about the role in their play
activities (Einarsdéttir, 2014; Kragh-Muller & Isbell, 2011; Lofdahl &
Hagglund, 2006). The third article, “Peir vilja ekki leika, bara tala saman’:
Syn barna & hlutverk fullordinna i leik* ["They do not want to play, just talk
to each other’: Children’s views of educators’ roles in play’] was published
in Netla — Veftimarit um uppeldi og menntun and co-authored with my
supervisor Pr. Johanna Einarsdottir (see Sara M. Olafsdéttir and Johanna
Einarsdottir, 2017). The aim of this article was to gain a better
understanding of children’s perspectives of the educator’s role in their play.
The concepts of primary adjustment and secondary adjustment were used
as a lens to explore how the children explained the educator’s participation
or non-participation in their play activities. The children’s different play
activities were recorded. The children watched the recordings and
explained the educator’s role in their play.

The children agreed that the educators seldom participated in their play.
They were often busy doing other things such as talking to each other and
participating in meetings. The children said that the educator’s role usually
included watching over the children and the play. The educators were close
to the children, observed their play and reacted when the children needed
help or something went wrong. However, the children had different
opinions of how much the educators should be involved in their play. Some
children did not want to include the educators in their play whereas other
children wanted the educators to participate and needed their support. For
example, one of the girls suggested that the educators could play with the
children.

6.4 Summary of the findings

The findings of the study indicate that play from the children’s perspectives
is make-believe play, a view explained by Bodrova and Leong (2015). The
children said that they needed to prepare for play, take on and act out
roles, and use the material for the purpose of the play, sometimes often
differently from what was expected; for example, using a domino block for
a man. One characteristic of children’s play is that the children follow rules
relevant for their role in the play (Bodrova, 2008; Bodrova & Leong, 2015).
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When the children were asked about the rules in their play, they mainly
discussed the rules of the setting and how they influenced their play. They
did not mention that they made their own rules in their play. However, by
using Corsaro’s (2015) secondary adjustment as a lens, hidden rules made
by the children were identified in the data of the study and these rules
were often about inclusion or exclusion. The rules sometimes led to
exclusion from play in peer cultures. Therefore, it was also important to
discuss the educator’s role in the children’s play and how the educators
could support the children to take part in play and learn through play. The
children explained the educator’s role differently. Many children did not
want to include the educator’s in their play, some of the children needed
the educators to be near them as assistants, and few children needed
support and wanted the educator to be involved in their play. Researchers
have indicated that educator’s might have different views of their role than
the children (see Einarsdattir, 2014; Kragh-Mdller & Isbell, 2011; Léfdahl &
Hagglund, 2006). Some of the children in this study wanted the educators
to be more often involved in their play but the educators usually were
passive observers.
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7 Discussion and conclusion

This section discusses the findings from the three articles that were
published from the study and how they relate to previous studies. My aim is
also to further explain how I, as a researcher, came to these findings by
learning from the children’s experiences and knowledge being a part of
their peer culture. In addition, to explain how that knowledge can
contribute to the early childhood education and add to previous
knowledge.

7.1 The children’s views of their play activities

At the beginning of this study, | reviewed the literature of children’s play to
gain a better understanding of the phenomena. However, the more | read
about play the more confused | became because the definitions of the
concept were somewhat unclear and sometimes controversial (Bergen,
2014; Dockett et al., 2013; Wong et al., 2011). For example, play has been
identfied as a cultural phenomenon, state of mind, and a human activity
(Reifel, 2014; van Qers, 2014). When | explored the children's play activities
| had Corsaro‘s (2015) concept of interpretive reproduction in mind.
Corsaro suggests that children build their knowledge and experiences on
educator views, language and actions. However, most of the children who
participated in this study had their own explainations and perspectives of
their activities in their preschool setting. It was expected that different
children would have different views of their activities in the preschool
(Corsaro, 2015; Tertoolen, Geldens, van Oers, & Popeijus, 2017); however,
most children shared a common explanation of play and non-play activities.

Thus, the findings of this study are in contrast with studies that indicate
that children have different views of their activities (Corsaro, 2015;
Tertoolen, Geldens, van Oers, & Popeijus, 2017). In both preschools
involved in the study, when the children had time for freely chosen
activities the educators asked them to chose activities or tasks. That is, the
educators did not use the concept of play for children's freely chosen
activities. The children‘s explanations of play was not influenced by the
educators’ language as Breathnach et al. (2017) found in their study. The
children in this study had their independent views and explanations of their
activities in the preschool settings. They had strong opinions of play and
strived to explain it to me and propably wondered why | sometimes did not

o7



Sara Margrét Olafsdottir

understand. For example, when three girls were discussing their activities
with me, | asked them: ‘Why is drawing not play? Can you explain that?‘
and Aréra responded impationtly: ‘Because drawing and playing are not the
same.’

After studying play with the children who participated in this study, the
phenomenon of play became more clear to me. The children explained
their activities as play when they acted out roles and were in control of
their activities; for example, by deciding how to use the material they had
access to. As Gudmundur explained: ‘You can decide what to do with it [the
material] and these blocks could be men and something.' The children‘s
explanation are in line with how Bodrova and Leong (2015) define
children‘s make-believe play; that is, when the children said they were
playing they created an imaginary situation, took on and acted out roles. If
the children were building with blocks, they indicted that they were just
building until the imaginary was added to the situation, then it became
play. Therefore, when | use the concept play in this study, | refer to
children‘s make-believe play.

Play is a social, informal, creative and often an enjoyable activity in
which children use their imagination, are in control and take on roles
(Einarsdéttir, 2014a; Howard et al., 2006; Pramling Samuelsson & Asplund
Carlsson, 2008; Wong et al., 2011). Children often explain play differently
from educators; that is, educators sometimes view activities as play the
children do not (Bodrova & Leong, 2015; Theobald & Danby, 2014). In this
study, activities such as building and drawing were usually not explained as
play by the children, but the educators seemed to view the activities
differently. For example, in one of my participant observations in
Ravenswood preschool (February 27" 2015), | observed three children
sitting at a table building with Legos. A boy sat by the table for some time
and built an airplane. When he had finished building the plane, he stood up
and began flying it around in the setting. After a short while, one of the
educators stopped him, and told him to sit by the table where the Lego was
supposed to be. When this observation was analysed in relation to
children’s explanations of play, the boy was preparing the play by building
the airplane but when he began flying it around the actual play began and
then he was stopped by the educator.

Educators’ views of play influence how much time, space and material is
available for the children (Grieshaber & McArdle, 2010). It is critical to be
aware that children have enough time to prepare for the play, before it
begins, because according to the children the play had a preparation stage
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that took time, but the children said that the preparation was not play.
Therefore, children need considerable time for play because if there is not
enough time the children’s activities might be stopped before the children
would suggest they were playing. Children need to be able to prepare for
play; for example, by building the environment and taking on roles.
Therefore, it is important for educators to understand children’s
explanations of play so that they can further support their learning through
play.

Educators decide what kinds of play activities are appropriate in
preschool settings. Play activities that involve noise, risk or clean-up are
sometimes not supported by educators (Grieshaber & McArdle, 2010). In
Ravenswood preschool there was not much space for the children to move
around and the educators seemed to value quiet activities that took place
sitting at tables. When the children played, they often communicated in
different ways and moved around the setting. Therefore, it was more likely
that play was stopped by the educators than other activities. This action can
prevent the children’s opportunities for learning through play (Grieshaber
& McArdle, 2010). In Butterfly preschool, the children had ample time and
space to move around and communicate. For that reason, the activities in
which the children participated and were supported by the educators were
often explained as play by the children.

If children are asked about play and other activities in their preschool,
they can give important information about their knowledge and
experiences from which educators can learn (Gallacher & Gallagher, 2008).
The children who participated in this study added important information in
the discussion of play activities in preschools. The Icelandic National
curriculum guide (2011) points out that preschool children’s main way of
learning is through play, and most of the children suggested they were
playing when they acted out roles and decided what to do with the
material. That is, play is make-believe from the children’s perspectives. For
that reason, it is important for educators and policy makers to consider
following questions:

e What activities are prioritised in the preschool settings?

e Which activities are supported and which are not?

e How much space do children have to move around the setting?

e How much time do children have to prepare for play and further
develop their play and continue playing?

e What material is accessible to the children?
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These are important questions to ask to support children’s play and to
prevent it from being interrupted. When children have opportunities to
play with peers and have support from educators, they develop their
identity, curiosity, their ability to learn (L6fdahl, 2010). Play can also be a
foundation for life skills, such as, problem solving, creativity and empathy
(Rogers, 2010). According to van Oers (2014) children‘s imagination is
stimulated in play and is built on their experiences, knowledge and
creativity. Understanding play from the children’s point of view is important
to support children learning through play. The children‘s activities became
play oriented as they prepared the environment; for example, by building
with blocks, taking on or acting out roles, and creating an imaginary
situation. Bodrova and Leong (2015) defined play in a similar way to the
children in this study. Further, they suggest that one characteristic of
children’s play is that children follow rules relevant for the roles they act
and play. This study contributes to better understandings of how the
children experienced rules in in their play in peer cultures.

7.2 The children’s explanations of rules in their peer culture

In the process of this study, | realised that rules were critical in the
preschool settings so that the children and their educators could function
together, as Thornberg (2009) suggested. These rules were often
constructed by educators, usually related to what was expected of children
and their behaviour (Corsaro, 1985; Thornberg, 2009). Rules in preschool
settings sometimes seem to be taken for granted with little attention on
that some children can benefit from these rules while other children obey
the rules without considering the consequences, as Thornberg (2009)
concluded in his study. He suggested that rules could be problematic
because of the risk of resulting in blind obedience.

During the process of becoming a part of the children’s peer cultures |
found that it was important to learn the rules of the preschool settings.
Some of the rules were clear to me but other rules were learned by
attending the setting on regularly basis. Therefore, the intention of
discussing the rules of the preschool setting was to deepen my
understanding of how the children experienced rules in their peer cultures.
In the video-stimulated discussions with the children, they mainly
mentioned rules in their preschool settings made by the educators and the
children needed to follow and tried to initiate, as Corsaro (2015) explains
with the concept primary adjustment. The children agreed that there were
many rules in their settings and usually the children named rules related to
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how to interact and what was prohibited in the preschool settings. For
example, rules about not to exclude other children from play and that the
children could not run, be loud or hurt other children.

When | learned the rules in the two preschool settings | often watched
the children, tried to imitate their actions and sometimes | asked them
what was allowed or prohibited to do. For me, the children were often
good reminders of the rules. | also listened to the educators explaining to
the children which actions were appropriate and which were not. Once, in
Ravenswood preschool, | sat with the children in circle time and listened to
the educators and the children discuss the rules. The children pointed out
that there were rules everywhere that they needed to follow, for example,
traffic rules, school rules and even rules at home. When the children were
asked about the school rules they usually began the sentence on: ‘we are
not allowed to ..." run, hurt, exclude.” The discussion was not about what
was allowed (field notes, 28™ April 2015). In this way, | learned the rules of
the preschool settings in a similar way as the children said they did.

First, | learned the rules, as S6l in Ravenswood preschool pointed out.
She said that she learned the rules by coming to the preschool every day,
that is, bit by bit. Second, | learned the rules from the educators as Mia in
Butterfly preschool suggested. She said that the educators taught the rules
and that the children followed them. Third, | learned the rules, ‘the hard
way’, that is, by accidently breaking them. | assume the children sometimes
do that as well. Once when the children were playing in the Butterfly
preschool | handed a doll to a girl and needed to put it back because we did
not ask for permission. | found that situation a bit uncomfortable.
Therefore, in this study, the rules of the preschool settings were learned by
watching how others do, listening to the educator’s explanations of rules,
and by trying out or experiencing what was allowed and what was not.

In the video-stimulated conversations with the children, | tried to ask the
children about rules in their play, but they did not respond to these
questions. Therefore, | looked further into the data by using the concept of
secondary adjustment as a lens (Corsaro, 2015) and related to previous
research about rules in children’s play activities (see for example, Cobb-
Moore et al., 2007; Sheldon, 2010). Then | recognised that the children
made their own rules in their play. Usually the rules were about who could
play and who could not, like J6hanna’s rule: ‘You need to own cats to be a
part of the play’. The children sometimes tried to challenge or resist the
adult-initiated rules by making their own rules in their play, as Corsaro
(2015) has pointed out. For me, the rules made by the children were not as

61



Sara Margrét Olafsdottir

obvious and clear as the rules made by the educators. Even though the
children did not mention rules in their play, the rules seemed quite clear
when they were playing, as other researchers have found (Cobb-More et
al., 2007; Corsaro, 1985). That is, the children followed the rules in the play,
for example by acting on orders from the leader of the play or other
children.

The findings of the study are in line with Corsaro‘s (1985) study that
found that children have clear conceptions of power relationships in their
play. In a play activity observed by Corsaro, one of the children had more
power and took control of the play by giving orders and the other children
followed these orders without arguing. In this study, the children that took
control of play activities were often the same children who gave orders,
managed the educators’ rules and decided who could participate in the
play. The children found ways to manipulate or circumvent the educators’
rules for their own purpose and the purpose of the play. The leaders of the
children’s play were sometimes in a position that strengthened their power
and control in their peer culture.

In children’s peer culture, secondary adjustment is an important
concept. On one hand, as Corsoro (2015) suggests, the children can come to
see themselves as a part of the group when they resist or challenge adult-
initiated rules in a way that is accepted by the other children. However, the
findings of this study suggest that through secondary adjustment the
children also can be excluded from the peer group; for example, when the
children make their own rules in play about who can play and who cannot.
The rules of the play seemed clear to the children, but they were
sometimes hidden or unclear for me and possibly the educators. The
children sometimes excluded other children from play with peers even
though the rules said that it was not allowed to exclude.

In this study, | recognised different conflicts between adult-initiated
rules and child-initiated rules. For example, there were conflicts between
the educator’s rule about inclusion and a child’s rule, such as when J6hanna
ruled that there could only be three children in her play and that the
participating children needed to own cats. Johanna wanted her co-players
to bring knowledge and experience of cats to the imaginary situation but
Skoppa wanted to play the big sister. This is an example of how children can
strive to protect their interactive space, so they do not have to change their
ongoing play, as Corsaro (1995) suggested. However, in this example the
educator’s rule about inclusion was dominant and J6hanna needed to invite
Skoppa to participate. Even this rule was amended by the players as,
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instead of changing the ongoing play, Skoppa was required to take on the
role of a kitten. There were not only conflicts between rules made by adults
and children. There was also an example of how a rule about four children
in a play area lead to exclusion. In order to maintain her social positioning
in the peer group, as Lofdahl (2010) suggested, Selma used the rule about
the number of children allowed to exclude a child from play, that is, she
used the educator’s rules in an opposite way than was intended.

The findings from this study indicate that rules in preschool settings are
complicated, both to learn and to follow. As Thornberg (2009) suggests,
rules can be taken as blind obedience by some children where they follow
the rules no matter what. The children make their own rules in play to have
more control of their activities, as Corsaro (2015) argued. Some children,
often children that take the role of a leader in play showed competence
and made their own rules in the play and simultaneously challenged the
adult-initiated rules. Therefore, the leaders of the play activities sometimes
strengthened their own position in the peer group by making new rules but
at the same time they might have weakened the position of other children,
often the children that were excluded from the play in some way.

Play in preschool settings can never be free. The reason is that educators
place different limitations, for example, how much time is available for play,
what material is accessible for the children, and how much space the
children have for play (van Oers, 2014; Wood, 2014). The children in this
study said that the adult-initiated rules were both good and bad for their
play. One boy in Butterfly preschool said that the rules were good for their
play because he had learned not to hurt other children during play,
however a girl said that the rules were bad for the children’s play because if
she wanted to play a cat that was running, that was not allowed because
the rule said that it is not allowed to run inside the setting. However, it is
not just the educator’s rules and boundaries that limit the freedom in
children’s play. The findings are in line with Loéfdahl’s (2010) third
adjustment; that is, the children themselves set boundaries by using
different strategies, rules and orders in play. Child-initiated rules can, on
one hand, limit the freedom of the children’s play and, on the other hand,
limit other children’s opportunities to participate in play with peers. For
example, Skoppa needed to take on the role of a kitten to be a member of
the play.

Rules are an important part of the preschool practice because if there
were no rules chaos could emerge (Thornberg, 2009). In this study, rules
were resources used by the children to negotiate their social lives and to

63



Sara Margrét Olafsdottir

manage their peer culture. This study indicates that it is important to
consult with children when making rules in preschool settings because
children can be competent rule makers and they are the ones that need to
follow the rules and act according to them. Educators can learn from
children and ask themselves the following questions when making rules in
preschool settings:

Who sets the rules?

What is the purpose of the rules?

What consequences can the rules have?

Do some children benefit from the rules at the expense of others?

The educator’s beliefs and cultural values affect children’s play and
learning in preschools, including the kind of rules being created and
followed in preschool settings. The provision of rules influences educator
decisions, such as how much time is available for play, choice of material
and children’s opportunities to participate in play (van Oers, 2013; Wood,
2014). Therefore, it is important for educators to be conscious of the rules
they create and the purpose of these rules. In addition, educators should be
aware of the rules the children themselves make in their play because
sometimes these rules can lead to exclusion from the play activities,
sometimes unnoticed by the educators. Another important aspect of
children’s play is to find out how educators can support children’s
participation in play activities with peers. The next section discusses the
children’s perspectives on the educator role in their play.

