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Introduction

There is ample evidence to suggest that the work of the 
early childhood educator is poorly understood outside 
the field itself. The very nature of early childhood work is 
closely aligned with discourses of mothering and often 
perceived to be ‘natural’ and taken-for-granted (Ailwood, 
2007; Cannella, 1997). Further, the knowledge and 
deliberations brought to play-based curricula are often 
overlooked, as play is regarded as naturally occurring for 
children. Those who know and do this work, however, 
recognise it as complex, challenging and highly demanding 
and also requiring specialist knowledge and ongoing 
professional development. Nevertheless, unrealistic 
expectations about the nature of the work persist and lead 
to attrition from vocational training and university studies. 
For example, significant numbers of students who failed 
to complete their early childhood qualification state that 
they ‘found the practical experience more challenging than 
they had expected’ (Wynes, Gemici & Stanwick, 2013,  
p. 8). There is, therefore, a vital and strategic need to make 
visible the everyday work of early childhood educators1 
(hereafter referred to as ‘educators’) so that it might be 
better understood, evaluated, planned for and appropriately 
rewarded (Ryan & Whitebrook, 2012). 

There is little empirical evidence about what the everyday 
work of educators entails. Research has investigated 
educators’ beliefs about their work (Berthelsen & Brownlee, 
2007; Cook, Davis, Williamson, Harrison & Sims, 2013) 
and early years’ environments from the point of quality 
(e.g. Elliott, 2006; Fenech & Sumsion, 2007; Sylva, 2010). 
There are also small-scale qualitative research projects 
which have provided valuable insights into the diversity 
and type of work educators engage in and into individual 
educators’ practices (e.g. Edwards, Cutter-Mackenzie & 
Hunt, 2010; Giugni, 2011; Johansson & Berthelsen, 2014). 
Yet little has been written about how educators actually 
spend their time on a day-to-day basis. Ryan and Hornbeck 
(2004) conducted a study in the USA investigating the daily 
activity of 17 mentor teachers—defined by the authors as 
‘exemplary teachers who use their extensive experience 
and understandings of early childhood education (ECE) to 
facilitate the professional development of less experienced 
and skilled peers’ (n.p. citing: Whitebook & Bellm, 1996). 
Similarly, Ryan, Hornbeck and Frede (2004) investigated 
the daily activities of 35 teacher consultants whose role 
was to provide curriculum assistance and professional 
development to preschool teachers. These studies 
provide some insights into the activities of early childhood 
educators, but to our knowledge there have been no 
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similar studies of Australian educators and no large-scale 
study of educators’ everyday work. 

Arguably, the nature of the work of early childhood 
educators is often inferred rather than described. This 
occurs through assertions (e.g. ECE as distinct from 
school education) and broad descriptors (‘child-focused’, 
‘play-based’), or by educators’ work being subsumed 
under other descriptors (e.g. ‘qualified educators’ as 
contributors to high-quality ECE). However, without a 
clear understanding of what educators do in their everyday 
work and evidence to support those understandings, it is 
difficult to argue for, or develop, effective early childhood 
workforce policy. Making visible the nature and complexity 
of early childhood educators’ work can inform strategies 
to address workforce planning at various stages of the 
workforce cycle (Cumming, Sumsion & Wong, 2015). 
Accurate explanations of the work are required to: attract 
people best suited to the work; inform effective pre-service 
preparation; and inform policies that retain and sustain 
educators working in the field. These might include, for 
example, access to ongoing professional development; 
adequate pay and conditions; and public recognition.

