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RESEARCHER BACKGROUND 
 
My interest in adults’ conceptions of infants, and how these conceptions might 

impact on infants’ experiences, developed over ten years as an early childhood 

teacher and director in early childhood education (ECE) contexts, and prior to 

that, over many years as a babysitter, nanny, swimming teacher and student in 

undergraduate and postgraduate ECE teacher education. These experiences 

set the scene for what I have learnt about infants and equally importantly, what I 

understand about what people think about them. As a swimming teacher and 

early childhood teacher, infants showed me their capacity to manage their limits 

when physically challenged, how multifaceted their awareness of others is, and 

their great ability to actively make contact with other children. In that same time, 

I became aware that some adults held a different picture of infants. For 

example, as a nanny, parents told me of the ‘terrible twos’ and how ‘egocentric’ 

infants were. As a director in contemporary ECE contexts a number of years 

later, the comments and actions of educators with whom I worked suggested 

that these notions of egocentricity and difficult behaviour for children up to two 

years old were still strongly held. Furthermore, in my work in ECE, I found that 

infant programs often revolved around the routine tasks of feeding, changing 

and settling children to sleep. With regard to pedagogy, educators questioned 

what to ‘do’ with infants while the unique aspects of infancy were assumed to 

centre on infants’ emotions. When infants interacted with their peers or did 

something novel or interesting with the resources in their environment, they 

were often considered ‘cute’. More so than any other age group I had worked 

with, it appeared infants were being underestimated. 

 The contrast between what seemed limited/limiting views of infants’ 

capabilities held by many educators with whom I worked, and my own sense of 

infants’ sophisticated capabilities (and the complexity of what was required of 

me as an educator to best facilitate their development), became even more 

evident when I led my team of eight staff members through the trial of the first 

national curriculum guideline for early years learning, The Early Years Learning 

Framework for Australia (EYLF)(DEEWR, 2009)i. Working in the 0-2’s program, 

to me this seemed the perfect chance to share an exploration of contemporary 

ideas and ways of working with young children. However, watching members of 



	   xv	  

the team struggle with the idea that the EYLF could be related to babies was 

disheartening. It was hard to understand why they were still seeing their role in 

the nursery as predominantly keepers of routine, rather than embracing the 

abundant opportunities for rich learning experiences for infants as they did for 

children in other age groups. My excitement about the possibilities of the EYLF 

and awareness of the potential challenges of its application in practice, led me 

to write an article exploring how the EYLF could help shift pervasive beliefs 

about infants and toddlers (Salamon, 2011)ii. At the same time I continued to 

work toward exploring what my staff team believed about infants. My goal was 

to deconstruct our individual and shared practices with infants, to help bring 

awareness to the images we held of them, and to consider how these might 

impact on what we offer them in practice. This was a challenging undertaking, 

which was met with varying degrees of success. It led me to question what 

underlying aspects of educators’ practice enabled and constrained infants’ 

experiences in ECE. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

_______________________________________________________________ 
 
i Department of Education Employment and Workforce Relations (DEEWR).  

(2009). Belonging, being, and becoming: The Early Years Learning 
Framework for Australia. Canberra: Commonwealth of Australia 
Retrieved from 

 http://docs.education.gov.au/system/files/doc/other/belonging_being_and
_becoming_the_early_years_learning_framework_for_australia.pdf 

ii Salamon, A. (2011). How the Early Years Learning Framework can help shift 
pervasive beliefs of the social and emotional capabilities of infants and 
toddlers. Contemporary Issues in Early Childhood, 12(1), 4-10.  
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ABSTRACT 
 

This thesis examines the nexus between conceptions about infants’ capabilities, 

the ways these conceptions manifest in practices with infants, and how these 

practices shape infants’ own lived experiences in early childhood education 

(ECE) contexts. Literature about infant pedagogy has highlighted the complexity 

of early childhood educators’ experiences of working with infants, and the 

tendency of educators to rely on implicit theories and naïve beliefs. This 

tendency is compounded by deeply embedded maternalist discourses in ECE, 

and the emotional intensity of day-to-day work with infants. However, there is a 

paucity of research that examines how early childhood educators’ conceptions, 

which incorporate their implicit theories and naïve beliefs, might be enacted in 

practice. Further, that educators’ conceptions of infants can manifest in their 

practices may have significant implications for the infants for whom they are 

responsible. It is crucial, therefore, to investigate how educators’ practices 

prefigure possibilities for infants’ own daily practices and subsequent learning.  