7.3 The children’s perspectives on the educator’s role in their
play

Children have indicated that educators seldom participate in their play
(Einarsdéttir, 2014b; Lofdahl, 2014). When the children are playing they
usually do not think about what the educators are doing, however, they
want to have them near if they need help (Einarsdottir, 2014b). These
findings are in line with what the children that participated in this study
suggested. The children said that the educators never or seldom took part
in their play activities. Most of the children said that the educator’s role was
to observe their play, assist when something went wrong and solve
problems with them or for them. The children said that when they were
playing the educators were often doing other things, such as, talking to
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each other, working on the computer, cleaning up the setting, going to the
restroom, and participate in meetings.

| learned very much from my role as a researcher and being a part of the
children’s peer culture. After | had spent some time with the children in the
setting, showing interest in their different activities that they invited me to
participate in their play. At the same time the children said that the
educators could not play with them because they would ruin the play. It
took me a while to find out why | could take part in the children’s play, but
the educators could not. | thought about what | had in common with the
educators, such as, being an adult, a woman, and a preschool teacher.
When | thought about our differences, | realised that what differed the
most from the other adults was my role as a researcher avoiding to take
control and give orders. These thoughts were documented in my field
notes:

This was an interesting day at the Ravenswood preschool. In
the video-stimulated conversation with the children, they said
that the educators could not participate in their play because
they would ruin the play. Then at the end of the conversation
the children asked me if | wanted to play with them. Which |
thought was in contrast with what they just told me. (Field-
notes, May 13" 2015)

At that point | interpreted that being an adult was not the reason why
the children did not want to include the educator in their play. There were
other reasons. Children’s play involves power relationships and one of the
children’s explanations of play is that they are in control of their activities as
other researchers have also found (Einarsdottir, 2014a; Howard et al.,
2006). | did not hold the same power as the educator’s and therefore, it
was safe for the children to invite me to play with them. The children did
not invite the educators to play with them because of the risk of losing the
power and control of their play to a more powerful person, the educators.

In Ravenswood preschool, | recognised two different cultures when the
children participated in freely chosen activities, children’s peer culture and
the educators’ culture. During freely chosen activities these two cultures
were separated, that is, the children had ownership of their activities and
the educators did not disturb them as Gaskins (2014) pointed out in her
study. When the children had explained to me what they thought play was,
| realised that from their perspectives very few of the activities in the
preschool setting were play and therefore | needed to further deepen my
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understanding of the educator’s role in the children’s play when entering
the Butterfly preschool setting.

In Butterfly preschool, the children’s peer culture and the educators’
culture were not completely separated when the children were playing.
When the children were playing the educators usually did not take part but
there were exceptions. The educators sometimes took part in the children’s
play as Gaskins (2014) suggested, that is, they stepped into the children’s
play often in way of controlling the children’s activities. Some of the
children in the Butterfly preschool said that they wanted the educators to
take part in their play. That was evident in a video-stimulated conversation
with four girls. They said that they wanted the educators to participate
more often in their play, for example, by playing with them.

The findings of this study indicate that the children were positioned
differently in play by having roles, such as leaders, co-workers and
followers. The children’s positions in play influenced how they viewed the
educator’s role in their play. The children that took the lead of the play did
usually not want the educators to be involved because of the risk of losing
control. The children that described themselves as co-workers saw how the
educators could participate but they did not need them or want them to.
The children that often followed the leader of the play wanted to involve
the educators more often in their play and needed their support. However,
educator’s seldom take part in children’s play (Einarsdottir, 2014b; Kragh-
Mdaller & Isbell, 2011; Lofdahl & Hagglund, 2006). This study offers
educators understandings of how different status and power influences
how the children see their role in play. In this way they can observe the
children’s play regarding their position in their peer culture and volunteer
to take part in the children’s play on their terms, without taking control of
their activities.

The educators’ role in children’s play is important in early childhood
settings; for example, educators support the play, provide challenges, and
motivate children to keep on playing (Pramling Samuelsson & Asplund
Carlsson, 2008). In their study, Pramling Samuelsson and Johansson (2009)
found that the educator’s role was mainly to serve the children, that is, the
children sought help when they dealt with too challenging activities or
communication. This is in line with the findings of this study. In one of the
video-stimulated conversations, Elena in Ravenswood preschool said the
educators did not take part in their play and rationalised by saying:
‘because we can do it ourselves but sometimes we need help.’ Indicating
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that the children do not need the educators except when they are dealing
with something they need help or support to do.

The children who participated in this study indicated that their activities
became play when the imaginary was added to the situation. In their study,
Palmadéttir and Einarsdottir (2015) found that educators showed
emotional distance when they did not follow the development of children’s
play. The findings of this study indicate that the educators’ distance from
play might also discourage the children’s creativity and imagination,
important aspects of play and learning. For example, when the educator
stopped the boy in the Ravenswood preschool was when he began flying his
Lego airplane around, his creativity was ignored. The findings of this study
reveal that it is critical for educators to observe the children’s play and
encourage the children’s imaginary world when emphasising children’s
learning through play.

The findings of this study indicate the role of educators in children’s play
in peer cultures is complex. The children explained the educators’ role as
non-participants, observers, and possible participants, often in relation to
their positioning in their peer group. Therefore, it is important for
educators to understand the children’s views of their role in the children’s
play. Educators can observe the children’s play, encourage their imaginary
world, volunteer to take part in their play, and ask the children if they want
to include them in their play, as the children usually do and ask: ‘Can | play
with you?’

7.4 Summary of the discussion and conclusion

The findings of this study suggest that it is important to consult with
children about their activities in preschools. The children that participated
in this study gave important information about their play activities, rules in
their peer culture, and the educators’ role in their play. Most children saw
make-believe play as play where they used their imagination, took on and
acted out roles, and were in control of their activities. The children
expressed that they needed: uninterrupted time for play; to be able to
prepare for their play; access to various play material; and support by
educators. The participating children had their independent opinions and
explanations of their activities, and did not use the same language as the
educators. One reason could be that the cultural values reflected in
Icelandic early childhood education emphasise, among other things, the
ideals of democracy, autonomy, and creativity. According to the national
curriculum guidelines for preschools, children should have opportunities to
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influence and be active participants in developing their society (Ministry of
Education, Science and Culture, 2011). Although, the first level of education
in Iceland is called Playschool, most of the children in this study made a
clear distinction between play and other activities.

In the children’s make-believe play, there were hidden rules made by
the children that often referred to; who could be involved in the play and
who could not; which roles were appropriate for the play theme; and
orders about how to act. The children sometimes challenged the educators’
power and control by resisting, challenging, or circumventing the rules in
the preschool setting. The children who took the leading position in play
adjusted the educators’ rules to their play, often to keep control and fulfil
their desires and needs. The children made their own rules and orders to
maintain, or even strengthen, their position in their peer group. The
findings suggest that educators need to be aware of the rules that they
make themselves and the rules the children make to gain control of their
lives because these rules can lead to exclusion from children’s play
activities.

The children suggested that the educator’'s role was important in
different ways. Some children did not want to have educators nearby when
playing, whereas other children wanted the educators to be close so that
they could help if something went wrong, and a third group of children
wanted the educators to take part in their play. The children’s status in the
peer group reflected their views of educator’s role in their play, the children
with lower status wanted to involve the educators more often. However, |
did not investigate what influenced the children’s status in their play. Other
studies have indicated that children’s social orders depends on factors, such
as knowledge, age, gender and size (Danby, 1996). The educator role is
therefore important to support children’s play by observing their play and
position in the peer group, and volunteer to participate in their play so that
play can be the children’s main way of learning. Another important aspect
of the educator’s role is to support and maintain the children’s imaginary
world. If the imaginary is taken away from the children’s activities, the
children usually do not explain these activities then as play.

The strengths of the methods used in this study are that the children
had opportunities to share their views and opinions of their activities in the
preschool by watching their recorded activities and explaining them to the
other children and me. This is in line with studies conducted by Theobald
(2012, 2017b). She found that it was possible to gain a better understanding
of the children’s social world when the children that participated in her
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studies reflected, interpreted their thoughts and feelings, reactions, and
concerns. In this study, the video-recordings captured the children’s
activities and their interactions which the children could watch and discuss.
The video-stimulated conversations with the children were usually relaxed,
that is, the children were interested in watching themselves and discuss
what they were doing. The pauses between discussion were never a
problem because we could always just watch the recording and think in
between without saying anything.

The limitations of the methods were that the video-camera and | both
influenced the environment and participants because the researcher can
never be discounted from the environment as Danby (1997) and others
have suggested. The educators sometimes seemed to avoid the camera and
were not often seen in the recordings. Also, sometimes they acted
differently from what they normally did when | was around, as Mukheriji
and Albon (2010) pointed out in their study. The reason for that could be
that they were avoiding the camera; however, it is more likely the culture
around play in the two settings. Play is something the children own and
should not be interrupted by the educators. Another limitation of the study
could be that the findings were mainly build on the children’s verbal
communication so that the children with good verbal skills had greater
opportunities to express themselves. However, the video-recorded
conversation also captured different communication, that is, the children’s
bodily expressions are also included in the findings.

7.5 Contribution of the study and future research

At the beginning of the research | believed that it was important to invite
children to participate in the study and that they could add to the
understanding of aspects of their lives. However, in the research process |
realised even more how much can be learned from children if they are
treated with respect and appropriate methods are used so they can express
themselves in different ways. It is important to invite young children to
participate in research in education for the reason of improving their
everyday lives and learning in preschools. Researchers, policy makers and
educators can learn from children’s perspectives and opinion and aim to
create communities for children where they can learn through play and
social interactions.

This study contributes to the research field of early childhood education
where children’s perspectives are critical for supporting their play and
learning in preschool. When discussing play in preschools, the participating
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children had their independent views of how they explained their activities,
not influenced by the educator’s language as other studies have suggested
(e.g. Corsaro, 2015; Tertoolen et al., 2017). In taking on a least adult role, |
gained the children‘s trust and was invited to their peer culture. This study
contributes to child studies and early childhood research by adding the
video-stimulated conversations to the research process, where the children
themselves could explain and interpret their activities.

The children‘s explanation of rules was often influenced by the
educators' language, in line with Corsaro‘s (2015) primary adjustment; that
is, some rules were taught to the children who followed them. This study
also reveals that children often challenged adult power and control by
making their own rules in play, often hidden from the educators, as Corsaro
(1995, 2015) and Lofdahl (2010, 2014) found in their studies. This study
adds to the understanding of conflicts between rules made by educators
and by children. What rules were valued and followed seemed to be related
to the educators’ values and beliefs, as other studies have indicated (Wood,
2014). Rules about inclusion were clear in the preschool settings, but still
sometimes the children made their own rules or used the educators to
exclude other children from play. Further research is needed to gain a
better understanding of the complexity of rules in children‘s preschool
cultures.

This study builds on a sociological perspective that adds to the
understanding of children’s play in educational settings. Children’s play
often occurs in interaction with others, including children and adults, and is
influenced by cultural values and experiences (Wood, 2013). The findings of
this study indicate that children have different status or possessions in their
peer groups as other researchers have found (e.g. Lofdahl, 2010). The
children in this study indicated that their status in the peer group
influenced how they viewed the educator’s role in their play. The children
also suggested that it was important for the other children’s participation to
have knowledge and experiences of the ongoing play theme, such as
owning cats, so they could participate in play where children were playing
kittens. Therefore, the children’s status in the peer group was a factor that
both influenced how the children dealt with adult-initiated rules in the
setting and how they viewed the educator’s role in their play.

Children’s status in peer groups is not simple because a child can be a
follower in one play activity and a leader in another one. The different
status can be explained by the cultural and social knowledge the children
bring to a play, which affects how the children can participate in the play.
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One of the things that | learned from the children was how they include and
exclude other children in their play activities. | think it is important to add
to the knowledge and understanding of inclusion and exclusion in children’s
peer cultures by conducting more research with children on this topic.
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athéfnum og leik.
3.1.1

Skoéla - og fristundasvid Reykjavikur heimilar fyrir sitt leyti ad ofangreind rannsékn fari fram
i leikskolum Reykjavikur ad pvi tilskildu ad eftirfarandi skilyrdum sé fullnaegt:

1. A9 fyllsta trinadar sé gett.

2.A0 vidkomandi leikskolastjorar heimili rannsoknina.

3.A0 starfsfolk leikskoéla afli upplysts sampykkis (skriflegs sampykkis) fyrir rannsékninni
40ur en rannsakendur fa upplysingar um vidkomandi adila.

4.Ad Personuvernd verdi tilkynnt um rannséknina.

Virdingarfyllst

Asgeir Bjorgvinsson






Appendix C

Dear parents/guardians.

In my doctoral study, at the University of Iceland, School of Education, | am
conducting a research with children on their perspectives of participating in
play with peers in their preschool setting. My intention is to video-record
the children‘s activities in their preschool setting. Then | will invite the
children to watch the recorded activities and participate in discussion with
me about them. The conversation with the children will also be video-
recorded. In that way the children have opportunities to be active
participants in the study by sharing their views and opinions about their
activities in their preschool.

Confidentiality is promised. Pseudonyms will be used both for the
preschool and the participating children. At the end of the research
process, all the data from the study will be deleted. Participants can opt out
of the research at any time if they wish.

If the parents give their informed consent, their child will be asked
for written informed assent by explaining the study to them and their role
in the research.

Kind regards,
Sara Margrét Olafsdottir, doctoral student.

Informed consent

With my signature | agree that my child can participate in research on
children’s perspectives of participating in play with peers in their preschool
setting, that is, only if the child also agrees to take part. | have been
informed about the study, and | trust that the data will be used only for
research purposes and confidentiality will be kept.

Date and name of parent/guardian
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Kynning 4 rannséknar og upplyst sampykki

Keeru foreldrar/forradamenn.

{ doktorsverkefni minu vid Menntavisindasvidi Haskéla fslands er ég, undirritud, ad rannsaka
upplifun barna af patttéku { leik. Til pess ad fa fram upplifun barna af leik verda teknar
myndbandsupptékur af ath6fnum beirra og pau taka svo patt { ad greina peer. bPad verdur gert
med bvi ad horfa fyrst 4 upptokurnar og raeeda svo um per. bannig f4 bornin taekiferi til pess
ad vera virkir patttakendur par sem bau deila skodunum sinum.

Farid verdur med allar upplysingar sem trunadarmal. Hvorki verdur greint fr4 nafni
leikskélans né patttakenda i rannsokninni. A rannsékn lokinni mun gognum hennar verda
eytt & videigandi hétt. Patttakendur geta heett patttoku hvenzr sem er ef peir 6ska pess.

Leitad verdur eftir sampykki allra barna & deildinni med pvi ad ttskyra rannséknina

fyrir beim og pau geta 4kvedid ad hetta patttoku pegar og ef pau vilja.
Med fyrirfram pokk.

Sara Margrét Olafdottir, doktorsnemi.

Upplyst sampykki

Eg undirritud/adur sambykki og stadfesti med undirskrift minni ad barn mitt megi taka patt
rannsokn & upplifun pess af patttoku { leik, svo framarlega sem barnid sampykki einnig
patttoku. Eg hef kynnt mér ofangreinda kynningu og treysti pvi ad 611 gégn verdi meShondlud

sem trinadarmal.

Nafn barns

Dagsetning og nafn foreldris/forradamanns.






Appendix D

Dear educator

In my doctoral study, at the University of Iceland, School of Education, | am
conducting a research with children on their perspectives of participating in
play with peers in their preschool setting. My intention is to video-record
the children‘s activities in their preschool setting. Then | will invite the
children to watch the recorded activities and participate in discussion with
me about them. The conversation with the children will also be video-
recorded. In that way the children have opportunities to be active
participants in the study by sharing their views and opinions about their
activities in their preschool.

Confidentiality is promised. Pseudonyms will be used both for the
preschool and the participating children. At the end of the research
process, all the data from the study will be deleted.

All the educators in the preschool setting will be asked for informed
consent. The study will be explained to them and they will be notified that
they can opt out at any time. The children will also be asked for their
informed assent.

Kind regards,
Sara Margrét Olafsdottir, doctoral student

Informed consent

With my signature | agree to participate in the study about children's
experiences of play in the preschool. | have been informed about the study,
and | trust that the data will be used only for research purposes and
confidentiality will be kept.

Date and educators name
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Kynning 4 rannsékn og upplyst sampykki

Keeri starfsmadur.

{ doktorsverkefni minu vid Menntavisindasvidi Haskéla Islands er ég, undirritud, ad rannsaka
upplifun barna af patttéku i leik. I peim tilgangi verda teknar myndbandsupptokur af leik
barnanna { leikskélum og 1 framhaldi af pvi verda pau bedin ad taka patt { umraedum um bzr.
Pad verdur gert med pvi ad horfa fyrst 4 upptdkurnar og reeda svo um peer. Pannig f4 bérnin
teekifeeri til bess ad vera virkir patttakendur og lata 1 [josi skodanir sinar.

Farid verdur med allar upplysingar sem trinadarmal. Hvorki verdur greint fr4 nafni
leikskolans né patttakenda { rannsékninni. A9 rannsékn lokinni mun gégnum verda eytt 4
videigandi hatt.

Leitad verdur eftir sampykki allra starfsmanna 4 deildinni med pvi ad ttskyra
rannsOknina fyrir peim og peir geta akvedid ad heetta patttoku pegar og ef peir vilja. Jafnframt

verdur leitad eftir sampykki barnanna og foreldra/forradamanna peirra.
Med fyrirfram pokk,

Sara Margrét Olafdottir, doktorsnemi.

Upplyst sampykki

Eg undirritud/adur sampykki og stadfesti med undirskrift minni ad taka patt i rannsokn &
upplifun barna af bétttsku { leik. Eg hef kynnt mér ofangreinda kynningu og treysti pvi ad 611

g6gn verdi medhdndlud sem trinadarmal.

Dagsetning og nafn starfsmanns.






Appendix E

Dear preschool child

At my university, | am doing a research on children‘s play . The research
is done so that adults can better understand how children play and that can
help them feel good in the preschool. | would like to know when you are
playing, what you like and don’t like about play and how you think
educators can take part in play.

In order to gain this knowledge, | am going to video-record when you
and the other children are playing together in the preschool setting. Then |
would like to show you the video-recordings and we can discuss what is
happening there.

If you would like to participate in this study, then you can sign your
name, letter or symbol on this paper.

Kind regards, Sara.
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ABSTRACT ARTICLE HISTORY
Play is an important part of early childhood education and has Received 16 November 2016
been defined from different perspectives and paradigms. However, Accepted 4 April 2017

definitions of play have been studied more from adults’ perspectives KEYWORDS

than from those of children themselves. This ethnographic research, Iceland; early childhood
with children aged three to five years and built on sociological education; children’s
constructs, will explore children’s views on play in two preschool perspectives; play; non-play
settings in Iceland. Video-stimulated recordings were used to support

children’s conversations about their different activities in the settings,

to explore which activities they considered play. Most of the children

said that they were playing when they took on roles and could decide

what to do with the material. When the children were preparing the

play or were drawing, they usually said they were not playing. These

findings add to the understanding of play from children’s perspectives

and are valuable to the research field and for educators working with

young children.