A number of Australian reports released over the past five 
years have highlighted the need for greater information 
about the early childhood workforce to adequately inform 
workforce policy (Allen Consulting Group, 2011; COAG, 
2009; Government of South Australia, 2009; Productivity 
Commission, 2011). Currently, there are several Australian 
national data sources that provide information about the 
characteristics of the early childhood workforce. The 
National Early Childhood Education and Care Collection 
(NECECC) (ABS, 2014) provides information on educators’ 
early childhood-related qualifications, their work designation 
(e.g. contact or non-contact) and role (e.g. teacher or aide). 
Similarly, the National Early Childhood Education and Care 
Workforce Census (The Social Research Centre, 2014) 
provides information about educators’ qualifications 
and job satisfaction. Another national data source that 
provides some opportunity to analyse workforce issues 
is Growing Up in Australia: The Longitudinal Study of 
Australian Children (LSAC). For instance, Harrison and 
colleagues (2009) analysed data from over 3000 educators 
of four- to five-year-old children, noting marked differences 
in qualifications and child‒educator ratios between long 
day care and preschool settings, but similar amounts of 
time spent in four types of activities, such as teacher-
directed whole group and teacher-supported small group 
learning experiences. The LSAC data set also allows 
examination of the context of educators’ work, in terms 
of the proportion of children with a disability or from 
culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds and 
educators’ perceptions of the supportiveness of their work 
environment (e.g. Williamson, Davis, Priest & Harrison, 
2011). However, these data sources are of limited value for 
understanding the precise nature of the work of educators. 

In summary, despite the important role educators play 
in contributing to children’s developmental and educative 
wellbeing, as well as supporting families (ILO, 2014) 
and the need for accurate information on which to base 
early years’ workforce strategies and support Australia’s 
early years’ reforms (COAG, 2009), there is currently 
no information on the everyday work of Australian early 
childhood educators. There is a strong need for the 
collection of generalisable data on the everyday work of 
educators, but no tool currently exists to capture this data. 
This paper reports on the first stage of the development 
of such a tool—the construction of a taxonomy of early 
childhood educators’ work. 

The construction of a taxonomy of early 
childhood educators’ work

Our starting point was the recognition of the need for a 
standardised, clearly defined set of descriptors that could 
be used at scale, to accurately capture the complex, 
diverse and varied work of educators, across preschool 
and long day care settings. An important consideration in 
our deliberations was that the resultant tool was simple, 
easy to use and readily replicable so that:

 ¡ the work of educators could be made visible

 ¡ comparisons could be made across contexts and 
position 

 ¡ variations across a typical day could be understood

 ¡ specific data could be collected for informing early 
childhood workforce policy.

The first step in the development of this tool was the 
creation of a taxonomy of the work of educators that 
could be used to codify data. A taxonomy is a system 
for classifying concepts according to some scientific rules 
(Encyclopedia Britannia, 2014). The term ‘taxonomy’ has 
been used primarily in the biological sciences to refer to 
classifications of living organisms, but can refer to the 
classification of any ‘things’ or concepts––such as the work 
of early childhood educators. Indeed, taxonomies have 
been created in many fields of work to develop national 
and international standards, for example, in accounting 
(IFRS, 2014) and nursing (Bowker, Star & Spasser, 2001; 
Clark, 1998). In nursing, which similarly to early years’ 
education had a diverse and inconsistent nomenclature, a 
taxonomy was developed that resulted in the generation of 
the International Classification of Nursing Practice (Bowker 
et al., 2001; Clark, 1998; International Council of Nurses, 
2014). We have chosen to use the term ‘taxonomy’ to refer 
to our coding system, rather than ‘classification’, so as not 
to confuse the taxonomy of work, with job classifications 
(e.g. educator/teacher).

Perhaps the most well-known taxonomy in education is 
Bloom’s Taxonomy of Educational Objectives (Krathwohl, 
2002). Bloom developed his original taxonomy in 1956 



Australasian Journal of Early Childhood       Volume 40 Number 3 September 201581

with colleagues Engelhart, Furst, Hill and Krathwohl. 
Bloom’s taxonomy demonstrates the relationship 
between overarching educational objectives and the 
knowledge required to achieve those objectives. The 
rationale for developing Bloom’s taxonomy included a 
need to develop a ‘common language’ so as to facilitate 
better communication across educational personnel and 
institutions (Krathwohl, 2002).