The thesis utilised the theory of practice architectures as a theoretical, 

methodological, and analytical framework for examining ECE practices, making 

explicit arrangements that enable and constrain infant pedagogy and praxis. A 

methodological attitude of ethical symmetry was used to guide the research 

practices of (myself as) the researcher, grounded in a sense of respect for the 

practices of educators and infants who participated in the study at an ECE 

setting in Sydney, Australia. In doing so I position myself along with the other 

participants as practitioners of the research, and, so, co-researchers.	  

Committing to action the theoretical starting point of the thesis, data generation 

methods were employed that identified, articulated, and examined individual 

practices of all the participants in the study, and the practice architectures that 

shaped them. Data included digital photo and video observations, field notes, 

researcher reflections, and group discussions. Iterative analysis involved the 

use of a ‘Practice Architectures Map’ with educators during group discussions. 

Finer application of the theory of practice architectures helped further organise 

and analyse the data. Educators’ conceptions of infants as more and less 

capable of independent learning were found to manifest in practices that 

enabled and constrained opportunities for infants to practice independent 
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learning. Within these ‘practice architectures’, infants acted in agentic ways that 

further influenced their opportunities for learning. 

This thesis contributes new knowledge to emerging literature about 

infants’ capabilities in naturalistic settings, infants as research participants, and 

application of the theory of practice architectures. Additionally, a conceptually 

significant contribution of the thesis has been an exploration of the notion of 

praxis, which underpins the theory of practice architectures, and its application 

to guiding the practices of adults working with infants either as researchers or 

educators. As such, this thesis further contributes to new knowledge by 

addressing the challenges of the emotionally evocative nature of infant 

pedagogy and research. Suggestions for incorporating the concept of praxis in 

teacher education and ECE practice are discussed as a possible means to 

alleviate work related stress for educators working with infants, which might 

help support staff satisfaction. Finally, by demonstrating the influences of 

educators’ conceptions on practices, and of these practices on infants’ 

subsequent learning opportunities and the complexity of negotiating infants’ 

own sophisticated practices, this thesis highlights implications for policy 

changes that support the need for specialised infant pedagogy.  
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Introduction 

Eight-month-old Sophie is watching an educator and a small group of 
toddlers from the other end of a verandah, who have begun to sing and 
dance to a song. The educator is clapping while she sings and Sophie 
begins clapping and smiling along in her spot. She cannot yet crawl. 
From across the verandah the educator notices and smiles at Sophie 
while she is clapping, then re-focuses on the toddlers who are dancing 
nearby. Sophie continues to look on and clap. The educator changes the 
tempo of her clap and makes the sound of a deep drumbeat in the song, 
while watching the toddlers who are closest to her. Sophie stops clapping 
and begins to bounce up and down in time to the drumbeat, smiling and 
vocalising when the educator asks from afar “Oh, you’re doing it too”. 
Sophie claps again as the educator repeats the singing from the first part 
of the song, slowing down to look at her hands for a moment then 
speeding up again in time with the group. 

 

       
 

In direct and indirect ways, early childhood educators (ECEs) establish 

spaces within which infants experience early childhood education (ECE). These 

spaces, or arrangements, represent one aspect of an interdependent web of 

practices that prefigure the infants’ and the educators’ subsequent practices. 

This thesis presents the findings of a qualitative study that investigated both the 

individual practices of educators and infants, and the arrangements of the site 

of practice that prefigure them.  