Introduction

Play is a complex phenomenon that has been studied extensively from different perspectives
and paradigms that often have different views of play (Gordon 2015). Although play seems
quite easy to recognise when seen, it is difficult to explain, and definitions vary in accordance
with theoretical background and schools of study (Theobald and Danby 2014). To some
extent, there are also differences in how people see play in practice (Wong, Wang, and Cheng
2011).In Iceland, the term playschool applies to all group services for children from 18 months
to six years old. The term also points to the fact that the main emphasis in early childhood
education is on children’s learning through play instead of focusing on academic skills
(Einarsdottir 2017). In this article, the term preschool is used for playschool. The Icelandic
National Curriculum guidelines for preschool view play as natural to children, spontaneous,
inseparable from early childhood, and as the proper focus of all preschool activities. According
to the curriculum, children should play freely on their own terms, having possibilities to
express their ideas, experiences and feelings. It is stressed that in play children have oppor-
tunities to form social groups and create their own culture where they can express their
views while simultaneously respecting the views of other children (Ministry of Education,
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Science, and Culture 2011). The guidelines indicate that play should be central to all preschool
practice with the aim of strengthening children’s self-esteem, well-being, confidence and
communication skills (Einarsdottir 2017).

Research on children’s perceptions of play indicates that they do not always view their
activities in the same way as adults (Dockett and Perry 2007; Theobald and Danby 2014).
Educators might view some activities as play that children might not (Bodrova and Leong
2015). Some researchers, however, (see, e.g. Bodrova 2008; Bodrova and Leong 2015) limit
the definition of children’s play to make-believe play. This means that the children are playing
when they create an imaginary situation, take on and act out roles, and follow rules relevant
for the role and the play. Reunamo et al. (2013) suggest that in play ‘children incorporate
motifs for action into themselves, other children, or objects that are not restricted by the
real qualities of the items’ (293). Previous studies on children’s play have mainly been from
the adult’s point of view; however, recently children’s perceptions have been taken into
account in research, providing a new perspective (Brooker 2014). It is important to consult
with children about play because they might give important information about their expe-
riences and knowledge from which adults can learn (Dockett and Perry 2007; Gallacher and
Gallagher 2008).

This article discusses an ethnographic study with children, aged three to five years, which
was conducted in two preschool settings in Iceland. The study builds on childhood research
that views children as competent and active participants influencing and reproducing their
preschool community (Corsaro 2005), and on The Convention on the Rights of the Child (United
Nations 1989), which recognises children’s right to have influence on matters that affect
them in any way. This is part of a larger study on children’s perspectives on their activities in
their preschool settings in Iceland and Australia. The aim of this part of the study is to explain
how children view their activities in their preschool settings.

Peer cultures - William Corsaro

Through the years, play has been studied from the perspective of different disciplines, such
as psychology, biology, sociology, and education (Henrick 2015). William Corsaro (2005, 2015)
has conducted ethnographic research with children from a sociological perspective where
he views children as active and creative social agents who contribute to the production of
adult society and simultaneously produce their own peer cultures. To further clarify how this
happens, he constructed the term interpretive reproduction. The concept interpretive describes
the creative and innovative aspects of children’s participation in society, and reproduction
captures the idea that children actively contribute to cultural production and change. In
other words, interpretive reproduction refers to children’s participation in their own peer
cultures, which they create by appropriating information from the adult world. From this
perspective, children are viewed as active competent social agents who have influence on
their preschool society and the research process. At the same time, one must be aware of
the influences educators, the researcher and society have on the children and their activities
in the preschool.

In preschool, children form relationships with other children outside the family, who are
important members of their lives. Children create their own peer cultures by using the expe-
rience and knowledge they have gained at home to participate in social events with peers
(Corsaro 1992). Peers have been specified as children who spend time together in preschools
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on a daily basis over longer periods of time (Lofdahl 2014). Culture has been defined ‘both
as the context within which the child develops and the context into which the child develops’
(Rogers 2010, 153). Lofdahl (2014) argues that peer cultures are contexts for children, where
they change and expand their understanding of the community by using their experiences,
meanings and actions to contribute to the society, both here and now and also in the future.
Peer culture is, according to Corsaro (2015), a relatively stable set of activities or routines,
artefacts, values and concerns that children produce and share in interaction with peers. In
peer cultures children are likely to share norms, attitudes and values, which they express in
their play and other activities.

In this study, the children are seen as competent and active participants in shaping and
sharing values, concerns, materials and routines. They use experiences and knowledge
gained from family and preschool society to create their own culture of peers. Therefore, in
each of the two preschools there is a unique peer culture that is created by the preschool
community: the children, their families and the educators. This is the lens that was used in
this study, both when exploring children’s activities in their preschool settings and when
the children participated in the research process by observing and discussing their own
activities.

Children’s perspectives on play

Play in preschools has been studied from the perspective of different groups, such as edu-
cators (Wu 2014), parents (O’Gorman and Ailwood 2012) and children (Brooker 2014). This
study explains how children view their activities in their preschool settings, which means
that the children’s own experiences, perceptions and understandings of their life world are
presented (Sommer, Samuelsson, and Hundeide 2013). Research with children about their
activities in preschool settings has indicated that they have different views from adults on
play (Dockett and Perry 2007) and that children generally make a clear distinction between
play and non-play (Einarsdottir 2017). This study focuses on children’s views on play and
non-play.

Researchers have found different characteristics of children’s activities that need to be
established if children are to view their activities as play (Brooker 2014). The findings from
a study by Wong, Wang, and Cheng (2011) suggest that children see play as a self-initiated
activity, intrinsically motivated, enjoyable, creative and often involving social interaction.
These findings are in line with other studies indicating that children see play as an informal,
creative and enjoyable activity in which they use theirimagination, take on roles, and are in
control. Also, children often consider play as a social activity, because they find it important
to have someone to play with (Brooker 2014).

Educators and researchers have developed ways to reframe, rethink and redefine the role
of play in early childhood settings by inviting children to take part in the discussion. Theobald
and Danby (2014) explored how children explain their activities in preschool. When the
children were asked about their activities, they named the activity, for example, building or
listening, rather than using the term play for what they were doing. The term play did not
come up until it was introduced to them by the educators. The educators interpreted this
as children’s play being a part of who they were; therefore, they did not label activities sep-
arately, that is, play or non-play.
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In different cultures, children may view their activities in different ways (Wu 2015). Wu
(2015) studied the difference between Chinese and German children’s views on play and
learning in kindergarten. She found that some of the Chinese children considered activities
such as singing, stringing beads and reading as types of play. However, the German children
only considered their free-play as play. Wu suggested that the children were influenced by
the educators’view of play, that is, the Chinese educators believed many of children’s activ-
ities were play, while the German educators considered only children’s free-play as play.

Research where children’s views were taken into consideration also emphasised charac-
teristics of non-play activities. Children seem to view non-play as activities controlled by
educators and activities that require a specific outcome (Brooker 2014; Samuelsson and
Carlsson 2008). This does not necessarily mean that the children relate play to the absence
or involvement of educators, but they do consider activities controlled by the educators as
non-play (Howard, Jenvey, and Hill 2006). The children in Theobald et al’s (2015) study dis-
tinguished between play and non-play activities, and they used the term work for the latter.
Some children said that they were working but not playing in the arts room and that they
were not playing when they needed to listen to the educators and learn from them.

The current study

As reported here, play has been studied from different disciplines and perspectives; however,
a better understanding of play in peer cultures is needed and this can be done by asking
the players themselves (Howard and McInnes 2012). This article discusses play from children’s
perspectives, building on childhood studies from a sociological construct. The aim of this
study is to explain how the children themselves experience their activities in preschool. This
is done by using video-stimulated accounts (Theobald 2012), which means that the children’s
activities are video-recorded and they are invited to observe them and discuss their activities.
The discussions with the children are also recorded and used for further analysis. The vid-
eo-stimulated recordings with the children will, therefore, add to the studies of play from
children’s perspectives. The research question that will be answered in this article is: What
characterises activities in preschool that children consider play and non-play?

Methodology

The present study was conducted in two preschool settings with children aged three to five
years and is inspired by ethnographic approaches. This means the researcher, who is the first
author of this article, engaged in fieldwork for an extended period of time, from February
2015 until January 2016. She spent four to five months in each preschool setting, three days
a week, three to four hours each day. In this environment she got to know the children, the
educators and the culture of the settings (Silverman 2013) and undertook participant obser-
vation, which was documented in field notes (see Corsaro 1985). The researcher was aware
that her position as an adult in the setting could be more powerful than the children’s
position (Lofdahl 2010). Therefore, for the purpose of equalising the power relationship
between the researcher and the children, the researcher acted differently from the educators
in the setting by taking part in the children’s different activities. For example, she sat on the
floor with the children during circle time when the educators sat on chairs, and she took
part in children’s freely chosen activities while the educators usually watched.
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Participants and context

This study was conducted with two groups of children in two preschools in Reykjavik, Iceland.
One criterion for choosing these preschools was that the settings needed to include at least
one qualified preschool teacher on the staff, whereas only 30% of the staff in Icelandic pre-
schools are qualified. Another criterion was that the setting has to emphasise children’s
learning through play, as specified in the Icelandic National Curriculum guidelines for pre-
schools (Ministry of Education, Science, and Culture 2011). Most of the children who partic-
ipated in the study had attended preschool since the age of two and stayed there for seven
to nine hours on weekdays. Therefore, the children were quite familiar with each other, the
educators, and the setting.

First, all gatekeepers (the municipality, preschool principals, educators and the children’s
parents) were asked for informed consent (Dockett, Einarsdottir, and Perry 2011; Gallacher
and Gallagher 2008). Next the children themselves were asked for informed assent being
gatekeepers in their own account (Danby and Farrell 2005). All gatekeepers gave their con-
sent and 46 children out of 52 gave their assent. The children who participated were invited
to choose a pseudonym for their preschool and for their name. This was done with the aim
of helping the children understand the researcher’s duty of confidentiality. The preschools
were given the names Ravenswood and Butterfly.

In the first preschool, Ravenswood, 18 out of 20 children and four educators participated.
The preschool was chosen because a certified preschool teacher was on the staff and the
children had approximately one hour for play or freely chosen activities in the morning. This
was the activities on which this study would mainly focus. The setting was rather small and
divided into two rooms, one smaller than the other. The smaller room had one large table
and the bigger room had two large tables. Thus, the children’s freely chosen activities often
took place sitting at tables. Activities often observed involved puzzles, drawing, building
with Lego and playing board games. The children’s views of play in Ravenswood influenced
how the second preschool setting was chosen; that is, there needed to be more emphasis
on activities that took place on the floor with different materials than was often the case in
the first preschool.

In the Butterfly preschool, 28 children out of 32 and five educators participated. This
setting was spacious and divided into four rooms, two big rooms and two small rooms. The
two smaller rooms had tables but there were none in the bigger rooms. Therefore, children’s
freely chosen activities often took place on the floor. In this setting, the children’s choice of
activities often involved unit blocks, hollow blocks, clothing/dressing, household equipment,
plastic animals, dolls and drawing. Here, the children had more time for free activities and
play in the morning than at Ravenswood. After circle time and group activities, there were
often two to three hours remaining for freely chosen activities. In both settings, when the
children had time for freely chosen activities, the educators were close by but usually did
not take part in the activities.

Method and analysis

Video-stimulated recordings were used to support children’s conversations about their activ-
ities in their preschool settings (Theobald 2012). Children’s varying activities in different
areas in the preschool settings were recorded. The children who were observed in the
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Table 1. Number and length of recorded activities and conversations with the children.

Total length of
Number of activity Total length of activ-  Number of recorded recorded conversa-

Preschool recordings ity recordings conversations tions with children
Ravenswood 16 2h12min 13 2h 16 min
Butterfly 20 5h23 min 16 4h 56 min

recordings were invited to watch them and talk about their activities. This meant, they had
opportunities to explain the recordings and discuss what they were doing in the activities
recorded and interpret what the other children and educators were doing. The children were
asked open-ended questions to encourage them to go into a deeper conversation, for exam-
ple,'What were you doing there?’and‘How do you play?' The conversations with the children
took from 10 min up to 35 min.

The researcher made sure that all children who wanted to participate in the study were
recorded and had an opportunity to watch and take partin discussions. All recorded activities
were used to support children’s conversations and the researcher did not stop data gathering
until she found she had answers to the research questions, and the children began repeating
themselves. For example, in the first setting at the time when the researcher thought she
had got the answers, a girl said to her, "You are always asking the same questions’ This
convinced the researcher that the conversation had been saturated. The conversations were
video-recorded and then transcribed and used for further analysis. Table 1 shows the number
and length of the recordings of the children’s activities and conversations.

AsTable 1 indicates, there is a difference in number and length of the recordings of chil-
dren’s activities and conversations with the children between the two preschools. The first
reason is the number of children who participated, 18 children at Ravenswood and 28 chil-
dren at Butterfly. Therefore, there were more recordings taken in the latter. The second reason
is that recordings of activities that took place while children sat at tables were shorter than
those that took place on the floor where children had the opportunity to move around. Also,
the conversations with the children about activities that took place on the floor were longer
than those of children who were seated.

The conversations with the children were transcribed verbatim and physical expressions
were registered as well, such as when a child nodded instead of saying yes or showed some
kind of emotional state, like sadness. Therefore, the transcript indicated what the participants
did and said (Corsaro 1985). The transcribed conversations with the children were coded
looking for things that recurred, salience and patterns (Graue and Walsh 1998; Lichtman
2010) related to the children’s play and non-play activities. The focus was on freely chosen
activities and how the children explained what they were doing in those activities.

Trustworthiness

The findings of this study were introduced to the children at the end of the data construction
phase. The researcher wrote a story about the findings, in language that was simple and
understandable for the children, and read it to the children and the educators to determine
what they thought of it, such as if they recognised the story as relating to them. While the
story was read, the children had opportunities to provide their views and opinions.
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Most of the children showed interest in listening to the story. They were excited to hear
their pseudonyms quoted but they did not make many comments. However, in the Butterfly
preschool, one boy stopped the researcher when she was reading the story and said, ‘It was
not like that’. When asked, ‘How was it?" he could not explain what he meant, but he did not
want his quote in the findings. Following his comment, the quote was erased from the
summary of the findings. The researcher interpreted the children’s reaction to the story to
be that the findings did not surprise them. She was not telling them anything new; this was,
of course, something they already knew. Thus, the children saw themselves relating to the
findings, on which they mostly agreed.

Findings and discussion

The recordings of the children’s conversations indicated that they had both common and
different views on their activities in their preschool settings. This section will discuss how
the children viewed their activities, that is, how they explained some activities as play and
others as non-play. The children explained: play needed preparation, but the preparation
was not play. They further indicated that different ways of using materials influenced the
explanations of their activities. Additionally, they expressed the belief that the activity of
drawing was different from play. The findings presented here show characteristics of activities
the children considered play and non-play.

‘The play has not started yet’ — preparing for play

A common characteristic of play, according to the children, was that it had a preparation
phase where the children set the stage, decided which roles to play and decided who could
be involved in the play. Once the preparation was finished, the actual play could begin. One
example from a recording in the Butterfly preschool illustrated this. A girl named Jéhanna
called out, ‘The play has not started yet’ to let the other children know that she was still
preparing and not ready to start the actual play. In the recording, she was building a cat
house with hollow blocks and putting the props in place. The researcher asked Jéhanna,
‘What were you doing before the play started?’ to which she responded, We were practising'.
The researcher asked ‘how do you practise?’ J6hanna then crawled on the floor and showed
the researcher how to play the cat.

At Ravenswood, the researcher had a discussion with three girls who were dressing dolls
during one of the recordings. The girls said that the educator had asked them to dress the
dolls because they had guests coming to the preschool later that day. She then asked the
girls if they were playing. The girls responded by saying they were not playing, and Sdl
explained further, ‘This is just like dressing yourself’ Then the researcher asked the girls if
they thought they could play with the dolls and the girls agreed they could. The researcher
followed up the conversation by asking them how they used the dolls in play. Extract 1
contains the responses of two of the girls.

Extract 1

Sol: Then you just do whatever you like with them, something you know how, except bending them.
R: If you wanted to play with the dolls, what would you do?

Sol: Then we would play ‘house’.

R: Play house ... how do you do that?

Elisa: Then you play with all the material.
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R: All the material ... what do you do then?

Sol: Then we play the big sister and the mom and dad and brother and the little baby or something.
R: Yes ... what do you do next ... when you have decided who is the sister and mom and ...

Sol: Then you just play, start to play.

In this example, S6l and Elisa explain how the dolls can be used for play. Sél said that
when playing with the dolls, she could do whatever she liked with them, building on her
knowledge, skills and experience. When Sél ‘does whatever she likes; she needs to be in
control of the activity using her imagination and creativity, which is in harmony with the
findings of Brooker (2014). In this way, S6l uses her imagination, creativity and knowledge
to contribute to the preschool community through play, which is in line with other studies
(Corsaro 2015; Lofdahl 2014). Sél also said that she could not bend the dolls, that is, the dolls
could not be treated roughly, which can be related to one of the rules of the role she played
(Bodrova 2008) as someone who takes care of a baby and handles it carefully. She could also
be referring to the rules of the setting made by educators indicating that children are not
allowed to handle materials roughly. This example illustrates how the girls actively contrib-
uted to their peer culture through play, while at the same time appropriating information
from the adult world (Corsaro 2015). The dolls were often used for play; however, this was
not always exclusively the case. The activity of dressing the dolls because guests were
expected was not play, because it was controlled by the educator and had the purpose of
getting them dressed. This correlates with other studies that show that children do not define
as play activities which are controlled by educators and which have specific outcomes
(Brooker 2014; Samuelsson and Carlsson 2008).

Sél and Elisa in Ravenswood preschool explained in Extract 1 how play needed to be
prepared before it began. This is similar to J6hanna in Butterfly preschool who said she
needed to practice before the play could start. S8l and Elisa also explained how they used
all the material and decided which roles to play before the actual play could begin. The
preparation was a necessary part of the children’s play, often enjoyable and taking consid-
erable time. According to the girls, this part of the activity was not play.

Building with blocks is sometimes play

The children explained how different ways of using the material in the setting could influence
how they viewed their activities, that is, if they viewed their activities as play or non-play. At
Ravenswood, the researcher had a discussion with four children, two boys and two girls,
about how they viewed their activities in their preschool setting. The children had chosen
to use domino blocks on the floor and they had different opinions on the activity. When the
children watched the video recording and commented on what they were doing, the girls
said that they were not playing because they were just arranging the blocks or lining them
up.The boys, however, said that they were playing and they were adamant in their discussion
about this activity. Extract 2 below is an example of the video-stimulated conversation with
the children where Gudmundur explains to the researcher why the boys think the activity
of using domino blocks is play.