Similar to Bloom, we anticipate the Taxonomy of Early 
Childhood Educators’ Work, will develop a ‘common 
language’ of educators’ work. But the focus of our 
taxonomy is somewhat different to Bloom’s. We aim 
to develop an exhaustive list of educators’ work tasks, 
activities and actions, hierarchically arranged under 
overarching domains of early childhood care, education 
and management, although we recognise this list may 
need modification or refinement once it is taken into the 
workplace. In the following section we outline the method 
used to construct the taxonomy.

Method for constructing the Taxonomy of 
Early Childhood Educators’ Work

The construction of our taxonomy occurred in two stages: 
(1) developing domains for the taxonomy; and (2) refining 
the taxonomy. Each stage had two steps.

Stage 1. Developing domains for the taxonomy

The initial development of domains and sub-classes for 
the taxonomy occurred in two steps: (1) creation of an 
initial framework by an expert panel; and (2) collection of 
educators’ records of their work activities over the day 
(time-use diary). 

Step 1:  Creation of an initial framework by an expert 
panel

Rationale

There is precedence for the use of expert panels in 
the development of tools in ECE. In particular, in the 
development of the original Early Childhood Environment 
Rating Scale (ECERS) (Harms & Clifford, 1983), a panel of 
seven experts rated the importance of items listed on a 
prototype scale. The subsequently refined and modified 
scale has been highly influential in ECE research, practice 
and professional development, being used extensively 
in international studies of ECE quality. The ECERS was 
the prototype for the development of similar measures 
for infant/toddler and family day care settings (ITERS and 
FDCRS). All of these tools have since been revised and are 
used widely (see Frank Porter Graham Child Development 
Institute for a list of research using ECERS and ECERS-R 
http://ers.fpg.unc.edu/research). 

Procedures

In the current project, four meetings of a panel of up to 
six early childhood experts from three universities (two 
in Australia, one in the USA) were convened to develop 
the taxonomy. Drawing on their collective extensive 
research and professional work in the field, the panel first 
brainstormed (Jablin & Seibold, 1978) to elicit a rich bank 
of ideas about the tasks, activities and actions undertaken 
by educators in their everyday work. The brainstorming 
was facilitated by imagining a day in the life of an educator 
from opening in the morning to closing at the end of the 
day. A recorder listed all suggestions. The purpose was to 
generate multiple ideas and common terms to describe 
ECE work.

The panel then chunked the ideas into ‘like’ categories 
(later referred to as domains). At this point we also drew 
on Belonging, Being & Becoming: The Early Years Learning 
Framework for Australia (EYLF) (DEEWR, 2009) to inform 
our nomenclature. For example, we used the phrase 
‘intentional teaching’, found in the ‘practice’ element of 
the EYLF, to refer to ‘deliberate, purposeful and thoughtful’ 
teaching (DEEWR, 2009, p. 5).

From these processes we developed a list of 11 domains 
(e.g. personal care/routine care; intentional teaching), 
seven of which were described in more specific terms by 
a number of sub-classes (e.g. Domain 3: Personal care/
routine care with children > Sub-class 31: Hygiene—
washing, dressing, undressing, toileting, nappy change). 
These 11 domains (numbered 0–10) and 32 sub-classes 
were subsequently inserted into an Excel spread sheet 
(see Figure 1).

Step 2: Collection of educators’ time-use diaries 

To further inform the development of domains and 
sub-classes of tasks, as well as activities and actions 
undertaken during an educator’s typical day, we collected 
time-use diaries from a sample of educators working in 
preschools and long day care centres. 

Rationale

Time-use diary methodology is most typically used in social 
sciences research to record a person’s activities as they 
naturally and sequentially occur in daily life (Gershuny & 
Sullivan, 1998). The aim is to collect a detailed, complete 
and accurate estimate of the time spent in different 
activities over one or more 24-hour periods. Time-
use diaries have been used, for example, to describe 
the amount of time parents engage in daily child care 
(Kalenkoski, Ribar & Stratton, 2005) or leisure activities 
(Bittman & Wajcman, 2000) and, using parent-reported 
time-use diaries, the amount of time four- to five-year-old 
children spent watching television, snacking and engaging 
in physical activity (Brown, Broom, Nicholson & Bittman, 
2010). 
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Figure 1.   Initial domains (0–10) and sub-classes 
developed in Stage 1, Step 1