In a similar way, policy and practice discourses of competent and 

capable infants prefigured the practices of the study and are central to the 

investigation presented in this thesis. The following sections of this chapter 

discuss the policy discourses that prefigure infant pedagogy in Australia, New 

Zealand and England, and work to establish the context within which the study 

is located. The aims of the research are then presented, an overview of the 

research project provided and the structure of the thesis outlined. 
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Policy context of infant pedagogy: Australia and beyond 
Worldwide, increasing numbers of children aged from birth to 2 years of age are 

using formal early childhood education (ECE), with the proportion in Australia 

rising from 26.9% of the population of children in this age group in 2006, to 

31.4% in 2011 (DEEWR, 2013). Along with this increase in usage, or perhaps 

because of it, have come policy shifts to focus on very young children in ECE 

contexts. Policies that aim to harness children’s ‘potential’ early, have, in many 

ways, led to a policy landscape that increasingly holds educators more 

accountable for the learning and education of infants (Cheeseman, Sumsion, & 

Press, 2014). As a result, national and state curriculum documents now 

encompass a focus on the inclusion of infants in pedagogy and practice in ECE 

contexts. In Australia, for example, the Early Years Learning Framework (EYLF) 

(DEEWR, 2009) invites ECEs to enact discourses of infants as capable citizens 

in ECE communities and afford them respect, rights, and responsibilities. 

However, concerns have been expressed about the potential transference to 

infants of similar educational discourses and learning outcomes applied to 

preschool and school aged children (Cheeseman et al., 2014; Press & Mitchell, 

2014) and applying a ‘top down’ approach to curriculum for infants. 

In New Zealand, the curriculum framework, Te Whariki, promotes similar 

images of the empowered child as citizen (Ministry of Education, 1996; Nyland 

& Rockel, 2007) and discourses of learning and education for infants have 

challenged adults to think about pedagogies of care for infants beyond “the 

margins of minding children” (Rockel, 2009, p.2). However, political discourses 

of infant pedagogy in New Zealand acknowledge the inherently unique 

characteristics of ECE with infants and pedagogy with under two year olds is 

considered specialised (Ministry of Education, 1996; Dalli, Rockel, Duhn, Craw, 

Doyle, 2011; Rockel & Craw, 2011). For example, Rockel and Craw (2011) 

theorise infant pedagogy in relation to happiness, as a way of informing 

curriculum specifically for infants and toddlers A noticeable lack of reference to 

the specialised nature of infant pedagogy in the recent Productivity Commission 

Inquiry Report released early this year (Australian Government, 2015), 

suggests Australian political discourses do not recognise the complexity of 

infant pedagogy in similar ways. 
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Calls for specialised attention to infant pedagogy have also been made 

further abroad. For example, in England continuing professional development 

for ECEs working with infants has been suggested as a way to support policy 

and learning frameworks that enable the provision of quality pedagogy for 

infants and toddlers. McDowall Clark and Baylis (2012) argue that investing in 

specialised professional development of educators working with infants and 

toddlers in England is a beneficial way forward. Underpinning this 

acknowledgement of the value of specialised professional development in infant 

pedagogy, growing research evidence highlights the usefulness of forums that 

engage ECEs working with infants in safe, constructive, and deep critical 

reflection (Elfer & Dearnley, 2007; Elfer, 2012; Goouch & Powell, 2013). 

Professional development for ECEs became the focus of the current Australian 

government, with a singular $300 million commitment (for a limited time) to 

professional development programs for ECEs designed to improve skills and 

raise quality (Department of Education and Training, 2014). Consequently, ECE 

settings in Australia are well placed to access Government funding and facilitate 

specialised focus on infant pedagogy in ECE contexts with effective 

professional development for educators working with infants.  

However, despite the growing international momentum for specialised 

training and professional development in infant pedagogy, inherent challenges 

of disrupting pervasive beliefs about infant pedagogy endure. Among these 

challenges, maternalist discourses (discussed in greater detail in Chapter Two 

of this thesis) are still evident in contemporary ECE policy making in Australia 

(Bown, Sumsion, & Press, 2011). For example, the Productivity Commission 

Draft Report (Workplace Relations Framework) (Australian Government, 2014) 

commissioned by the Australian Government recommended against the 

reforms of the previous government to raise qualifications for educators working 

with infants. The recommendation to lowering the qualification requirements for 

ECEs working with infants perpetuates the tendency to think of working with 

infants as ‘caregiving’ associated with mothering in the home (Rockel, 2009). 

Unsophisticated views of what ‘care’ is can further reinforce the prevalence of 

discourses of motherhood in ECE policy. This is especially so given the 

minimum certificate level training suggested for educators, which is very short in 

duration and is primarily focused on physical health, welfare and care of 
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children. The simplification of infant caregiving in the Productivity Commission’s 

draft recommendations is indicative of a significant challenge in the provision of 

high quality pedagogy for children under three years of age.  