Extract 2

R: Why do you think this is play?

Gudmundur: Because you can decide what you do with it and these blocks could be men and something.
R: So you think maybe there needs to be men for this to be play?

Gudmundur: Yes, the blocks can be men ... this is also a game.
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This example shows that for Gudmundur, acting out roles was important in order for the
activity to be called play. Also, he needed to be able to make decisions about what to do
with material, for example, changing blocks into men or something else. This is in harmony
with how other research views children’s play (Brooker 2014), such that if the children’s
activities involve being in control, taking on roles, and using their imagination, they consider
the activity to be play. These characteristics of children’s play are in accordance with how
children’s make-believe play has been described by other researchers (Bodrova 2008; Bodrova
and Leong 2015); that is, the children suggested that they were playing when they acted
out roles, created an imaginary situation, and followed rules related to the play.

In this study, the children’s explanations of which activities were play and which were
non-play were sometimes connected to how the children used the material. This was evident
when the four children using the domino blocks explained their activities. Gudmundur’s
explanation of how he could decide what to do with the blocks and that they‘could be men
and something; can be interpreted as him being able to use the blocks in a different way
from what is expected (Reunamo et al. 2013). On the one hand, when the domino blocks
were used as expected by lining them up and making them fall, the activity was not viewed
as play by the girls, but rather as a game like the boys also suggested. On the other hand,
when the children were able to change the blocks and make them into something different,
such as men, the boys said that the activity was play. Thus, the children’s choices of how they
used the material influenced how they viewed their activities.

‘Drawing and playing are not the same’

When the children observed the video recordings and had discussions about activities that
took place in the arts room they usually said they were not playing. When two girls at
Ravenswood, Elena and Elisa, watched themselves colouring in a recording, they said that
this was not play. However, they said that they could play while colouring if they were having
fun doing it. The researcher had a similar discussion with some children in the Butterfly
preschool where Selma, Aréra and J6hanna were watching a recording of themselves draw-
ing in the arts room. They said that they were usually not playing when they were in the arts
room; they played in other areas and said that drawing was not play. Extract 3 shows an
example of the video-stimulated conversation:

Extract 3

R: You said that you were not playing in there, that drawing was not play. When do you play then?
Arora: When we are not in the arts room.

R: Why is drawing not play? Can you explain that?

Aréra: Because drawing and playing are not the same.

Selma: Playing is what J6hanna was doing before [she came here]; then she was not drawing.

R: Jéhanna, how did you play?

Aréra: You were playing house or hollow blocks.

Jéhanna: I was playing house and tomorrow | am going to choose the hollow blocks.

The girls agreed that drawing and playing were not the same, which is similar to the
findings of Theobald and Danby (2014). Selma could not really explain what play was, but
she pointed at J6hanna’s activity of playing house to clarify the difference between play and
drawing. Elena’s explanation that drawing is not play but that she could have fun doing it
indicates that she views drawing as a playful activity rather than actual play. This can be
related to the idea that play is something children like to do (Brooker 2014; Howard, Jenvey,
and Hill 2006), although having fun doing activities does not necessarily mean that the
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children are playing. Also, the children can find ways to play in different situations even
though the activity they are participating in is itself not viewed as play.

Most of the children viewed the activity of drawing and colouring as non-play. However,
in the Ravenswood preschool, two children said that the activity of painting a picture of
themselves was play, in contrast to what the other children had said. These two children,
the oldest children in the setting, participated more often in formal activities than the
younger children, and made visits to the primary school they were soon going to attend.
This can be related to findings from Wu’s (2015) study, which indicates that children who
participate in a more formal learning environment define their activities more broadly than
children in playful preschool practice. As Corsaro (2015) argues, children are active in influ-
encing their preschool community, but they are also influenced by the educator’s views and
actions.

Other studies with children in preschools have shown that children named the activity
rather than used the term play for what they were doing (Theobald et al. 2015). However, a
pattern was observed in the data of this study. First, when the children were asked what
they were doing in the recordings and their first response was naming the activity - for
example, drawing, painting, or building - they usually agreed that they were not playing.
But when the children were asked and their first response was ‘playing; they often referred
to activities in which they took on roles or were pretending and made their own decisions
of how to use the material.

Summary and conclusion

The purpose of this paper was to explain how children viewed their activities in the preschool
setting, with a special focus on activities the children explained as play and non-play. Video-
stimulated conversations were used to study the children’s different activities in their peer
culture. This was an ethnographic study conducted in two preschool settings in Iceland; thus
the strength of this study is that the researcher took part in children’s peer culture over an
extended period of time. The children were seen as active participants in the research process
and competent in observing their own recorded activities and explaining what they were
doing. Therefore, the researcher could learn from the children’s experiences of their activities
in the preschool setting.

The limitation of this study is that the findings apply only to the children who participated
in the two preschool settings at the time the study was conducted. Additionally, the findings
are primarily based on the children’s conversations with the researcher and each other, which
gives children with good verbal skills a greater opportunity to contribute to the findings.
However, the video-recorded conversations with the children also captured their different
ways of communicating, such as physical expressions. The aim of this paper was not to give
a precise definition of what play is; however, it does gives an important view of the phenom-
enon from children’s perspectives.

When the children who participated in this study explained when they were playing, they
usually agreed on two aspects of their activities that needed to be in place in order to suggest
play.The children needed to be able to act out roles and decide what to do with the material,
as Gudmundur pointed out when he said, ‘You can decide what to do with it [the material]
and the blocks can be men or something’ This leads to the assumption that play from a
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child’s perspective is strongly related to Bodrova’s (2008) definition of make-believe play,
that is, the children are playing when they create an imaginary situation and act out roles.

Another aspect related to the children’s play was that it required preparation. The children
had to prepare by building the environment and taking on roles. This part of the activity was
not regarded as play, as has been found in other studies (Theobald et al. 2015). The play did
not begin until the preparation or practice was completed, as was observed when Jéhanna
announced to the other children, ‘The play has not started yet’ to let them know that she
was still practicing and preparing for play. This was also observed when Sél and Elisa
explained how to play with the dolls. Before the actual play could begin, they took out the
material, made it ready and decided which roles to play. The preparation of children’s play
was often observed by the researcher as an enjoyable activity which took considerable time.
Therefore, it is important for educators to take into account when planning the preschool
practice that children need time to prepare their activities before they start playing, thus,
giving time for uninterrupted play time.

The two preschools in this study had different emphases in their practice. In the
Ravenswood preschool, the children were often observed sitting at tables doing activities
that they did not consider to be play, for example, drawing and participating in board games.
There were not many opportunities for children’s make-believe play because of how the
setting was organised and the choices of materials accessible to the children. In the Butterfly
preschool, on the other hand, the setting was spacious and organised in such a way that the
children had diverse materials and uninterrupted time for make-believe play. The children
pointed out the differences between play and non-play activities. This was apparent when
Aréra stated, ‘Drawing and playing are not the same’ The children were often engaged and
enjoyed these different activities indicating that a more balanced approach would be pref-
erable in preschool settings where children can choose between varied activities based on
their needs and interests. However, it is critical to take into account the curriculum guidelines
that suggest play is children’s main way of learning.

Research has indicated that in today’s preschools, children’s activities seldom fit the defi-
nition of play and children have limited time for play because of pressure on educators to
start teaching children academic skills at a young age (Bodrova 2008; Bodrova and Leong
2015). This is also the case in Icelandic preschools (Einarsdottir 2017). In the Ravenswood
preschool, only a few of the children’s recorded activities were viewed as play by the children.
After introducing these findings to the educators, they began to observe and find ways to
change the environment and add materials that support children’s play. In that way, the
educators needed to develop their practice to further meet the requirements of the Icelandic
National Curriculum for preschools (2011) and place greater emphasis on children’s play in
the setting. For preschool educators, this is something worth considering: how many of
children’s activities in their setting are considered play by the children? How is the setting
organised and what kind of materials are accessible to the children?

This study contributes to research with children about their views of play and non-play
activities in preschools. The study can be of value for early childhood educators by helping
them to understand how children explain their activities in preschool settings, so that they
can further support children’s learning through play. Therefore, it is critical that children’s
perspectives are taken into account in the discussion of play in preschools. This study only
emphasises children’s perspectives on play and non-play. The educators were not asked
about their perspectives and, therefore, this is not discussed in the paper. However, it would
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have been interesting to determine how the educators in these two settings interpreted
children’s activities.
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ABSTRACT KEYWORDS

In preschool settings, children challenge the adult-initiated rules in Iceland; early childhood
many ways during their play activities with peers. This ethnographic education; peer culture;
study with children aged 3-5 years was built on Corsaro’s sociology agency; rules; play

of childhood construct that views children as agents and

active participants in preschool society. The study is conducted in

two preschools in Iceland, and explores children’s perspectives

of adult-initiated rules in their preschool settings and how

they challenge these rules in their play activities. Children’s

perspectives were explored by video-recording their play activities

and inviting the children to watch and discuss the recordings. The

children reported how they interactionally managed the adult-

initiated rules in their preschool settings. The findings indicate

the different strategies used by the children to challenge these

rules, which were often related to who could take part in the play.

The implication of the study is a better understanding of the

complexity of rules within and around children’s play in peer

cultures. Such understanding offers educators awareness of how

these rules influence children’s participation in play activities.

Introduction

Play is considered important in early childhood education as it is recognised as being ben-
eficial for children’s development, use of social knowledge and practices, and creation of
peer culture (Corsaro 1985; Grieshaber and McArdle 2014). Play is considered to lay a
foundation for crucial life skills, such as problem solving, creativity, and empathy
(Rogers 2011). In play, children develop their identity, their curiosity, and their ability
to learn and construct local social orders as they bring knowledge and experiences to
play activities. For instance, social order can be observed in how some children are
included by peers in play contexts but others excluded (Lofdahl 2010). Many of these
interactions involve the children’s orientation to rules, and adults and children alike
can initiate these. Rules are critical in early childhood settings so that children and edu-
cators can function together (Thornberg 2009). These rules, often constructed by educa-
tors, usually are related to what is expected of children and their behaviour (Corsaro 1985;
Thornberg 2009). Children adjust and follow educators’ rules, but they also try to
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challenge or resist these rules to gain more control of their lives (Corsaro 2015). Children’s
resistance can be described as being agentic in that they are displaying that they are able to
make decisions about their everyday lives. This article explores how children themselves
experience rules made by educators in their preschool settings and how they challenge
these rules in freely chosen play activities. This article contributes to a better understand-
ing of rules in preschools from the children’s perspectives.

The data are drawn from a research project with children, aged 3-5 years, conducted in
two preschool settings in Reykjavik, Iceland. This is part of a larger study on children’s
perspectives on their activities in their peer cultures in Iceland and Australia. The study
is built on sociology of childhood constructs that views children as competent, strong
and active participants in society (Corsaro 2015). The methodology of the study is
based on Corsaro’s (1985) ethnographic research with children. Video-stimulated
accounts were used to understand children’s perspectives (Theobald 2012). This
method involved video-recording children’s play activities in the preschool settings and
inviting the children in the video-recordings to watch them and to discuss what they
were doing. This approach was able to show how children talked about their preschool
experiences of adult-initiated rules in their peer cultures, and how these rules influenced
their participation in freely chosen play activities.

Rules in preschool settings

Educators make rules in preschools to create and maintain social order, to regulate chil-
dren’s behaviour, and to make different school activities function. Thornberg’s (2009)
Swedish study investigated what he called the hidden curriculum of school rules in
primary schools. The findings suggest that almost every action that children take in
their setting is covered by rules. Some of the children who participated in his study
trusted the educator’s competence in making rules with which they agreed, but other chil-
dren were critical of the rules and wanted to participate in making them. Still other chil-
dren argued that they were dependent on the educator’s rules for the reason of functioning
together in the setting, as chaos would emerge without rules. Thornberg concluded that
school rules could be problematic because of the risk of resulting in blind obedience.
Significant changes occur in children’s lives when they start preschool. Starting pre-
school usually means that children’s social worlds are broadened to include educators,
and they are more likely to interact with more children than they usually do in their
home contexts. When children attend preschool and participate in daily routines, they
gradually feel a sense of belonging where they come to see themselves as a part of a
group and they create their own peer cultures (Corsaro 1988; Theobald and Reynolds
2015). The emergence of peer cultures in preschools can be shaped by the educators’
boundary maintenance, which includes the educators’ ideas, materials, rules, and restric-
tions in the preschool setting (Corsaro 1985). Peers, as well, shape that social world in their
own social spaces to undertake their own social activities (Danby 2002). In other words,
children’s activities can involve an orientation to both educator and peer constructed rules.
Corsaro (2015) uses the concepts primary adjustment and secondary adjustment to
explain how the process of the emergence of peer culture can happen. Primary adjustment
refers to when children are under the control of adults in that they are told what to do, for
example obey and adjust behaviour (Corsaro 2015). This type of behaviour can be related
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to rules in preschools, made by educators and which children follow. Rules have been
described as ‘cultural resources to which members orient in order to make sense of
their social worlds’ and often the purpose is to provide guidance towards appropriate
conduct (Cobb-Moore, Danby, and Farrell 2009, 1478). Primary adjustment, in this
study, is therefore used as a lens to explore adult-initiated rules in the preschool settings.

Secondary adjustment means that children seem to have adjusted to following the edu-
cators’ rules, but actually they are undertaking a collective form of resistance (Corsaro
2015). In this way, children deal with and challenge the rules and authority of educators
in order to gain control of their lives. Lofdahl (2014, 344), working within a ‘sociology of
childhood’ framework, suggests that secondary adjustment can be seen when children
ignore or exclude other children from play even though the educator’s rule says
‘anyone can join’. Secondary adjustment is used to investigate how children responded
to the adult-initiated rules in their play activities in peer cultures.

Educators usually have good intentions when planning children’s activities and making
rules in the preschool settings. However, children sometimes use the educators’ input in an
opposite way than was intended, for the benefit of creating and maintaining the children’s
social positioning in their peer culture (Lofdahl 2010). Corsaro (2015) suggests that, even
though children adjust and follow educators’ rules, they also try to challenge or resist these
rules to gain more control of their lives. They may appropriate the educators’ rules for the
purposes of constructing their own peer culture that both draws on the adult rules but also
circumvents them (Danby and Baker 1998a). This article explores children’s accounts of
their own activities to understand more about when rules are challenged or resisted.

Children as social agents and competent rule makers

Within a sociology of childhood perspective, children are viewed as being agentic. This
means that children are competent and active participants in co-constructing their
social worlds. They use their experiences, knowledge, and collective actions to produce
and reproduce their peer cultures (Corsaro 2005). This view is emphasised in this study
along with The Convention of the Rights of the Child (United Nations 1989) that was
signed in Iceland in the year 1990, ratified in the year 1992, and became a part of the Ice-
landic laws in 2013. According to the Convention, children have rights to have a say in
matters that affect them in any way and, at the same time, keep their best interests in
the forefront. From these perspectives, children are constructed as competent and
active participants in constructing the preschool society.

While children are viewed as competent according to the Convention, in practice their
agency as rule makers and law-enforcers within their preschool settings may not always be
recognised. They use different strategies to create their own social order and rules within
the setting constructed and regulated by adults (Cobb-Moore, Danby, and Farrell 2009).
Children’s creation of social order in their peer culture is complex and often occurs
outside the audible and visual scrutiny of the educators (Danby and Baker 1998b).
Being a part of a shared peer culture, sometimes outside the gaze of educators, can be
experienced differently by each child even though children take part in similar activities
(Sandberg and Eriksson 2010). Children use a variety of social, linguistic and cognitive
skills when entering play activities with peers. Also, children’s play ‘poses the challenge
of competing with others for power and status as well as negotiating with them to
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achieve consensus and reciprocity’ (Sheldon 1996, 73). Lofdahl (2010) concluded that chil-
dren construct conditions for participation in play activities in preschool settings within
and through their peer cultures. However, little has been reported from the children’s
own accounts about their role and participation in rules.

Children often spend years together in preschools where they seek social participation
in play with peers and create their own peer cultures (Corsaro 1985; Rizzo and Corsaro
1995). In their peer cultures, children learn about social structures, power relationships,
and participation in activities (Lofdahl 2010). Children’s social status in their peer
culture depends on a variety of factors, such as their knowledge, gender, age, and size,
all of which influence how they can participate in the play activities (Danby 1996; Grie-
shaber and McArdle 2010). Lofdahl and Hégglund (2006) found that older children
often decide who can participate in play and that they find ways, verbally or nonverbally,
to include or exclude peers from play without breaking the educator’s rules. Rizzo and
Corsaro (1995) suggest that what some educators might think of as exclusion could
also mean that children are protecting their interactive space, that is, protecting their
ongoing play activity.

Children’s play in preschool is influenced by the cultures, rules, and practices in the set-
tings. These aspects reflect the pedagogical beliefs of the educators, the materials, spatial
resources, and time available for freely chosen play, that is, the educators decide which
choices are available and what degrees of freedom are allowed in play (Wood 2014).
Van Oers (2014) suggests that children’s play is never free because of rules around and
within play. He argues that part of the excitement of play for children is to solve the
inherent tensions between rules and freedom, to explore the action possibilities of activi-
ties in their own ways within the confines of their interpretations of the compelling limits
of these activities.

Within the sociology of childhood framework, social differences matter in children’s
peer cultures (Lofdahl 2010; Wood 2014). Wood (2014) suggests that, when forming
relationships with other children, children construct social orders that influence the
actions of children on others, their positions within the groups, and the effect they can
have on educators’ rules. Lofdahl (2010) points out that, when children construct social
order in their peer groups, social differences matter. The cultural and social knowledge
that children bring to a play situation influences how the interaction unfolds. Some chil-
dren get to play and some do not.