1-digit code 2-digit codes and explanations

0  Break no work-
related activity

(Morning/afternoon tea, lunch, toilet)

1  Being with children (Observing/supervising, listening/
responding to children)

2  Intentional 
teaching with 
children

 

21 Problem solving with children

22 Helping children to be effective 
communicators

23 Literacy related

24 Numeracy related

25 Science related

26 Social skills related 

27 Arts/music related

28 Health/wellbeing/physical ability 

3  Personal care/ 
routine care with 
children

31 Hygiene (washing, dressing, 
undressing, toileting, nappy change)

32 Nutrition (feeding, providing food/
drink, eating together, helping children 
at mealtime) 

33 Health (putting on hats, sunscreen, 
administering medication, medical 
attention)

34 Sleep/rest (putting infants into cots, 
patting children to sleep, sitting with 
sleeping children)

34 Organising transition to meals/
wash/toilet/sleep (guide/lift children to 
chairs, bed)

4  Emotional support 
with/for children

41 Supporting positive behaviour

42 Mediating conflict

43 Comforting children (cuddle, hold, 
give affection)

44 Encouraging inclusion

45 Other emotional support

5  Organising learning 
environment

(Setting up equipment, packing away 
toys; includes setting up for routine 
care, e.g. beds, chairs) 

6  Routine tasks/ 
chores

(Laundry, cleaning, food preparation, 
sweeping the floor)

7  Planning, 
assessment, 
evaluation

71 Curriculum planning

72 Assessment of individual children

73 Pedagogical documentation 

74 Other planning, assessment, 
evaluation

8 Administration 81 Record keeping (children's records, 
incident reports, etc.) 

82 Staff meeting

83 Other administration

9  Professional 
learning

91 Self-educate through reading/
watching/listening

92 Engaging in professional 
development/inservice 

93 Mentoring others

94 Being mentored

10  Communicating 
with families

101 Individualised communication: 
face-to-face

102 Individualised communication: 
email, telephone

103 Group communication (e.g. 
documentation, newsletter)

Time-use diary methodology has been used in studies of 
the early childhood workforce in the USA, but as far as we 
know, not in Australia. Ryan and colleagues have collected 
retrospective time-use diaries by telephone interview asking 
participants to recall the day’s work-related activities (Ryan & 
Hornbeck, 2004; Ryan, Hornbeck & Frede, 2004). We drew 
on the template they designed for recording this information, 
which asked educators ‘to think of all the activities and people 
you interact with throughout the day and to record these, 
beginning with what you did when you woke up yesterday 
morning until you went to sleep that night’.

Procedures

In the current study, following ethics approval from Charles 
Sturt University (protocol no. 300/2014/08), 21 educators 
(excluding centre directors), with a range of qualifications 
and who worked directly with children, were recruited 
(using convenience sampling) from five ECE services 
across two states: New South Wales and Queensland 
(see Table 1). 

Table 1. Time-use diary participants

Centre type Location Number of 
educators

Long day care Regional NSW 10
Metropolitan Sydney 
(three services)

6

Preschool Metropolitan Brisbane 5

Each educator was provided with a time-use diary template 
and asked to complete the diary for one working day. 
Participants were asked to record: the time the activity 
commenced and finished; a description of the task/activity 
in as much detail as reasonable; the context of the activity, 
that is, with whom the activity occurred (children or adults) 
and where it occurred (inside, room or outside, space). 
Participants returned their completed time-use diary to 
the researcher by hand at a pre-arranged time or via a 
stamped addressed envelope. See Figure 2 for the time-
use diary template, instructions given to participants and 
sample responses.
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Stage 2. Refining the taxonomy

The second stage of the project was to refine and test the 
domains and sub-classes created by the expert panel; first, 
by drawing on the data from educators’ completed time-
use diaries, and second, by seeking educator feedback 
on the refined domains and sub-classes through focus 
groups and interviews.