 
Policy discourses shaping ECE practice 

Cheeseman et al.’s (2014) examination of the complexity of productivity 

discourses of learning and lifelong education highlights how pervasive 

discourses can inform the policies that shape ECEs’ daily practices. In 

particular, discourses of images of the youngest children as competent and 

capable emerge in curriculum documents intended for use by ECEs. However, 

curriculum can only be given meaning and enacted through the mediation of 

educators who put the ideas into practice (Fleer, 2003; Rockel, 2009). How 

educators negotiate discourses related to sophisticated infant pedagogy is 

crucial to their practice. Recent research suggests that viewing infants as 

learners still presents a challenging mind shift for some educators (Brownlee, 

Berthelsen, & Segaran, 2009; Dalli et al., 2011), posing a significant barrier to 

enacting discourses of infants as capable and competent learners. Further, in 

educators’ beliefs about infants, infants’ cognitive processes or intellectual 

functioning feature less prominently (Brownlee et al., 2009; Macfarlane & 

Cartmel, 2008; Recchia & Shin, 2010; Degotardi & Davis, 2008) than 

relationships, feelings, and infants’ reliance on educators for emotional support. 

For example, Degotardi and Davis (2008) reported that educators most 

commonly described affect-based, experiential states in their interactive 

practices with infants, while Dalli et.al (2011) found educators’ views of their role 

were seen to be most active in the facilitation of emotional learning and less 

deliberate with regard to other aspects of their learning. 

At play here seems to be the meeting of competing and sometimes 

conflicting discourses in practice, namely, discourses of infants as both capable 

learners and dependent on a motherly figure (the educator). On the one hand, 

educators working with infants are being asked to shift their thinking to a 

pedagogical approach of education and care (Rockel, 2009) and critically reflect 

on the theoretical and subjective influences on their practice. On the other 

hand, maternalist discourses continue to emphasise the ‘caregiving’ role of the 

educator who relies on maternal ‘instincts’ and personal experience (Moss, 
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2006). Negotiating these competing discourses would likely be challenging and 

counterproductive in practice. For example, the Australian Government’s 

consideration to support less qualified ECEs working with infants in Australia, 

whose training and education have focused on physical health and ‘care’ of 

infants, is directly at odds with enabling ECEs understanding and ability to 

enact sophisticated contemporary pedagogical frameworks for infants.  

The challenge of how competing policy discourses and objectives for 

infants in ECE contexts are enacted in practice emerged in Elfer and Page’s  

(2015) examination of nursery managers’ perspectives on pedagogy with 

infants. In particular, there seemed to be confusion about the “ … primary aims 

of nursery, for example whether the role of a nursery is an extension of family 

organised for attachment; an extension of school organised for learning or a 

different kind of social space to either family or school.” (p.16). Similarly, 

McDowall Clark and Baylis (2012) report on the outcomes of conflicting 

discourses in practice, presenting very explicit discursive perspectives but with 

less confusion. According to McDowall Clark and Baylis (2012), graduate 

pedagogues in the England, whose aims were to support the foundation stage 

curriculum for children birth to five years old, faced telling comments and 

questions from colleagues and parents in ECE contexts. These questions 

included, “Why are you bothering doing a degree if you are only working with 

the babies?” and “You’ll be wasted down there!” (McDowall Clark & Baylis, 

2012, p.235). Taken together, the conflicting nature of policy discourses seems 

to be fragmenting beliefs about, and the practice of, quality infant pedagogy.  

That curriculum for infants can carry “hidden, silenced and taken-for-

granted assumptions that shape the lives of young children in unintended ways” 

(Cheeseman et al., 2014, p.410) is of central importance when considering how 

discourses can manifest in practice. In questioning how educators working with 

infants understand the discursive narratives with which they are being asked to 

work and how they shape infants’ encounters with curriculum, Cheeseman et al. 

(2014) signal what may be the most important issue regarding discourses of 

infant pedagogy. The way that policy discourses of infant pedagogy are enacted 

in practices that affect the pedagogical experience of infants’ in ECE settings is 

at the heart of the stated agendas of both governments and the field of ECE. 