Children seem to recognise the social orders in play in their preschool settings. Cor-
saro’s (1985) study on children’s interaction in their peer cultures concluded that the chil-
dren had clear conceptions of status and power in their play. In the play activity that he
observed, one of the children was positioned as the ‘boss’. Being the boss meant that the
child had more power and the duty to give orders. ‘There were no violations of status
expectations; that is, the baby never told the mother what to do, the kitties never
chased their masters from the house, workers never gave orders to the boss’ (97). In
some play activities, there was no need for ‘bosses’; that is, the children requested joint
actions, which meant that they did things together. Being the boss is not always a success-
ful strategy, however. Theobald and Danby (in press) showed how, after viewing them-
selves playing a pretend game of school, a group of girls complained about another girl
who made all the decisions about the game. This resulted in a breakdown of the friendship
group and had consequences for their future play activities.
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Play is an important part of preschool practice, and rules have been seen as necessary in
preschool settings so that children and educators can function together (Corsaro 1985;
Thornberg 2009). However, research has indicated that interactional rules in preschool
settings are complicated and can lead to blind obedience by some children, while other
children try to challenge or resist the educator’s rules (Corsaro 1985; Cobb-Moore,
Danby, and Farrell 2009; Thornberg 2009). This article contributes to the understanding
of rules in preschool settings from children’s perspectives. The following research question
is to be addressed: How do the children experience adult-initiated rules in their preschool
settings and how do they challenge these rules in their play activities?

Participants and methods

This study, with children aged 3-5 years, was inspired by ethnographic approaches and
took place in two preschools in Reykjavik, Iceland. The researcher, who is the first
author of this article, spent four months in each preschool. Most of the children who par-
ticipated in the study had attended preschool since the age of two and stayed in the pre-
school 7-9 hours a day. Therefore, the children were familiar with each other, the
educators, and the setting.

In the first preschool, Ravenswood preschool (pseudonym), there were 20 children and
four educators. The children had approximately one hour for free activities or free play
after breakfast every morning, until the children had story time and group activities
that were often decided by the educators. The setting was rather small and divided into
two rooms, one smaller than the other. The smaller room had one big table and the
bigger room had two big tables. Thus, the children’s freely chosen activities often took
place sitting at tables. Activities often observed were puzzles, drawing, building Lego,
and playing games.

In the second preschool, Butterfly preschool (pseudonym), there were 32 children and
five educators. Here, the children had a longer time for free activities and play in the
morning. After circle time and group activities there were often two to three hours left
for freely chosen activities. This setting was spacious and divided into four rooms, two
big rooms and two small rooms. The two smaller rooms had tables, but there were
none in the bigger rooms. Therefore, children’s freely chosen activities often took place
on the floor. In this setting the children’s choice of activities was often unit blocks,
hollow blocks, clothing/dressing, household equipment, plastic animals, and dolls. In
both settings, when the children had time for freely chosen activities, the educators
were close to the children, but usually the educators did not take part in the children’s
activities.

In preschools, children’s positions often are less powerful than educators in that the
educators are seen as authority figures (Corsaro 1985; Thornberg 2009). This is recognised
in researching with children, where the researcher is in a more powerful position than the
children (Dockett, Einarsdéttir, and Perry 2011). For the purpose of equalising the power
relationship between the researcher and the children, the researcher acted in different
ways to those of the educators. In the study reported here, the researcher took part in chil-
dren’s different activities in a similar way to Corsaro’s (1985) approach. When entering the
settings, the researcher undertook participant observation, using field-notes (for a descrip-
tion of this approach, see Corsaro 1985). For example, she sat on the floor with the
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children in group circle time and took part in children’s freely chosen activities. For the
first month in each preschool, the researcher learned the names of the children, empha-
sised creating a trusting relationship with them, and became familiar with the culture of
the settings. Then she began the video-stimulated recordings.

Video-recordings were used to stimulate children’s conversations about their activities
in their preschool settings. This approach is called video-stimulated accounts (Theobald
2012). Children’s different activities in different areas in the preschool settings were
recorded. The children who were observed in the recordings were invited to watch it
and talk about their activities, which gave them opportunities to explain the recordings,
discuss what they were doing in the activities recorded, and interpret what the other chil-
dren and educators were doing. The children were asked open-ended questions to encou-
rage them to go into a deeper conversation, for example ‘what were you doing there?” and
‘how do you make decisions?” The conversations with the children took from 10 minutes
up to 35 minutes. These conversations were video-recorded.

The conversations with the children were transcribed verbatim and physical
expressions were registered as well, such as when a child nodded instead of saying yes
or showed some kind of emotional state, like sadness. Therefore, the transcript indicated
what the participants did and said (O'Reilly 2012). The transcribed conversations with the
children were sorted into categories and emerging themes (Braun and Clarke 2006; Licht-
man 2010) related to rules in and around children’s freely chosen play activities. On one
hand, the focus was on primary adjustment where children explained adult-initiated rules
in their preschool settings. On the other hand, emphasis was on secondary adjustment
when children resisted or challenged the educator’s rules in play in peer culture. Therefore,
the main data of this study are the recordings of children’s different activities in their pre-
school setting and the children’s conversations with the researcher about their activities.

Ethical matters

Ethical matters were considered during every level of the research process, including the
preparation of the research, gathering of data, analysing the data, and interpretation of
the data. All gatekeepers gave their written informed consent. These gatekeepers were
the municipality that runs the preschools, preschool principals, educators, and the chil-
dren’s parents. After gaining informed consent from the gatekeepers, all the children
were informed about the research so they would know what was expected of them, and
they were asked for informed assent (Danby and Farrell 2005; Einarsdéttir 2007;
Dockett, Einarsdottir, and Perry 2011). When the children were informed about the
research they were asked what they thought research was, and their definitions were docu-
mented. One group of children responded by saying that scientists do research, exper-
iment, and know many things. They also suggested that research was about looking
very closely into something, like using a magnifier. They argued that research was
about finding things, searching, describing, and telling stories. The children’s knowledge
and definitions were used as a guide when the study was explained to the children and
what was expected of them.

When the study was explained to the children, they were told that the researcher was
some kind of scientist who was very curious about their activities in the preschool and that
she wanted to look closely into what they were doing. Instead of using a magnifier to find
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out, she would use a video-recorder. They could watch the recordings later, and explain
what they were doing. At the end of the research, they would have an opportunity to
hear the story about the findings. The expectations were explained to the children that
they would be asked if their activities in the preschool setting could be recorded, and
then they would be invited to watch the recording with the researcher and have a discus-
sion about it. In addition, emphasis was on the children’s rights to choose whether they
wanted to participate or not.

Through the research process the researcher observed carefully the children’s different
ways of communicating their assent, verbally and physically, because children can com-
municate their assent differently (Danby and Farrell 2005). Even though the children
gave their written informed assent at the beginning, they sometimes declined to participate
when the researcher asked if she could turn on the recorder and also when she asked if
they would like to watch the recordings. Therefore, some children participated in the
entire research process and others took part in only some aspects of the study. The chil-
dren were invited to choose a pseudonym for their preschool as well as a pseudonym for
their name, with the aim to help the children to understand the researcher’s duty of
confidentiality.

In Ravenswood preschool 18 children out of 20 gave their assent and in Butterfly pre-
school 28 out of 32 children gave their assent. Therefore, the researcher neither video-
recorded in the rooms which included children that did not want to participate, nor
wrote notes about them or their activities. For example, one day when the researcher
came to Butterfly preschool to video-record, the children that did not give their assent
were playing in all four rooms. Because of that, no recordings were made that day.

At the end of the data collection phase, the findings were introduced to the children and
the educators. A story was written about the findings, in a language that was simple and
understandable for the children. Pictures from the research were used to clarify the text.
The researcher read the story to the children and the educators to find out what they
thought of it, such as if they recognised the story as relating to them. In that way, the chil-
dren had an opportunity to provide their views. The following is an example of how the
children influenced the findings:

In Butterfly preschool, one boy stopped the researcher when she was reading the story and
said: ‘it was not like that’ and when he was asked ‘how was it?’” he could not explain what he
meant but he did not want his quote to be in the findings. Following his comment, the quote
was erased from the summary of the findings.

Most children did not seem to consider the findings of much interest, although they
listened carefully when their pseudonyms were quoted. It seemed like the researcher
was not telling them anything new; this was of course something they already knew. In
that way, the children saw themselves relating to the findings on which they mostly agreed.

Findings and discussion

Rules in the preschool settings can sometimes be confusing for an outsider, including the
visiting researcher. When the researcher entered the preschool settings, she was sometimes
uncertain about what was allowed and what was prohibited. For example, once when the
children had time for free play activities, the researcher handed a girl a doll that was sitting
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on a shelf where the children could not reach. The educator asked the researcher to put the
doll back because the girl forgot to ask for permission. However, most of the children
seemed confident about rules in the settings even though the rules were not visible or
made explicit.

In this section, we discuss the findings under the following headings: children’s views
on educator’s rules in their preschool setting, children challenging adult-initiated rules in
their peer culture, and children using the educator’s rules for their own purpose. The main
findings are built on data from Butterfly preschool, supported by one example from
Ravenswood preschool. The reason for this approach is that the children more often
defined preschool children’s activities as play in the Butterfly preschool than in the
Ravenswood preschool.

Children’s views on educator’s rules in their preschool setting

When the children were asked about rules in their settings, they mostly mentioned the
rules made by the educators. These rules were often related to how to behave, how
much material was allowed, how many children could play together, and that they
could not exclude other children from playing. Other examples of rules commonly men-
tioned by the children were ‘you cannot run, be loud or hurt someone’. Thus, the children
often referred to things they could not do. The children saw themselves learning rules in
their preschool setting differently. For example, in Ravenswood preschool, Sél said that
there were many rules and that the children learned the rules by coming to the preschool
every day. This can be interpreted as she learned the rules bit by bit. At other times, the
educators taught the rules and the children followed them. This was evident in the Butter-
fly preschool when Mia and Maja were watching a recording of themselves building
hollow blocks. Below is the video-stimulated conversation about the recording:

Extract 1
R: You said there were many rules in your preschool setting, how do you learn these
rules.
Mia: uum ... well the educators teach us the rules.
R: Do they teach you the rules?
Mia:  Yes, and we learn them.
R: Do they make the rules and tell you the rules?

Mia: Yes, and we do the rufles].

The girls suggested the rules in the setting were made by educators and the children were
expected to follow them, as was evidenced in Corsaro’s (2015) study. The rules were a part
of the children’s everyday preschool practice and sometimes they seemed to be taken for
granted, or as blind obedience as Thornberg (2009) suggested, both by the children and
educators. For their play, the children saw both limitations and benefits of the rules.
Mia said that the rules were not good for the children’s play, for example if she wanted
to play a cat that was running this was not allowed because of the rules. However,
Snorri suggested that the rules were good for play because then he could learn how not
to hurt other children while playing. Even though the children agreed that there were
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adult-initiated rules in the settings, they also suggested that they could have some freedom
and control of their play activities.

Among the children, there were a range of responses to the question about if they
wanted to be in control of play. While some children did not pursue control of play activi-
ties and suggested that the children made joint decisions, other children found it necessary
to control play activities, which is in harmony with Corsaro’s (1985) findings. According
to the children, taking control of play could mean that one of the children made decisions
about who could take part in their play, which roles the other children should play, and
what the other children should do in the play activity. The children who took control
of play activities, often older children, were usually the same ones who managed the edu-
cator’s rules, decided who could take part in a play activity, and gave orders, as other
researchers have found (Corsaro 1985; Cobb-Moore, Danby, and Farrell 2009).

Children challenging adult-initiated rules in their peer culture

The children used different strategies in their play activities to challenge the educator’s
rules. Extracts 2 and 3 are two different examples of a girl who was searching for social
participation, that is, trying to get access to children’s play activities. However, the children
who were in control of play used different strategies either to protect their ongoing activity
or to exclude her from playing.

Children resisting the educator’s rules by making their own rules in their play

The children used different strategies to include or exclude other children from play. In
Butterfly preschool, three girls built a cat house from hollow blocks and were playing
kitties. When Skoppa was watching the video of her participation in this activity, she com-
mented that she had wanted to get access to the play activity with the three girls and that
she had asked Johanna, who was in control of play, if she could participate. However,
Johanna did not want to include Skoppa in the play activity and made arguments as to
why not. Extract two below is a part of the video-stimulated conversation where
Jéhanna was explaining the incident to Skoppa and the researcher.

Extract 2
Skoppa:  She did not let me play with them [looks at researcher].
R: No, why not?

Skoppa: ~ Why did you not let me play with you? [Looks at Jéhanna].

Johanna: Because there could only be three [children] and if you wanted to take part you
needed to own cats. You could not be the big sister. She always wants to be the
big sister [Looks at researcher].

R: So she did not fit into the roles?

Jéhanna:  No, because there could only be three and she wanted to be the big sister.

The argument made by Jéhanna can be interpreted as three rules that indicate who can be
a part of the play activity, that is, a) ‘there can only be three [children]’, b) ‘you need to own
cats’, and c) ‘you cannot be the big sister’. There were already three children playing and
Skoppa did not own cats, and she always wanted to play the big sister. In the recording,
Skoppa went to an educator who was nearby and told her that she was not allowed to par-
ticipate in the play activity. The educator reminded Joéhanna of the rule about not
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excluding other children and said: Jéhanna, we are all playing together, remember’. Then
Skoppa was allowed to take part in the play activity but she could not be the big sister,
according to Jéhanna.

This is an example of children striving to protect their interactive space, where a
different role would change what the girls had already underway, as was evident in
Rizzo and Corsaro’s (1995) study. Johanna showed her competence by using three
different rules of her own without breaking the educator’s rules, as suggested by
Lofdahl and Hagglund (2006). Moreover, in this study, there were conflicts between
the educator’s rule about including children in play and Jéhanna’s rules about being
three and owning cats. The educator’s rule of not excluding others has more value
than Johanna’s rule and Skoppa needed to choose a different role from what she
usually plays, that is, she liked to play the big sister because she was a big sister in
real life. Therefore, J6hanna’s rule about owning cats had more value than Skoppa’s
wish for being the big sister in the play activity.

Children using the educator’s rules for their own purpose

In one of the observations in Butterfly preschool, two girls, Selma and Magga, were playing
house in a corner of one of the bigger rooms in the setting. Magga and Selma agreed that
Selma was in control of play and that Selma could decide who could participate in the play
activity. Three other girls, Sara, Skoppa, and Una, asked if they could be a part of the play
activity. Below is Selma’s explanation, from the video-stimulated recording, of who could
play and who could not.

Extract 3

R: Look there [at the recording], everybody is asking ‘can I participate?” How do you
decide who participates in the play?

Selma: I decided that Sara could play.

Sara: I took part.

R: You took part and ... was Una also allowed to participate?
Selma:  Yes.
R: But why was Skoppa not allowed to participate?

Selma:  Because, you know, the educator said that two [children] could come because two
[children] had left [the area].

R: But Skoppa was the first to ask ... wasn’t she?

Selma:  Yes, but I was afraid that everybody would step on her toe ... because there is not
much space in the corner.

R: There is not much space in the corner and how many children are allowed to play
in the corner?

Selma:  There can always be four [children] at a time.

R: Four at a time, who decides how many children can play in each area?
Selma:  The educators.
R: Therefore, you said to Skoppa that there were already four?

Selma: Yes, four.

In this conversation, Selma says that Skoppa cannot play because there can only be four
children in the area at a time, and refers to the educator’s rule about the amount of chil-
dren allowed in the area. Selma manipulated the educator’s rules for the purpose of includ-
ing some children but excluding others from the play activity, which also was prohibited.
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Selma shows competence in the way that she appropriates adult language for her own
purpose, a similar behaviour also was evident in Cobb-Moore, Danby, and Farrell’s
(2009) study. Selma used the educator’s rule, in an opposite way than was intended, for
the benefit of maintaining her social positioning in the peer group (L6fdahl 2010). Fur-
thermore, this example shows conflicts between two rules both made by the educators,
probably with the intention to include children in play and avoid chaos in a small area.
However, the rule about four children in a play area at one time leads to exclusion.
This can be interpreted that the educators value order in their setting over chaos and
inclusion.

Conclusion

The purpose of the study was to gain a better understanding of how children experience
adult-framed rules in their peer culture and how children challenge these rules in their
play activities. The study video-recorded children’s play activities in two preschools and
asked the children about their activities as the children were observing their own video-
recorded play. The findings suggest that the children agreed that many of the rules
made by the educators were needed in their preschool settings. Primary adjustment there-
fore was often obvious; that is, the children knew the rules and did what was expected of
them (Corsaro 2015). However, secondary adjustment was also noticed where the children
resisted the rules made by the educators, for example by excluding other children from
play even though the rule said ‘everybody should play together’ (Lofdahl 2014). The chil-
dren who took control of play activities made rules within their play, often related to who
could play and who could not, to resist the educator’s rules.

The findings from this study supports the findings of Cobb-Moore, Danby, and Farrell
(2009) that children are competent rule makers. This aspect of children’s peer culture
appeared in how the children resisted the educators’ rules without breaking them
(Lofdahl 2010). The children used different strategies to cope with the rules made by
the educators; for example, they made their own rules for their own purpose and the
purpose of the play activity, as other researchers have identified (Sheldon 1996; Cobb-
Moore, Danby, and Farrell 2009). In the example with Jéhanna, the educator’s rule said
that ‘everybody should play together’ but Jéhanna made up a rule that said ‘you need
to own cats to be a part of the play’. In that way she made conditions for play by referring
to something that is not even there, a strategy also noticed by Sheldon (1996). In this way
Johanna could both include and exclude her peers for the purpose of the play activity.
Another strategy used by the children was to manipulate the educator’s rule regarding
the number of children allowed in one area to include and exclude children from the
play activity, as Selma did when she used the educator’s rule to choose participants in
her play activity. Corsaro (2015) suggests that, through secondary adjustment, children
come to see themselves as part of a group. However, as this study shows, secondary adjust-
ment also can lead to children experiencing exclusion from the peer group.

Children’s play can never be free because of different limitations, often because of
decisions made by educators, such as time available for play, space, and material (van
Oers 2014; Wood 2014). This study shows that the children themselves also suggested
that play is not free, as they use different strategies and rules in play. Rules made by the
children for the purpose of play were not obviously visible and audible, and therefore it
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is likely that they are not easy to identify by educators. What was recognised in the data,
but was not obvious while the researcher was in the Butterfly preschool setting, was that
one of the girls, Skoppa, seemed to have a hard time getting access to play activities with
peers even though the rule about inclusion and exclusions seemed clear. This is something
to consider, that is, exclusion from peer groups can be hidden in children’s different strat-
egies of including or excluding other children from play.