Step 1: Analysing the time-use diary data and refining 
the domains and sub-classes

Data from the time-use diaries was coded based on the 
panel-developed domains and sub-classes described in 
Figure 1. We found that the time-use diary data provided by 
educators could be readily coded based on these domains 
and sub-classes. For an example of this coding see Figure 
2, where the circled number relates to the domain and sub-
class (e.g. 31 = Domain 3: Personal care/routine care 
with children; Sub-class 1: Hygiene). The ease with which 
the time-use diary records could be coded according to the 
domains and sub-domains indicated their appropriateness 
and applicability for the purpose of developing a taxonomy.

Findings

Reading and coding the written diaries indicated that 
the educators’ working days were primarily spent 
‘being with children’ (Domain 1), or engaged in ‘personal 
care/routine care with children’ (Domain 3); ‘emotional 

support with/for children’ (Domain 4); ‘organising learning 
environments’ (Domain 5); ‘routine tasks/chores’ (Domain 
6). There were surprisingly few references to ‘planning, 
assessment and evaluation’ (Domain 7) or to ‘professional 
learning’ (Domain 9).2 

Findings from the analysis enabled us to refine the 
taxonomy. In regard to the ‘intentional teaching’ domain, 
participants tended to describe activities they undertook in 
general terms without reference to pedagogical language. 
This meant that inferences often had to be drawn when 
assigning this code. For instance, ‘assisting children 
to climb’ was inferred as meaning the educator was 
intentionally teaching physical skills and was coded in the 
‘intentional teaching’ domain, ‘health, wellbeing/physical 
ability’ sub-class 28 (see Figure 1). The lack of pedagogical 
language used by participants in the written time-use 
diaries reaffirmed to us the need for the taxonomy to 
provide explicit pedagogical language that educators 
would easily recognise and use to classify their work. The 
‘intentional teaching’ domain was therefore modified to 
include a range of ‘curriculum’ focus areas (e.g. literacy; 
numeracy; science/nature; social/cultural studies). 

Gaps in the original panel-developed taxonomy of domains 
and sub-classes were identified through a process of 
‘backward mapping’. That is, data from the time-use 
diary data that could not be coded were first highlighted 

Figure 2. Time-use diary protocol with instructions: completed and coded

Note: Coding references: 44 = Emotional support with/for children: Supporting inclusion, 31 = Personal care/routine care with children: 
Hygiene, 32 = Personal care/routine care with children: Nutrition, 6 = Routine tasks/chores, 101 = Communicating with families: Individual 
communication/face-to-face, 1 = Being with children
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and then re-examined to determine how and where they 
could be included. This led to the expansion of some 
sub-classes. For instance, one participant recorded that 
she had to take time out to care for an injury to herself. 
Consequently, Domain 0, ‘break/no work related activity’ 
was amended to become ‘staff personal time’ with ‘self-
care activity’ included as a sub-class. Through this process 
of refinement, which included the collapse of two domains 
into one, the taxonomy was amended to 10 domains, each 
with a number of sub-classes. This revised version of the 
taxonomy was developed into a presentation (see Figures 
3 and 4) and shared with participants for their feedback. 

 

Figure 3. First level of 
taxonomy as presented 
to participants in Stage 2: 
Showing domains 0–7  
(of 10)

Figure 4. Second level of 
taxonomy as presented 
to participants in Stage 2: 
Showing ‘sub-classes’ 0–7 
(of 9) of intentional teaching 
(Domain 1)

Step 2: Educator feedback on the taxonomy

To further refine the taxonomy, we conducted two focus 
groups (10 participants in the regional long day care 
service; five participants in the metropolitan preschool) 
and interviews with a further five participants (in three 
metropolitan long day care services) who had completed 
the original time-use diary (20 participants in total). The 
different follow-up methods and slightly reduced number of 
participants from Stage 1 were due to participant availability.

We followed a process of iterative development of the 
taxonomy domains and sub-classes. That is, after receiving 
feedback from each focus group or group of interviews, the 
research team met to confirm or further refine the terms 
used to describe each domain and sub-class. The refined 
version was then shown to the next focus group. In total, 
the taxonomy went through three sequential iterations.

Findings

Feedback from the focus groups/interviews indicated 
strong agreement that the 10 domains accurately 
captured the depth and breadth of the day-to-day work 
tasks, activities and actions of educators across any 
day. Given our findings from the time-use diary analysis, 
educators were asked in particular to consider the 
‘sub-classes’ within the ‘intentional teaching’ domain. 
Educators responded positively to these sub-classes but 
also reinforced the need to ensure that these and other 
domains and sub-classes were clear and well-defined. 
Further, participants made suggestions for changing the 
nomenclature of some domains (e.g. replacing the word 
‘chores’ with ‘maintenance’ in Domain 7: Organising 
room/OH&S maintenance). There were also suggestions 
for adding sub-classes, such as ‘organising staffing’ to 
Domain 9: Administration; ‘receive mentoring’ to Domain 
10: Professional learning and support; and ‘support 
colleague’ to Domain 5: Emotional support. Following 
these suggestions the panel developed clear definitions 
for each domain and made appropriate changes to the 
taxonomy. This final version of the taxonomy (with the 
domains renumbered 1–10) is presented in Table 2.

Additional comments

In addition to feedback on the taxonomy, the participants 
provided general feedback on the study and their own 
engagement. Participants were very supportive of the 
development of the taxonomy and could see its usefulness 
for the field. Several participants noted that they found 
doing the time-use dairy affirming and empowering as it 
facilitated their reflection on the diversity and intensity of 
their work. One participant commented for instance that 
‘anything that makes visible the work we do, is important’ 
and another stated that it was ‘important if this raises 
the profile of our work’. Another participant noted that 
she found completing the time-use diary ‘cathartic’ as it 
demonstrated what she did on a daily basis. She went 
further and took photos of different aspects of her daily 
work, sharing this with her life-partner, telling him ‘this is 
why I am so exhausted every day’. Such comments point 
to a need for research from within the field that documents 
the work of educators and demonstrates the potential of 
this taxonomy for doing so.

Conclusion

The Taxonomy of Early Childhood Educators’ Work 
described in this paper is a prototype. As such, it is an 
Alpha model and we anticipate that it may be modified over 
time as we receive feedback from users. The Alpha model 
taxonomy consists of 10 domains, each with a number of 
clearly defined sub-classes (see Table 2). We anticipate 
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that the taxonomy is an accurate codification system for 
assessing the daily work tasks, activities and actions of 
early childhood educators in diverse early years’ settings 
and will prove a valuable tool for subsequent research 
investigating the early childhood workforce. The sample 
size of educators from whom time-use diary data was 
collected (n = 21), along with feedback from those who 
trialled the taxonomy (n = 20), was sufficiently large to 
refine the taxonomy and confirm face validity. Further, we 
believe that while it has been developed in the Australian 
context, it nevertheless has relevance to, and could be 
applied in, international contexts. We recognise, however, 
that the taxonomy still needs to be tested with a larger 
sample of educators.

Cautions/limitations 

Early childhood educators’ work is dynamic and will change 
over time. The Alpha model Taxonomy of Early Childhood 

Educators’ Work reflects current practices and will need 
to be modified and amended over time. We also recognise 
that the current taxonomy may not capture everything 
that an educator does. Nevertheless, as a co-constructed 
and valid starting point, it can and should be modified and 
developed. We welcome critical feedback and submissions 
for additions/amendments. We further acknowledge that 
some aspects of educators’ work may not be able to be 
captured by the taxonomy and may remain invisible. We 
welcome comments on this also.

In proposing a taxonomy there is a potential danger that 
the tool could be misused as a means for surveillance of 
the early childhood workforce—for example, employers 
could use it to keep track of educators’ everyday work. 
Once developed, any tool can be misused or used in 
ways not intended by the developers. But we believe that 
the benefits of making visible the work of the educator 
outweigh the potential risks.