Rule making and rule following are everyday activities in preschool interactions, where
many children and educators play and work together. Nevertheless, very often the rules in
a preschool setting seem to be taken for granted by adults, with little attention as to who
benefits from the rules and who does not. For children, as shown here, rules are resources
used by the children to negotiate their social lives and to manage their peer cultures. The
findings of this study provide a better understanding of rules in children’s peer cultures.
Such understanding offers educators awareness regarding the rules they make by observ-
ing how these rules influence children’s involvement in play activities. The findings of this
study suggest further research of how educators can support children’s involvement in
play activities with peers, and how children negotiate and manage the rule construction
and enactment.
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,Peir vilja ekki leika, bara tala saman*
Syn barna a hlutverk fullordinna i leik

» Um hofunda » Efnisord

Nidurstodur rannsékna med bornum gefa til kynna ad born tali um leik pegar pau fast
vid vidfangsefni sem pau styra sjalf, taka sér hlutverk og nyta efnivid a fjolbreyttan hatt.
Hlutverk fullordinna er talid mikilvaegt i leik barna en hugmyndir um pad hvernig nalgast
megi leikinn eru élikar, allt fra pvi ad styra eigi leik barna yfir i pad ad lata hann afskipta-
lausan. Rannséknir med bérnum syna ad peim finnst mikilvagt ad hinn fulloréni, leik-
skolakennarinn, fylgist med leiknum og sé nalaegur svo haegt sé ad leita eftir studningi
hans. Auk pess vilji born geta deilt uppgétvunum sinum me®é fullordnum. Hér verdur greint
fra rannsékn sem var gerd med priggja til fimm ara bérnum i tveimur leikskélum & islandi.
Markmidid var ad o6dlast betri skilning a hlutverki leikskélakennara i leik ut fra sjonar-
horni barna. Myndbandsupptokur af ath6fnum barnanna voru notadar sem kveikja ad sam-
raedu vid pau. Bornin fengu takifeeri til pess ad horfa a upptokurnar, reeda paer og utskyra
hlutverk kennaranna i leiknum. Nidurstodurnar benda til pess ad leikskélakennarar séu
oftar ahorfendur ad leik barna en beinir patttakendur. Bérnin h6féu mismunandi stoédu i
leiknum, sum voru radandi en onnur fylgjendur. Stada peirra i leiknum haféi ahrif a pad
hvernig pau litu a hlutverk kennaranna. Bornin sem voru radandi i leik sau oft ekki hvernig
leikskolakennarinn gaeti verid patttakandi i leik an pess ad skemma hann en pau sem voru
fylgjendur i leiknum purftu gjarnan a studningi leikskélakennarans ad halda og séttust
eftir na@rveru hans i leik sinum. Rannséknin gefur innsyn i hlutverk fullordinna i leik barna.
Med pvi ad hlusta & hugmyndir barna um leik og fylgjast med st6du peirra i barnah6pnum
geta leikskolakennarar igrundad og endurskodad hlutverk sitt i leik barna.

» About the authors » Key words

‘They do not want to play, just talk to each other’: Children’s views of educators’ roles
in play

Play in preschools is a complicated phenomenon that has been studied from different
perspectives and paradigms. Researchers have connected children’s play in presc-
hools to activities where the children are in control, take on roles, and use materials in
different ways. Research conducted with children aims to learn from children’s know-
ledge and experiences. Furthermore, research with children about their perspectives
on the role of educators in their play has indicated that children find it important for
educators to observe their play and to remain nearby so that the children can seek
their support and can share their discoveries with their educators. This article discus-
ses an ethnographic research project conducted with children aged three to five ye-
ars in two preschool settings in Iceland. The study is built on the UN’s Convention on
the Rights of the Child and Corsaro’s (2015) construct of the sociology of childhood,
which views children as competent and active participants in the preschool society.
The aim of the study is to add to the understanding of educators’ roles in children’s
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play from the children’s own perspectives. Video-stimulated recordings were used
to support children’s conversations about their play activities in the preschool sett-
ings. Children’s activities were video-recorded, and they were invited to watch the
recordings and discuss the educator’s role in their play. The conversations with the
children were also video-recorded and transcribed for further analysis. The researc-
hers considered their ethical responsibilities throughout the entire research process.
All gatekeepers gave their written consent and the children were gatekeepers in their
own account. They were informed about the study and gave their own written accent.
The findings show that the preschool educators seldom took part in children’s play
activities; their role was often to be close to the children and to observe and react
when the children needed help or something went wrong. The children took on diffe-
rent roles in their play; some children took on the roles of leaders in play, while other
children followed these leaders. In addition, some children liked to make joint dec-
isions in their play. The children’s status within the peer group influenced how they
explained the educator’s role in regard to their play. The children who were leaders in
the play did not see how the educators could be involved in their play without ruining
it. However, the children who followed the leaders needed the educators’ support
and wanted them to take part in their play. The study concludes that play cultures
in preschools could be reviewed. Educators might reconsider their participation in
children’s play, especially concerning children who sometimes are passive observers
of the play rather than active participants. The study provides insight into children’s
perspectives of the role of educators in children’s play in preschools. By listening to
children’s ideas about play and observing their status in play, educators can consider
or review their roles in children’s play.

Inngangur

Leikur er flokid fyrirbzeri sem hefur verid skilgreint med olikum haetti Ut fra mismunandi fraedi-
greinum og sjénarhornum. A sidastlidnum aratugum hefur feerst i voxt ad tekid sé mid af sjonar-
midum barna og ad pau taki patt i rannsdknum. Rannsoknir med bérnum hafa synt ad born telja
sig vera ad leika sér pegar pau hafa stjorn & vidéfangsefnum sinum, geta tekid sér hlutverk og
rada hvernig pau nyta pann efnivid sem pau hafa adgang ad (Bodrova og Leong, 2015; Jéhanna
Einarsdottir, 2014; Sara M. Olafsdottir og Johanna Einarsdéttir, 2017).

i Adalnamskra leikskola (Mennta- og menningarmalaraduneytid, 2011) segir ad leikur sé megin-
namsleid barna og pungamidja leikskolastarfsins, enda er fyrsta skoélastigid hér a landi kallad
leikskdli en ekki forskdli eins og tidkast vida annars stadar i heiminum. | namskranni segir ordrétt:
LLeikur er sjalfsprottinn og bornum edlisleegur. Pau leika sér af fisum og frjdlsum vilja og a eigin
forsendum. Leikur getur veitt gledi og vellidan en jafnframt falid i sér valdabarattu og atok” (bls.
37). Einnig er bent a hversu mikilveegt hlutverk fullordinna er i leik barna og i pvi samhengi taldar
upp mismunandi leidir sem leikskolakennarar geta nytt til pess ad stydja nam barna i gegnum
leik. Peir purfi ad vera vakandi fyrir pvi sem vekur ahuga barna, spyrja opinna spurninga og vinna
markvisst med pad sem bornin fast vid og syna pvi ahuga (Mennta- og menningarmalaradu-
neytid, 2011). Ljost er ad auka parf pekkingu a hlutverki fullordinna i leik barna med pvi ad fa fram
sjonarmid barnanna sjalfra vegna pess ad born hafa oft adrar skodanir en fullordnir.

Hér er fjallad um etnégrafiska rannsékn med bérnum a aldrinum priggja til fimm ara, sem gerd
var i tveimur leikskélum i Reykjavik. Gengid er Gt fra hugmyndafraedi um félagsfraedi bernskunnar
(Corsaro, 2015) og peirri syn ad born séu heef til pess ad taka patt i rannséknum (Dockett, 2008).
Auk pess er tekid mid af samningi Sameinudu pjédanna um réttindi barnsins (I6g um samning
Sameinudu pjédanna um réttindi barnsins nr. 19/2013) en par segir ad born hafi rétt til pess ad tja
sig um malefni sem pau varda en um leid purfi ad huga ad hagsmunum barnsins og tryggja pvi
vernd. Markmid rannséknarinnar er ad 6dlast skilning a pvi hvernig born lita a hlutverk fullordinna
i leik. Myndbandsupptokur eru notadar sem kveikja ad samraedu vid bornin. Athafnir barna og full-
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ordinna i leikskélanum voru teknar upp @ myndband. Bérnunum var sidan bodié ad horfa & mynd-
bandid og um leid ad raeda um hlutverk fullordinna i leik peirra. SU umraeda var jafnframt tekin upp
a myndband og afritud til frekari greiningar. Tilgangurinn var ad pekking og reynsla barnanna af
athdfnum kennaranna i leikskélanum geeti nyst leikskélakennurum til ad skoda og jafnvel endur-
skoda hlutverk sitt i leik barna. Rannséknin er hluti af staerra rannsdknarverkefni sem unnié var i

samstarfi vid rannsakendur i Queensland University of Technology i Astraliu.

Jafningjamenning barna i leikskélum — William Corsaro

i rannsokninni er studst vid hugtdk ur etndgrafiskum félagsfraedirannsoknum félags- og mennt-
unarfreedingsins Williams Corsaro (2005, 2015) um pad hvernig bdrn tdlka heiminn i kringum sig
og endurskapa hann i leik og 68rum athéfnum. Corsaro notar hugtakid tulkandi endursképun (e.
interpretive reproduction) til pess ad utskyra hvernig petta gerist. Ttalkun (e. interpretive) tengist
pvi hvernig born leggja merkingu i umhverfi sitt og pad samfélag sem pau taka patt i. Endur-
skdpun (e. reproduction) lysir sidan pvi hvernig pau leggja med skapandi haetti sitt af morkum til
pess ad breyta umhverfinu og hafa med virkri patttoku sinni ahrif 8 samfélagid. betta pydir ad bérn
lesi i umhverfi sitt og athafnir annarra og sidan talki pau og nyti pad sem pau skynja til pess ad
hafa ahrif 4, byggja upp og endurskapa pad samfélag sem pau lifa og hreerast i. Med hugtakinu
tulkandi endurskdpun er gert rad fyrir pvi ad boérn séu getumikil og heef til pess ad hafa ahrif a lif
sitt en jafnframt séu pau litud af peirri menningu sem pau lifa i. Pessar hugmyndir eru sa grunnur
sem pessi rannsokn er byggd a.

begar born hefja leikskolagongu verda toluverdar breytingar a lifi peirra. bPau fara ad taka patt i
steerra samfélagi en pvi sem pau pekkja ad heiman og i leikskélanum kynnast pau fleiri bbrnum
og fullordnum sem oft verda mikilvaegir patttakendur i daglegum athéfnum (Corsaro, 2001). Bérn-
in taka patt i daglegu starfi i hdpi og smatt og smatt fer peim ad finnast pau tilheyra honum og
byrja ad skapa sina eigin jafningjiamenningu (e. peer culture). Jafningjar (e. peers) leikskolabarna
eru born a svipudum aldri sem dvelja saman i leikskola, daglega og yfir lengra timabil (Lofdahl,
2014). Menning (e. culture) hefur verid Utskyrd sem pad samhengi eda pau tengsl (e. context)
sem bornin skapa hér og nu og jafnframt pau tengsl sem pau byggja upp til framtidar (Rogers,
2010). Lofdahl (2014) segir ad jafningjamenning sé pad pegar hopur barna leitast vid ad byggja
upp og breyta skilningi & samfélagi leikskdlans. Pau leggi sitt af morkum til samfélagsins med
reynslu sinni, pekkingu og athéfnum, sem nytist baedi hér og nu en einnig til framtidar. Corsaro
(2015) segir ad i jafningjamenningu deili bérn venjum, vidhorfum og gildum, sem pau tulki i leik
og 66rum athéfnum.

Fullorénir rada miklu um pad hvernig jafningjamenning barna skapast vegna pess ad pad eru peir
sem akveda medal annars eftir hvada reglum bornin purfa ad fara, hvada efnividur er i bodi og
hvada takmarkanir bodrnunum eru settar (Corsaro, 1985). Corsaro (2015) taladi um fyrri adlégun
(e. primary adjustment) og sidari adlégun (e. secondary adjustment) til pess ad lysa pvi hvernig
born byrja a pvi ad laga sig ad reglum fullordinna og fara eftir peim skilyrdislaust. Sidar, pegar
bornin hafa adlagast pessum reglum, leitast pau vid ad 6dlast meira sjalfsteedi og reyna pa ad
snidganga paer eda streitast 4 méti, og segir Corsaro (2015) ad pa fari peim ad finnast pau til-
heyra hépi. Greining Léfdahl (2014) & rannsdknum sem byggdar eru @ hugmyndafraedi Corsaro
synir ad sidari adlogun geti til deemis falist i pvi ad born finni leidir til pess ad utiloka dnnur bérn
fra leik p6 ad regla hinna fullorénu segi ad pad sé bannad ad skilja ut undan.

i rannsokn Séru M. Olafsdéttur, Danby, J6hénnu Einarsdéttur og Theobald (2017) kom i ljés ad
sidari adlogun getur baedi leitt til pess ad bornunum finnist pau tilheyra hépi en einnig ad pau upp-
lifi a8 pau séu utilokud fra hopnum, til deemis i leik. | rannsékninni kom fram ad stada barnanna
i hopnum haféi toluvert ad segja um pad hverjir fengu ad vera med i leik og hverjir ekki. Sum
bornin toku sér stodu stjornanda i leik og akvadu til deemis séguprad hans, hvada born veeru med
i leiknum og hvada hlutverkum pau gegndu. ©8rum bérnum bétti akjosanlegra ad taka sameigin-
legar akvardanir i leiknum og enn onnur voru fylgjendur, p.e.a.s. pau foru eftir pvi sem stjérn-
andinn lagdi til. | pessari rannsékn verda hugtdkin fyrri adlégun og sidari adlégun notud til pess
ad utskyra hvernig stada barnanna innan leiksins getur haft ahrif a pad hvernig pau sja hlutverk
fullordinna i leik.
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Vidhorf fullordinna til leiks — Leikmenning

Rannsoéknir hafa synt ad menning innan leikskéla og vidhorf fullordinna radi miklu um pad hvernig
peir nalgast leik barna (Gaskins, 2014; Wood, 2014). Gaskins (2014) bendir & ad i sumum sam-
félogum sé litid svo a ad leikurinn sé eign barnanna og hinn fullordni eigi ekki ad trufla hann,
vegna pess félagslega nams sem par fer fram. Annars stadar pyki mikilveegt ad stiga inn i leik
barna og styra honum vegna pess ad vernda purfi bornin og kenna peim. Grieshaber og McArdle
(2010) benda & ad vidhorf fullordinna radi pvi einnig hversu mikinn tima og rymi born fai til leiks og
hvada efnividur sé peim adgengilegur. Pessi atridi gefi bornum til kynna i hvada vidfangsefnum sé
mikilvaegt ad pau taki patt, hvernig pau geti kannad eigin hugmyndir og hversu virk pau geti verid
i leik. Fleer (2015) skodadi hvar og hvernig kennarar stadsetja sig pegar born leika sér. i ljos kom
ad hlutverk kennara var yfirleitt ad gefa bornunum taekifeeri til leiks med pvi ad gefa peim tima og
skipuleggja umhverfi. Hins vegar stigu kennararnir sjaldan inn i leik barnanna, en pad kom po fyrir
ad peir teekju ad sér hlutverk i leik.

Hugmyndir fullordinna um patttdku i leik barna eru pvi dlikar, allt fra pvi ad hinn fullordni lati leik
barna afskiptalausan yfir i pad ad leik sé styrt af fullordnum. Pramling Samuelsson og Johansson
(2009) telja ad fullordnir fordist ad taka patt i leik barna vegna pess ad peir pori ekki ad stiga inn i
hann af heettu & ad trufla leikinn eda eydileggja hann. beer telja ad pegar hinir fullordnu standi al-
farid utan vid leik barna geti peir misst af mikilvaegum namstaekifeerum i leiknum, pad er ad tengja
saman leik og nam barnanna.

Rannsakendur hafa bent & ymsar leidir sem fullordnir gaetu nytt til pess ad taka patt i leik barna
(Johnson, 2014; Pramling Samuelsson og Asplund Carlsson, 2008). Johnson (2014) leggur til ad
hinn fullordni fylgist med leik barna og stydji pau i leiknum. Pad megi gera med pvi ad vera nalaegt
bérnunum og hvetja pau, leika med peim, skipuleggja umgjord leiksins og leggja til leikfléttur. Auk
pess geti hinn fulloréni kennt i leik med pvi ad styra voldum ,leikpattum®, til deemis koma med hug-
myndir ad ordum sem nota megi i leiknum. Rannsakendur virdast pvi vera sammala um ad born
purfi oft einhvers konar studning fra fullordnum i leik ef nyta & leik sem namsleid. Sa studningur
geti falist i pvi ad hinn fulloréni sé vidstaddur og fylgist med eda sé virkur patttakandi i leik med
bérnunum.

Mismunandi asteedur geta verid fyrir pvi ad born bjédi fullordnum ad koma ad leik sinum. Prami-
ing Samuelsson og Johansson (2009) telja ad born bjodi fullordnum til daemis patttoku i leik
pegar pau purfi hjalp, ef einhver brytur reglur og pegar pau vilji fa vidurkenningu a haefni sinni eda
getu. bPa vilji pau stundum bjéda fullorénum patttoku i anaegjulegum upplifunum sinum. Rizzo og
Corsaro (1995) hafa komist ad svipudum nidurstdédum og benda & mismunandi adferdir sem full-
ordnir nota til pess ad koma ad leik barna. Oft felast peer i pvi ad leysa agreining milli barnanna,
minna & reglur leikskolans og halda leik gangandi, til deemis med pvi ad spyrja bérnin leidandi
spurninga og hvetja pau til pess ad skiptast a og deila mikilvaegum gildum og réttindum. Nidur-
stodur rannsdknar Tarman og Tarman (2011) benda til pess ad hlutverk leikskélakennara sé ad
gefa bornum nzegan tima fyrir leik og skapa 6ruggt umhverfi til leiks. Peir purfi ad koma med
hugmyndir til pess ad audga leik barnanna og einnig ad fylgjast med leik peirra adur en peir stiga
inn i hann. Kennarar geta verid of styrandi og pa fa bornin ekki teekifeeri til pess ad leggja sitt af
morkum, vera frumleg og skapandi.

Syn barna a hlutverk fullordinna i leik

Gerdar hafa verid rannsoknir med bornum til pess ad fa fram vidhorf peirra til hlutverks fullordinna i
leik peirra (Johanna Einarsdottir, 2014; Kragh-Miiller og Isbell, 2011; Léfdahl og Hagglund, 2006).
Flestar pessar rannsoknir hafa annars vegar leitt i ljos ad born liti a athafnir sem ekki er styrt af
fullordnum sem leik og hins vegar ad fullordnir séu sjaldan patttakendur i leik barna. Bornin sem
téku patt i rannsokn Johonnu Einarsdottur (2014) i islenskum leikskoéla voru yfirleitt ekki mikid
ad velta pvi fyrir sér hvad hinn fullordni veeri ad gera & medan pau Iékju sér. A [jdsmyndum sem
bérnin téku var aherslan meiri @ énnur bérn en fullordna, par sem peir stédu yfirleitt i bakgrunni.
Ein stulknanna sem tok patt i rannsékninni taladi reyndar um ad henni paetti skemmtilegt pegar
kennari taeki patt i leik med bérnunum en sagdi jafnframt ad pad gerdist sjaldan. Bérnin s6gdu ad
fullordnir 1étu pau yfirleitt i fridi @ medan pau lékju sér en pau vildu hafa pa naleegt til pess ad geta
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leitad adstodar ef pau pyrftu & pvi ad halda. Ad ségn barnanna stdédu hinir fullorénu yfirleitt hja
peim, fylgdust med, hjalpudu, téku akvardanir og studdu bornin. Svipadar nidurstddur ma greina i
rannsékn Gudrunar Oldu Hardardéttur og Baldurs Kristjanssonar (2013) par sem bérnin léku sér
yfirleitt an ahrifa eda afskipta fullordinna.

Rannsoéknir a sjénarmidum barna hafa pvi synt ad patttaka fullordinna sé ekki mikil i leik peirra
(Jéhanna Einarsdottir, 2014; Lofdahl, 2014). b6 hafa rannséknir synt fram & ad yngri leikskéla-
born leiti frekar eftir patttoku fullordinna en pau sem eldri eru (Hronn Palmadottir og Jéhanna
Einarsdéttir, 2015; Pramling Samuelsson og Johansson, 2009). Bornin sem toku patt i rannsokn
Pramling Samuelsson og Johansson (2009) litu oft & hlutverk fullordinna sem nokkurs konar
pjonustuhlutverk, pad er ad segja, pau leitudu til peirra pegar pau tékust a vid vidfangsefni eda
samskipti sem pau gatu ekki leyst sjalf. baer benda & ad ef hinir fullordnu gefa ekki kost a sér til
patttoku i leik barna leidi pad til pess ad bornin leiti einungis til peirra pegar pau purfi & adstod
peirra ad halda en ekki til pess ad bjéda peim patttoku i leik.

Born hafa gefid til kynna ad hlutverk fullordinna i leik peirra sé ad skipuleggja umhverfi leik-
skolans, styra reglum i kringum leikinn og styra athéfnum barnanna (Hrénn Palmadattir og Jo-
hanna Einarsdottir, 2015). Hrénn Palmadottir og Johanna Einarsdéttir (2015) gerdu rannsokn
med ungum bornum i leikskdla. Bornin sem téku patt i rannsokn peirra virtust virda og sampykkja
hlutverk fullordinna med pvi ad fylgja reglum peirra. Boérnin toldu auk pess mikilvaegt ad hinir
fullordnu fylgdust med og skildu soguprad leiksins og hvernig hann proadist. Ef peir fylgdust
ekki med veeru afskipti peirra af leiknum i 6samreemi vid gang hans. Til deemis var adkoma full-
ordinna oft i pa att ad benda bérnunum a hvar pau attu ad leika og hvernig nota aetti efnividinn.
Rannsoéknir Fleer (2015) hafa varpad ljdsi @ mikilveegi pess ad hinir fullordnu atti sig a innihaldi
leiks adur en peir hafa af honum afskipti. Pegar hinn fullordni sitji naleegt bérnum i leik og pekki
séguprad leiksins geti hann komid inn i leik barnanna og stutt pau geetilega i leiknum. | rannsoékn
hennar voru mérg deemi um ad kennarar rangtulkudu adstaedur i leik vegna pess ad peir pekktu
ekki ségupradinn. Fleer benti jafnframt & ad pad geeti verid erfitt fyrir leikskdlakennara ad fylgjast
med peim fjolmorgu leikbemum sem geta verid i gangi i einu & einni leikskéladeild og bregdast
vid peim med videigandi heetti.

Eins og sja ma af nidurstédum fyrri rannsékna & hlutverki fullordinna i leik barna rada viéhorf full-
ordinna miklu um pad hvada taekifeeri born hafa til leiks og hversu mikinn patt peir taka i leik. Vida
virdist hafa veri® skopud st menning i kringum leik barna ad hinn fullordni sé fremur ahorfandi
en patttakandi. Hins vegar kemur fram i Adalnamskra leikskoéla (Mennta- og menningarmalaradu-
neytid, 2011) ad fullordnir eigi ad stydja leik barna & margvislegan hatt. bess vegna er mikilvaegt
ad komast ad pvi hvernig born lita & hlutverk og patttoku fullordinna i leik sinum. Med pvi ad fa
fram vidhorf barna verda fullordnir feerari um ad skoda hlutverk sitt ut fra porfum hvers barns og
pannig getur leikur betur nyst 6llum bérnum sem namsleid. Edmiston og Taylor (2010) hafa ein-
mitt bent & mikilvaegi pess ad hlusta a raddir barna pegar verid er ad mynda ramma um leik peirra.
Med auknu jafnraedi og virdingu fyrir leik barna og skodunum peirra geti bornin haft ahrif a patt-
toku fullordinna i leik sinum. Spurningin sem leitast er vid ad svara i pessari grein er:

Hver er syn leikskélabarna a hlutverk fullordinna i leik?

batttakendur og adferd

Rannséknin for fram i tveimur leikskélum i Reykjavik, einni deild i hvorum skéla. patttakendur
voru born & aldrinum priggja til fimm ara. Vistunartimi barnanna var yfirleitt sjo til niu klukkustundir
a dag og pvi pekktu bornin vel hvert annad og umhverfi leikskdlans. Rannsoknin var byggd a et-
nografiskum adferdum par sem rannsakandi, sem er fyrri h6fundur pessarar greinar, dvaldi i fiora
til fimm manudi & hvorri deild. Adur en gagnadflun hofst lagdi rannsakandi aherslu & ad kynnast
bérnunum, starfsfélki og menningu deildanna.

A fyrri deildinni, sem hér er nefnd Krummaskaégur (gervinafn), voru 20 bdrn og fjérir starfsmenn,
par af einn leikskolakennari. Skipulaginu & deildinni var pannig hattad ad 4 morgnana hoféu
boérnin um pad bil eina klukkustund til pess ad taka patt i mismunandi vidfangsefnum sem pau
voldu sér sjalf, en pad var sa timi sem rannsakandi skodadi og pa voru tekin upp myndbond. Eftir
pad var sogustund og hdpastarf en peim stundum var oft meira styrt af starfsfolki deildarinnar.
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Rymi deildarinnar skiptist i tvo leiksvaedi, annad steerra en hitt. Golfplass var frekar litid vegna
pess ad i steerra ryminu voru tvo stor bord og eitt bord i pvi minna. Pvi satu bornin oft vid bord
pegar pau héféu val um vidfangsefni. Efnividurinn sem bérnin h6fdu adgang ad var medal annars
pusl, litir og blod, ymsir kubbar, perlur og bordspil.

A hinni deildinni, Fidrildadeild (gervinafn), voru 32 bérn og fimm starfsmenn. A peirri deild var
skipulaginu pannig hattad ad bornin foru i samverustund eftir morgunmat og padan i hopastarf.
Eftir pad héféu pau oft tvo til prja tima fyrir vidfangsefni sem pau voldu sjalf en pad var sa timi
sem rannsakandi lagdi aherslu & og tok upp. Deildin var rimgéd og skiptist i fjogur rymi, tvd
staerri og tvd minni. | minni rymunum voru bord en engin i peim staerri. Pegar bérnin héféu val
um viéfangsefni voru pau pvi oft & gdlfinu og hreyfdu sig um rymid sem pau voru i hverju sinni.
Efnividurinn sem bornin h6fdu adgang ad var medal annars einingakubbar, holukubbar, fét og
buningar, heimilisahdld, dyr og dukkur. A badum deildunum, Krummaskogi og Fidrildadeild, var
starfsfolkid yfirleitt naleegt bérnunum og adstodadi pau i frialsum stundum en tok ekki virkan patt
i vidfangsefnum peirra.

Myndbandsupptokur voru notadar sem kveikja ad samraedu (e. video-stimulated accounts) vid
bornin um athafnir peirra i leikskélanum (Theobald, 2012). Athafnir barnanna voru teknar upp a
myndband a mismunandi sveedum a deildunum. Bornunum, sem komu fram & upptokunum, var
sidan bodid ad horfa a paer og reeda um athafnir sinar og annarra. bannig fengu pau teekifeeri
til pess ad utskyra hvad pau voru ad gera a upptokunum og jafnframt ad tulka hvad énnur born
og fullordnir voru ad gera. Bornin voru spurd opinna spurninga og voru pannig hvott til ad dypka
umraeduna um upptdkurnar, t.d. voru pau spurd eftirfarandi spurninga: ,Hvad erud pid ad gera
parna?“ og ,Hvar er kennarinn & medan pid erud ad leika ykkur?*“ Samtolin vid bornin toku fra 10
minutum til 35 minatur og voru einnig tekin upp @ myndband. Tafla 1 synir fidlda og lengd upptaka
af ath6fnum barnanna og samtélum vid pau.

Tafla 1 — Fjoldi og lengd myndbandsupptaka og samtala vié bérnin

Fjoldi myndbands- Lengd myndbands- Fjoldi samtala Lengd samtala

upptaka af at- upptaka af at- sem tekin voru sem tekin voru

héfnum barnanna  héfnum barnanna  upp @ myndband upp @ myndband
Krummaskogur 16 2 kist. 12 min. 13 2 kist. 16 min.
Fidrildadeild 20 5 kist. 23 min. 16 4 kist. 56 min.

Samtdlin vid bornin voru afritud ordrétt og likamleg tjaning peirra var skrad, til deemis pegar bornin
kinkudu kolli i stad pess ad segja ,ja“ eda létu i ljos tilfinningar sinar, svo sem gledi. | pessum
gognum kom pvi fram hvad bornin gerdu og sogdu. Afritudu samtdlin vid bornin voru sidan marg-
lesin og leitad i peim eftir pemum og mynstrum (Braun og Clarke, 2006; Lichtman, 2010) sem
gatu svarad rannsoknarspurningunni um pad hvernig bornin utskyréu hlutverk fullordinna i leik
sinum. Hugtakid tulkandi endurskdpun (Corsaro, 2015) var medal annars notad vid greiningu
gagnanna. bvi var gert rad fyrir ad bornin hefdu ahrif og skodanir i leikskdlanum en jafnframt
veeru peer litadar af vidhorfum fullordinna, umhverfi og menningu leikskélans.

Sioferdileg abyrgd rannsakenda

i rannséknum med bérnum er mikilvaegt ad hafa i huga ymis sidferdileg alitamal sem upp kunna
ad koma i rannsoknarferlinu (Danby og Farrell, 2005; Dockett, J6hanna Einarsdottir og Perry,
2011; Joéhanna Einarsdéttir, 2007). | &llu rannsoéknarferlinu héfdu rannsakendur i huga sidferdi-
lega abyrgd sina, medal annars vi® undirbuning rannsoéknarinnar, adkomu ad vettvangi, 6flun
gagna, gagnagreiningu og tilkun gagnanna. | upphafi gafu allir hlidverdir (e. gatekeepers) upplyst
sampykki fyrir patttoku barnanna i rannsékninni. Hlidverdir voru sveitarfélagid sem rekur leik-
skoélana, leikskodlastjorarnir, starfsfélk deildanna og foreldrar barnanna. Eftir ad pessir adilar hoféu
veitt sampykki sitt gafu bornin sjalf upplyst sampykki sitt, pad er ad segja, pau voru upplyst um
rannséknina og akvadu sjalf hvort pau vildu vera med i henni eda ekki.
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Pegar boérnin voru upplyst um rannsoknina raeddi rannsakandi vid pau i littum hépum. Rannsakandi
leitadist vid ad fa fram pekkingu og hugmyndir barnanna um pad hvad rannsokn veeri og skradi
peer hja sér. Byggt var & pessum upplysingum pegar rannsoéknin var ttskyrd fyrir bérnunum og
peim sagt til hvers veeri aetlast af peim. Bornin komu med ymsar hugmyndir um hvad pad pyddi ad
gera rannsokn. Pau téludu medal annars um ad légreglumenn og visindamenn gerdu rannsoknir,
peir geréu tilraunir og vissu mjog mikid. Bérnin sogdu jafnframt ad i rannsdknum veeri eitthvad
skodad mjog vel, til daemis maetti nota til pess staskkunargler. | rannséknum veeri haegt ad segja
sogu, leita, finna hluti og segja fra. Einnig kom fram ad pad geeti baedi verid leidinlegt og skemmti-
legt ad gera rannsoéknir.

Pegar rannsoknin var Utskyrd fyrir bornunum var peim sagt ad rannsakandinn veeri nokkurs konar
visindamadur sem veeri mjog forvitinn um hvad bornin veeru ad gera i leikskdlanum og langadi
ad skoda pad nanar. | stad pess ad nota steekkunargler til pess ad komast ad pvi hvad bérnin
veeru ad gera aetladi hann ad nota myndbandsupptokuvél, pau gaetu sidan horft & upptékurnar og
utskyrt hvad veeri ad gerast. Rannsakandi sagdi bornunum einnig til hvers veeri setlast af peim,
pad er ad segja ad pau yréu spurd hvort taka maetti upp @ myndband pad sem pau veeru ad gera
i leikskélanum, sidan yrdi peim bodid ad horfa a upptokurnar og reeda peer vid rannsakanda og
hin bérnin. [ lokin fengju bdrnin teekifeeri til pess ad hlusta & ségu sem hefdi ad geyma nidurstddur
rannsoknarinnar. ba var 16gd ahersla a rétt barnanna til pess ad akveda hvort pau vildu taka patt
eda ekki. Bérnin voru upplyst um ad pau geetu neitad patttdku a hvada timapunkti sem var i rann-
sokninni. Pad vard til pess ad sum peirra neitudu annadhvort ad vera tekin upp a myndband eda
ad horfa & upptékuna og raeda hana. Onnur bérn véldu hins vegar ad taka patt i 8llu rannséknar-
ferlinu. Bornin kusu um gervinafn fyrir leikskéladeildina og véldu sin eigin gervindfn, en pannig
gatu pau betur gert sér grein fyrir trinadi rannsakanda. Eftir ad rannsoknin hafdi verid utskyrd fyrir
bornunum gafu pau sampykki sitt med pvi ad skrifa nafn sitt, upphafsstaf eda annad takn a blad
med upplysingum um rannséknina. Sum barnanna voéldu einnig ad myndskreyta bladid. Alls toku
46 born patt i rannsokninni, 18 bérn af 20 bérnum deildarinnar Krummaskaégar og 28 boérn af 32
a Fidrildadeild.

i leikskélum eru bérn oft i valdaminni stédu en fullordnir par sem hinn fullordni er nokkurs konar
yfirvald (Corsaro, 1985; Thornberg, 2009). bessu parf lika ad gera rad fyrir i rannséknum med
bornum, par sem rannsakandi er i valdameiri stodu en bornin (Dockett, J6hanna Einarsdéttir og
Perry, 2011). Svo ad draga meetti Ur valdastédu rannsakanda ték hann sér annad hlutverk en hinir
fullordnu & deildunum (Corsaro, 1985). Hann tok pannig patt i mismunandi viéfangsefnum med
bérnunum & annan hatt en hinir fullordnu, til deemis sat rannsakandi a golfinu med bérnunum
pegar kennarinn sat a stol i samverustundum. Auk pess ték hann patt i leik og 68rum athéfnum
med bérnunum & medan adrir fullordnir a deildunum fylgdust med peim. Fyrsta manudinn a vett-
vangi notadi rannsakandi til pess ad kynnast bornunum, leera n6fn peirra, byggja upp traust sam-
band og samskipti vié pau og ddlast skilning & menningu deildanna. A medan & pessu stod skradi
rannsakandi hja sér vettvangsnétur og hélt pvi afram allt rannsoéknarferlid. Eftir um pad bil manud
a vettvangi hofust upptokur sem notadar voru sem kveikja ad samraedu vid bornin um hlutverk
fullordinna i leik peirra.

i lok gagnadflunar voru nidurstédurnar kynntar fyrir bérnunum og starfsfolki deildanna.
Rannsakandi skrifadi ségu um nidurstédurnar a einfoldu mali og notadi myndir til pess ad skyra
textann. Hann baud sidan bornunum til sin i littum hépum og las nidurstédurnar fyrir pau svo hann
gaeti komist ad pvi hvad peim fyndist um paer og hvort peim peettu paer eiga vid um sig. bannig
fengu bornin teekifeeri til pess ad segja alit sitt og gera athugasemdir um nidurstédurnar. Yfirleitt
voru ekki gerdar neinar athugasemdir en i einum hépnum stoppadi drengur rannsakanda af pegar
hann var ad lesa og sagdi: ,Petta var ekki svona“ og rannsakandi spurdi & moti: ,Hvernig var pad
pa?“ Drengurinn gat ekki utskyrt pad nanar en gerdi rannsakanda ljést med athugasemd sinni ad
hann vildi ekki ad vitnad veeri til pess sem hann sagdi. bvi var tilvitnuninni eytt dr nidurstédunum.
Bornin virtust syna nidurstédunum nokkurn ahuga og hlustudu sérstaklega eftir gervinafni sinu.
Rannsakandi upplifdi kynningarnar & nidurstédunum eins og hann veeri ekki ad segja bornunum
eitthvad nytt, heldur veeri petta nokkud sem pau vissu pa pegar. Pad ma tulka pannig ad bérnin
hafi sampykkt paer ad mestu leyti.
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Nidurstodur og umraeda — Syn barnanna a hlutverk fullordinna i
leik

Hér verdur greint fra pvi hvernig bornin Utskyrdu hlutverk kennaranna i leik sinum pegar pau
horfdu a upptokur af eigin ath6fnum og annarra. Pemun sem komu fram vié greiningu gagnanna

voru kennari sem ahorfandi og adstodarmadur, sattasemijari og leikfélagi. Bornin notudu hugtakid
kennari yfir allt starfsfolk deildanna og pess vegna verdur pad notad pannig i pessum kafla.