Table 2. A Taxonomy of Early Childhood Educators’ Work: Alpha Model (these definitions will depend in part on the 
age of the child/age group) 

Domain Sub-class Definition

1.Staff personal 
time 

1.1. Scheduled break e.g. meal break for lunch, morning tea, afternoon tea
1.2. Other break e.g. toilet, phone call
1.3. Self-care activity e.g. care for self injury, taking ‘time-out’; prayer/religious reasons

2. Intentional 
teaching with 
children

Providing teaching 
and learning 
experiences that 
are deliberate, 
purposeful and 
thoughtful (with 
intent) and either 
planned or 
spontaneous

2.1. Problem solving e.g. guided discussion, questioning, construction; working out how to build something 
or solve a puzzle; guessing game; rules of a board game

2.2. Literacy e.g. writing, book reading, storytelling, show and tell
2.3. Numeracy e.g. counting, ordering, size and shape, weight, height

2.4. Science/nature e.g. caring for the environment, gardening, learning about plants and animals, 
exploring properties of materials, cooking 

2.5. Social/cultural studies e.g. people, places, foods, language, living in a diverse community, local events 
2.6. Art /craft e.g. painting, drawing, collage with a range of media
2.7. Music/dance e.g. singing or playing instruments, movement to music
2.8. Media/technology e.g. use of iPads, computers, games or other devices

2.9. Physical/self-help
e.g. organised games, using equipment for throwing/catching/kicking, climbing and 
balancing, also fine motor skills such as using scissors; self-help, teacher showing 
child to use a spoon or cup to feed self; using the toilet. If not teaching, score 4.1 or 4.2

2.10. Health/wellbeing 
e.g. healthy foods, nutrition (e.g. talking about food at mealtime), exercise, 
understanding feelings caring for others (resilience, emotional development, mental 
health)

3. ‘Being with’ 
children

3.1. Watch/scan/supervise e.g. watch and ensure safety of children, without necessarily interacting or teaching 

3.2. Play with children e.g. play alongside or together with children (digging in sandpit; building something; 
using art materials, joining in with a game such as hide and seek or pretend play)

3.3. Listen/respond to 
children

e.g. interact/engage with children to respond to/attend to their needs, helping children 
to do something without necessarily teaching (provide materials, hold hands while 
jumping). Can include greeting children on arrival, but this could be 6.1 if greeting 
family as well (don’t score both)
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Domain Sub-class Definition

4. Routine care/
transition with 
children (educator 
is with the children, 
interacting or 
supervising)

4.1. Hygiene e.g. support children with washing, toileting, nappy change, dressing that is related to 
hygiene

4.2. Nutrition e.g. providing food, drink, helping children with eating and putting away plates
4.3. Health e.g. apply sunscreen, wearing hats, administering medication, blow nose

4.4. Sleep/rest e.g. support children with sleep routine or rest time, including setting up and packing 
away bedding with children, getting dressed after sleep

4.5. Organise transitions

e.g. support small groups, or whole group of children to move from one part of program 
to another—e.g. mat time to bathroom to meal time or from indoor to outdoor play; 
getting ready to go home; packing up the toys with children. Include dressing that is 
part of the transition—such as putting on coats

4.6. Deal with injury/illness e.g. provide first-aid and care to children who are injured, hurt, sick or unwell. There is 
a sense of urgency; e.g. washing sand out of child’s eyes

5. Emotional support

5.1. Support positive 
behaviour 

e.g. acknowledge, praise, guide and support child/children to interact positively with 
other children

5.2. Mediate conflict e.g. intervene and support children during a dispute over a toy or equipment; negotiate 

5.3. Comfort child e.g. provide physical and/or verbal comfort when a child is distressed or tired; holding 
baby during bottle feed

5.4. Stop unsafe behaviour e.g. intervene and support children to interact positively, and stop negative 
behaviour/s, manage biting or aggressive acts

5.5. Encourage inclusion e.g. support children to include a peer and to be sensitive to individual, cultural and 
other differences (such as considering the needs of a child with a disability)

5.6. Other child related e.g. provide emotional support for children during difficult times (i.e. separation at 
arrival, departure times, or group/mat times, rest time)

5.7. Support colleague e.g. support colleague who is upset, requiring comfort

6. Family 
communication

6.1. Individual face-to-face e.g. speaking with parent/carer; collaborating, working together, greeting
6.2. Individual email, phone e.g. communicating with parent/carer via email or phone 
6.3. Group/individual written e.g. writing newsletter, documentation for families, communication book