Bornin voru sammala um ad kennararnir taekju sjaldan eda aldrei patt i leik peirra. Flest bornin
veltu pvi hvorki fyrir sér hvar kennarinn veeri né hvad hann veeri ad gera @ medan pau vaeru ad
leika sér. Pau sogdu til deemis ad pau vissu ekki eda myndu ekki hvad kennarinn veeri ad gera.
Sum barnanna hoféu pé ymsar hugmyndir um hvad kennarinn veeri ad fast vid @ medan pau lékju
sér, til daemis horfdi hann & pau, saeti vid bord, veeri i stofunni sem pau lékju sér i, saeti 8 kennara-
stol, hjalpadi peim, teeki til, veeri i télvunni, a fundi, feeri Ut af deildinni og taladi vid adra.

Hlutverk kennara sem ahorfendur og adstodarmenn

Bornin sem toku patt i pessari rannsékn téludu oft um ad kennararnir vaeru nokkurs konar ahorf-
endur ad leik peirra. Kennararnir horféu & bornin leika sér og keemu ad leiknum pegar pau pyrftu
a adstod peirra ad halda. Tveer stelpur i Krummaskogi, Elisa (4 ara) og Elena (5 ara), horféu
a upptoku par sem paer satu vid bord og voru ad lita i litabsekur sem paer h6fdu komid med ad
heiman. Kennarar voru ekki synilegir & upptokunni og rannsakandi spurdi hvar kennarinn veeri a
medan paer veeru ad leika sér. Stelpurnar gafu til kynna ad paer veeru ekki mikid ad velta pvi fyrir
sér hvar hann veeri en Elena kom med pa hugmynd ad hann veeri & klésettinu. Stelpurnar uréu
sidan halfhneyksladar pegar paer voru spurdar hvort kennarinn taeki patt i leik peirra. baer svorudu
pvi neitandi og & eftir fylgdi hlatur. Rannsakandi spurdi svo: ,Af hverju tekur kennarinn ekki patt
i leiknum?“ Elena svaradi: ,Af pvi ad vid getum pad alveg sjalf en stundum purfum vié hjalp,” en
han benti jafnframt & ad paer pyrftu sjaldan & hjalp ad halda. A Fidrildadeild var Résa ein ad leika
sér ad einingakubbum. Hun byggdi kastala, notadi plastdyr med og sagdist vera i selaleik. Hun
taladi um ad sér fyndist betra ad leika sér ein vegna pess ad ef pad veeru fleiri gaetu peir kannski
ekki gert petta rétt eda eins og hun vildi hafa pad. Hun sagdist ekki vilja hafa kennarann med i
leik. Hér er deemi Ur samtali rannsakanda vid Rosu um pad hvar hinn fullordni veeri @ medan hun
|éki sér:

Daemi 1

R: ... pegar pu ert ad leika, hvar er kennarinn pa?

Résa: Uuumm ... bara stundum eru peir a fundi eda eitthvad.

R: Stundum a fundi?

Résa: Uum.

R: Uhum ... mundirdu vilja hafa kennarann ad leika med pér?

Résa: Neiii, bara ekkert.

R: Nei, ... finnst pér betra ad vera bara ein?

Roésa: Ja.

R: Hmm ... af hverju viltu ekki hafa kennarann med?

Rdsa: Bara, ut af pvi ad peir vilja ekki leika, bara tala saman.
Résa var von pvi ad kennarinn teeki ekki patt i leik med henni, ad hann veeri yfirleitt ad fast vid
eitthvad annad, svo sem a fundi. | patttdkuathugunum sast Roésa oft ein i leik og pad kom fram i

samtalinu vid hana ad han vaeri med pvi ad fordast arekstra vid énnur bérn. Ut fra reynslu sinni
og pekkingu a hlutverki fullordinna alyktadi hun ad kennararnir vildu ekki leika og gerdi pa liklega
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rad fyrir pvi ad pad pyddi ekki ad bjoda peim i leik. Corsaro (2015) bendir a ad born tulki umhverfi
sitt og nyti pad til endurskdpunar en Rosa virtist hafa adlagast peirri menningu sem rikti i leik-
skélanum, ad leikurinn veeri barnanna, hinn fullordni taeki ekki patt, og hun reyndi ekki ad finna
leidir til pess ad breyta pvi. Vidbrogd Elisu og Elenu i Krummaskégi vid spurningunni um pad
hvort kennarinn teeki patt i leik peirra gefa til kynna ad peim hafi pott pad nokkud fjarstaeedukennt
ad kennarinn geeti verid med i leik peirra. A deildinni var leikmenningin einnig pannig ad hinir
fullordnu toku sjaldan patt i leik barnanna, likt og fram hefur komid i 66rum rannséknum (Fleer,
2015; Jéhanna Einarsdottir, 2014; Léfdahl, 2014). Elena benti jafnframt & ad pad ad leika sér veeri
nokkud sem bornin geetu sjalf og pvi pyrftu pau ekki a kennaranum ad halda. bad er i samraemi
vid nidurstédur Pramling Samuelsson og Johanson (2009) sem syna ad born liti & fullordna i leik-
skélum sem nokkurs konar pjona eda adstodarfolk ad gripa til pegar pau takast a vié eitthvad sem
pau geta ekki sjalf.

Kennarar sem sattasemjarar

A deildunum tveimur par sem rannséknin fér fram téldu bérnin ad kennarinn vaeri yfirleitt ekki med
peim i leik, hann keemi ef eitthvad feeri urskeidis. Rannsakandi raeddi vid prja drengi, pa Pétur,
Orra og Snorra (allir 5 ara) sem horfdu & upptdku par sem peir voru saman i einingakubbum. |
vettvangsathugunum matti greina ad Pétur rolti oft um deildina, fylgdist med pvi sem fram fér og
spjalladi vid kennarana eda rannsakandann. Orri og Snorri voru hins vegar oft saman i leik og
peir sogdu ad peir teekju oftast sameiginlegar akvardanir i leiknum. Drengirnir voru sammala um
ad kennarinn teeki aldrei patt i leik peirra. Peir s6gdu ad kennararnir veeru ad tala hver vid annan
og stundum vid bornin @ medan pau veeru ad leika sér. begar peir voru spurdir hveneger kennarinn
taladi vid bérnin ségdu peir ad hann kaemi pegar eitthvad veeri ad, til deemis ef einhver veeri ad
skemma eda meida. Drengirnir h6féu misjafnar skodanir & pvi hvort kennarinn aetti ad vera med
i leik peirra. Pannig téldu Orri og Snorri ad kennarinn aetti ekki ad vera med peim i leik en sau po
fyrir sér ad hann geeti mogulega tekid patt. Hins vegar vildi Pétur ad kennararnir teekju oftar patt i
leik med bérnunum. | Krummaskagi reeddi rannsakandi vid fipgur bérn, Gudmund, Rdbert, Sél og
Dagnyju, sem voru ad horfa a upptoku af sér par sem pau voru a golfinu ad rada démino-kubbum.
Pau voru spurd hvar kennarinn veeri 8 medan pau |ékju sér. Deemi® hér 4 eftir synir vidbrogd Solar
vi® spurningunni.

Daemi 2

R: En hvar er kennarinn & medan pid erud i svona leik ... eda svona kubbum?
Sol: beir eru kannski bara ad fara fram eda eitthvad.

R: Eru peir ad fara fram eda eitthvad ... eru peir ekki med ykkur i svona leik?
Sol: Nei ... vid leikum alltaf sjalf.

R: Erud pid alltaf ad leika sjalf?

Sol: beir eru bara eitthvad ad horfa a okkur, ef einhver meidir sig og eitthvad og pad er
verid ad rifa af eda eitthvad ... rifa af eda eitthvad.

R: Ja, pannig ad kennararnir horfa & og fylgjast med ef einhver ...
Sol: ... er ad rifa eda ef einhverjir eru ad meida sig.
R: Ja, pa koma kennararnir.

S¢l taladi um ad kennarinn veeri aldrei med bérnunum pegar pau lékju sér, heldur fylgdist hann
med peim og kaemi pegar einhver meiddi sig eda ef atok keemu upp i leiknum. Bornin i Krumma-
skogi og a Fidrildadeild voru sammala um ad kennarinn veeri yfirleitt ekki med i leik barnanna en
hann kaemi og taladi vid pau pegar eitthvad feeri Urskeidis. Flest bornin voru sammala um ad pad
fyrirkomulag veeri gott, pad er ad segja, pau vildu faest hafa kennarana med, likt og adrar rann-
soknir hafa synt (J6hanna Einarsdéttir, 2014; Kragh-Muller og Isbell, 2011; Léfdahl og Hagglund,
2006). Pétur, sem stdd oft utan vid leik barnanna sem nokkurs konar ahorfandi, var hins vegar a
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60ru mali og sagdist vilja hafa kennarann med. Rannsoknir hafa synt ad oftar séu pad yngri born
sem leiti eftir adstod kennara i leik (Hronn Palmadoéttir og Johanna Einarsdaéttir, 2015; Pramling
Samuelsson og Johansson, 2009). Pétur, sem var fimm ara, purfti & studningi kennara ad halda
til pess ad taka patt i leik med 66rum bornum en pratt fyrir pad leitadi hann ekki eftir honum. Pad
er i samraemi vid rannsokn Pramling Samuelsson og Johansson (2009). baer benda & ad ef hinir
fullordnu gefa ekki feeri & sér til patttoku pegar born eru i leik leidi pad til pess ad pau leiti einungis
til peirra eftir adstod pegar eitthvad fer urskeidis frekar en til ad fa studning til patttoku.

Kennarinn sem leikfélagi
Bornin voru flest sammala um ad pau pyrftu ekki & kennurum ad halda pegar pau Iékju sér en

bad voru nokkrar undantekningar fra pvi. Tvé bérn i Krummaskagi, Elias og lris, tdludu um ad
kennararnir saetu yfirleitt og horféu a bornin @ medan pau vaeru ad leika sér. Elias og Iris horféu
a upptoku par sem pau satu vid bord med einum kennara og voru ad mala. Pegar bérnin raeddu
hvad kennarinn veeri ad gera @ medan pau veeru ad leika sér sagdi Elias: ,,Svo eru hinir kennar-
arnir byrjadir ad setjast vid bord med krokkunum og gera eitthvad ... og horfa & pa ... eins og Jona
(kennari) er ad gera nuna.” Elias benti auk pess a ad kennararnir gaetu hjalpad til med pvi ad rétta
honum liti. Skoppa (4 ara), Solla (4 ara), Sara (3 ara) og Kolla (3 ara) horfdu & upptoku af sér par
sem paer voru i mGmmo & Fidrildadeild en paer s6gdust vera ad baka koku. Stulkurnar ségdu ad
kennarinn horféi & pegar paer veeru ad leika sér og taeki ekki patt i leiknum. | patttdkuathugunum
matti greina ad Skoppa var stundum utilokud fra leik barnanna og Kolla fékk oftast hlutverk i leik
med bérnunum, en var pé frekar ahorfandi en virkur patttakandi i leiknum. Stalkurnar voru sam-
mala um ad peer vildu ad kennarinn taeki oftar patt i leik peirra, eins og eftirfarandi daemi synir.

Daemi 3

R: Hvar er kennarinn pegar pid erud ad leika ykkur?

Skoppa: Horfa ... horfa.

R: Ad horfa &?

Skoppa: [kinkar kolli].

R: Er hann med ykkur i leiknum?

Skoppa: Neeseiii [hleer].

R: Af hverju er hann ekki med i leiknum?

Solla: Bara.

Embla: Bara.

Skoppa: Bara.

R: Eru pad bara krakkarnir sem leika?

Allar i kor: Jaaa.

R: En, stelpur, myndud bid vilja hafa kennarann med pegar pid erud ad leika ykkur?

Solla: Ja.

Skoppa: Ja.

R: Hvad myndud pid vilja ad kennarinn myndi gera?

Skoppa: Leika vid okkur.
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Stalkurnar fjorar a Fidrildadeild vildu ad kennarinn Iéki oftar vid paer, sem geeti helgast af ungum
aldri peirra, likt og fram hefur komid i 66rum rannséknum (Pramling Samuelsson og Johansson,
2009; Hronn Palmadoattir og Jéhanna Einarsdottir, 2015). Pessi rannsokn gefur til kynna ad stada
barnanna i barnahépnum hafi auk pess ahrif a pad hvort pau vilji hafa kennara meéd i leik eda ekki.
Stalkurnar fjorar i deeminu hér ad framan hofdu ekki sterka valdastédu i barnahdépnum par sem
Skoppa atti stundum i erfidleikum med ad fa adgang ad leik og Kolla var oft i aukahlutverki eda
nokkurs konar ahorfandi ad leiknum. pratt fyrir pad leitudu stulkurnar ekki eftir studningi kennara
vid patttoku i leik. Pegar deemin hér ad framan eru tengd hugtékunum fyrri adlégun og sidari ad-
16gun (Corsaro, 2015) sést vel ad leikmenning innan leikskéladeildanna er sterk. Bérnin sem téku
patt i rannsékninni hoféu lagad sig ad menningu fullordinna, sem téku ekki patt i leik peirra, og
pau fundu sér ekki leidir til pess ad breyta leikmenningu deildanna og bjéda fullordnum patttoku
i leik.

Samantekt og lokaord

Hér hefur verid fijallad um rannsékn med boérnum, priggja til fimm ara, sem gerd var i tveimur
leikskolum & islandi. Rannsoknin er byggd & hugmyndafreedi félagsfreedi bernskunnar (Cors-
aro, 2015), samningi Sameinudu pjédanna um réttindi barnsins (I6g um samning Sameinudu
pjéodanna um réttindi barnsins nr. 19/2013) og peirri syn ad born séu getumikil og heef til pess ad
taka patt i rannséknum (Dockett, 2008). Markmid rannséknarinnar var ad fa fram syn barna a
hlutverk fullordinna i leik peirra. Notadar voru myndbandsupptokur sem kveikja ad samraedu vid
bdrnin i peim tilgangi ad pekking peirra og reynsla geeti nyst leikskdlakennurunum til ad skoda og
jafnvel endurskoda hlutverk sitt i leik barna.

Menning beggja leikskolanna var pannig ad kennararnir téku sjaldan patt i leik barnanna, likt og
adrar rannsoknir hafa synt fram & (Jéhanna Einarsdottir, 2014; Kragh-Mdiller og Isbell, 2011; Lof-
dahl og Hagglund, 2006). Segja ma ad rikt hafi tvenns konar menning innan leikskoéladeildanna,
fullordinsmenning og barnamenning, sem virtist vera ad miklu leyti adskilin pegar bornin voru ad
leika sér. Bornin lIéku sér og hinir fullordnu voru ahorfendur sem stigu sjaldan inn i leik barnanna.
Hinir fullordnir virtust lita svo & ad leikurinn vaeri barnanna, hugmyndir barnanna virtust vera litad-
ar af pvi vidhorfi og pau budu pvi ekki fullordnum patttoku (Corsaro, 2015; Gaskins, 2014). betta
kristallast i ordum Résu: ,Peir vilja ekki leika, bara tala saman.” | sumum tilfellum sau bérnin ekki
hvernig hinir fullordnu gaetu mégulega tekid patt an pess ad skemma leikinn. Elias i Krummaskagi
benti a pad ad kennararnir teekju frekar patt og hjalpudu til vid athafnir barnanna pegar pau
saetu vid bord en ad stiga inn i vidfangsefni sem bornin teldu vera leik. Pad bendir til pess
ad floknara sé fyrir fullordna ad taka patt i pykjustu- og hlutverkaleik barna en ad teikna eda spila.
Nidurstodur pessarar rannsoknar gefa til kynna ad vida purfi ad breyta leikmenningu innan veggja
leikskola, pad er ad hinir fullordnu gefi oftar kost & sér i leik med bérnum vegna pess ad pannig
er liklegra ad bornin leiti til peirra eftir studningi til patttdku i leik, en ekki bara pegar eitthvad fer
urskeidis.

Nidurstddur rannsoknarinnar syna ad born hafa mismunandi stédu i leik, pau geta verid stjorn-
endur, tekid sameiginlegar akvardanir eda verid fylgjendur (Sara M. Olafsdéttir o.fl., 2017). Stada
barnanna i leiknum tengdist pvi hvernig pau litu & hlutverk fullordinna i leik. Sum bérnin vildu ekki
hafa fullordna med en 6nnur purftu a studningi peirra ad halda. bPessar nidurstodur arétta mikil-
veegi pess ad kennarar taki eftir bornum sem standa utan vid leik og hlusti & raddir peirra um pad
hvernig megi stydja pau til patttdku, til daemis med pvi ad vera leikfélagi. | barnahopi 4 leikskdla-
deild er liklegt ad einhver born séu ekki virkir patttakendur i leik med 68rum bornum. Ef pad eru
alltaf sdmu bornin sem standa utan vid leikinn, leika ein eda eru ahorfendur ad leik, er dliklegt ad
leikur sé peirra meginnamsileid i leikskola eins og Adalnamskra leikskola segir til um. bvi er mikil-
vaegt fyrir leikskolakennara ad fylgjast vel med stédu barnanna i barnahdpnum og veita peim vié-
eigandi studning i leik. P6 er mikilveegt ad einblina ekki einungis a stédu peirra valdaminni heldur
skoda hvernig megi stydja oll born til pess ad laera i gegnum leik.

Rannsdéknin synir ad gagnlegt er ad fa fram hugmyndir barnanna um pad hvad kennararnir séu
ad gera @ medan pau leika sér. P6 ad pau vaeru ekki mikid ad velta hlutverki kennaranna fyrir sér
komu pau med hugmyndir um hvad pau héldu ad peir vaeru ad gera og h6fdu pannig akvedna inn-
syn i hlutverk peirra. Pannig téludu pau um ad hinir fullorénu veeru til deemis & fundum, i télvunni,
feeru ut af deildinni o.s.frv. Parna lystu pau fidlbreyttu og floknu starfi leikskolakennara, sem purfa
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ad setja sig i morg hlutverk og takast & vid margbreytileg verkefni yfir daginn. Par sem leikur a
ad vera meginnamsleid barna og pungamidja leikskélastarfsins (Mennta- og menningarmala-
raduneytid, 2011) er mikilvaegt ad staldra vid og skoda betur hvada 68rum verkefnum verid er ad
sinna a medan bornin eru ad leika sér, hvada verkefni hafa forgang og hvar leikur barnanna er i
forgangsrodinni.
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