7. Organise room/ 
OH&S maintenance

7.1. Set up e.g. set up and/or prepare equipment/toys, room, outdoor space
7.2. Pack-up e.g. pack up and/or prepare equipment/toys, room, outdoor space
7.3. Food e.g. prepare and serve food—brought from home or provided in centre

7.4. Clean/tidy e.g. clean and maintain (e.g. restock) or tidy the room, outdoor environment, and 
equipment/toys (do not use if packing away with the children = 4.5)

7.5. Laundry e.g. attend to laundry, using washing machine or bundling soiled clothes/manchester 
to be laundered off site (company/family/staff)

7.6. Maintenance/OH&S 
compliance needs

e.g. maintain physical environment and equipment to ensure safety of children and 
adults and comply with relevant policies, centre and organisational, and legislation 
(e.g. check temperature of fridges/including recording compliance)

7.7. Tend to plants/animals e.g. water plants, prune; feed animals and clean out enclosures

8. Plan/assess/
evaluate

8.1. Curriculum planning e.g. writing plans; programing
8.2. Observe/assess child e.g. writing observations, using assessment tools, documenting
8.3. Document learning e.g. developing documentation, pedagogical documentation
8.4. Evaluate e.g. evaluating of plans, documentation and program

9. Administration

9.1. Record keeping, roll e.g. maintaining records on children (e.g. immunisation/contact details/court orders), 
keeping a daily roll of attendance

9.2. Answer phone/door e.g. meeting and greeting visitors to the centre—phone and via entrance, including 
deliveries

9.3. Staff handover/
communciation

e.g. time spent talking to share information about children, program, daily events, 
housekeeping to support a smooth transition between staff

9.4. Staff meeting e.g. time as a group of staff (whole/room team/partial group) to address centre 
administrative matters

9.5. Organising staffing e.g. staff rosters—weekly, monthly, static; arranging relief staff; room relief for 
programing times, meetings; daily checking of ratios

9.6. Other e.g. ordering of supplies, liaising with government bodies, professional associations, 
affiliation organisation
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Domain Sub-class Definition

10. Professional 
learning and 
support

10.1. Self-educate e.g. accessing professional materials independently—reading materials online, 
professional publications, journals, texts

10.2. Attend PD/in-service e.g. course, seminar, symposium, conference

10.3. Support/mentor others
e.g. spend time supporting and guiding colleague/s—provide advice, challenges or 
affirmations (within centre or outside). Include induction and training of new staff in 
this category

10.4. Receive support/
mentoring

e.g. receive support, guidance and mentoring from peer/s or colleague/s—receive 
advice, challenges or affirmations (from centre staff or colleague outside centre)

10.5. Pedagogical leadership e.g. provide leadership with peer/s or colleague/s around teaching and learning, 
professional discussions where ideas and approaches are challenged

10.6. Reflection e.g. spend time thinking and revisiting professional learning, and creating professional 
plans

We also acknowledge the limitations of a single-line format 
in setting out the taxonomy, which does not account for 
the problem of measuring multiple activities occurring at 
any one time. Therefore, any tool subsequently developed 
from the taxonomy would need to capture multiple 
activities occurring simultaneously (e.g. comforting a child 
while talking to a parent).

Future work

We are currently using the taxonomy to develop a tool—a 
random time sampling time-use diary—to capture data 
that will make visible and objectively measure the work 
of educators on a large scale, enabling comparisons of data 
across settings, professional backgrounds, contexts and 
time. Ultimately, this data will build the knowledge base 
about the early years’ workforce and hopefully contribute 
to the development of effective workforce policy.
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Endnote
1   In this paper, early childhood educators (or ‘educators’) refer 

to people paid to work directly with children in early years’ 
centre-based services (i.e. not family day care as these services 
differ markedly from centre-based services) regardless of level 
of qualification or service type.

2   A comprehensive analysis of the data, including proportions of 
the day spent in each activity, will be reported elsewhere.
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