However, research that examines how educators’ beliefs are enacted in 



	   7	  

practice is scarce, and the conflicted nature of policy discourses has resulted in 

a need for a more coherent “body of policy and practice” (Elfer & Page, 2015, 

p.17). It is timely to critically examine how the discursive narratives that may 

(and may not) be taken up in educators’ conceptions and practices, impact on 

infants’ lived experiences in ECE settings.    

 
Aims of the research 
The aim of the research reported in this thesis was to explore how discourses 

that shape ECEs’ conceptions of infants’ capabilities manifested in the 

educators’ practices, in ways that impact on the infants’ lived experiences in 

ECE contexts. The study investigated how these conceptions were evident in 

the particular discursive arrangements (among the ‘practice architectures’) of an 

ECE setting, how these arrangements were realised in educators’ practices, 

and how these practices enabled and constrained the infants’ subsequent 

practices. For the educators, the practice architectures include the conceptions 

they have about infants’ capabilities. For the infants, the practice architectures 

include the educators’ practices (as influenced by their conceptions of infants’ 

capabilities). Consequently the aims of the inquiry incorporated three foci: 

educators’ conceptions of infants’ capabilities, ECEs’ practices, and infants’ 

lived experiences. 
 

Overview of the research project 
This project has been conceived of and conducted with a number of core 

theoretical and philosophical considerations in mind. Given my own subjective 

experiences, life lessons, and professional background as an early childhood 

educator and director of early childhood (EC) services, the need to be 

respectful of the research site I entered and of all the people who spend their 

days there underpinned many of my research choices. The theory of practice 

architectures (Kemmis & Grootenboer, 2008) was a useful theoretical frame for 

the study, as it considers the arrangements of the site of practice to be 

inextricably linked with the individual practices of practitioners at the site. 

Further, a methodological attitude of ethical symmetry (Christensen & Prout, 

2002) between the educators, the infants and myself underpinned a philosophy 

of respect and collaborative and participatory methods of data generation. 
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Finally, choosing a case study approach helped to account for the complexity of 

uncovering ECEs’ conceptions and practices in infant programs, and facilitating 

the deconstruction and subsequent reconstruction of the observable 

phenomena (Baxter & Jack, 2008).   

 When the study began there were five participating educators at the case 

study site, however over the course of the data generation period one educator 

left the staff (and research) team. Data generation with educators included 

digital photo and video observations, and field notes, which were used as a 

stimulus for group discussions. The ‘Practice Architectures Map’, developed by 

me as the researcher, was used as a shared conceptual point of reference to 

help identify educators’ practices and guide group discussions about 

conceptions of infants’ capabilities that may have guided them. Existing 

artefacts from the site – including infants’ portfolios, daily observations, and 

programming notes – were also examined and discussed with educators 

informally. A small group of infants (hereafter referred to interchangeably as 

‘babies’) under 12-months of age were also participants in the study. Involving 

infants who were yet unable to walk and talk comprehensibly (and so a distinct 

developmental age) was a conscious effort to conduct research with an age 

group who are often absorbed in research groupings of ‘infant-toddler’ or ‘0-2’s’, 

and subsequently underrepresented. Data generation with the babies also 

involved digital video and photo observations, field notes, and the use of a form 

of ‘Photo Documentation’.  

 A feature of qualitative research is that data generation and analysis 

occur concurrently (Baxter & Jack, 2008), and as such are an ongoing, iterative 

process. The data in this study were analysed both during the process of data 

generation (in collaboration with educators using the Practice Architectures 

Map), and after the data generation period, further using the theory of practice 

architectures as an analytical framework. Data were categorised as practices 

(sayings, doings, relatings) and practice architectures (cultural-discursive, 

material-economic, and social-political arrangements), which shape, and are 

shaped by, the practices. Reflexivity and critical self-reflection were central to 

the validity and rigour of this study, along with careful consideration of a ‘least-

likely case’ (Flyvbjerg, 2002). The findings of the research contribute to 

literature regarding infants’ lived experiences in ECE settings, infants’ 
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capabilities in naturalistic settings, and influences on infant pedagogy and 

praxis in ECE. The thesis highlights implications for teacher education, and 

policy changes that enable quality pedagogy in infants programs.  

 

Structure of the thesis 
This thesis is presented as four journal articles, one scholarly book chapter, and 

a concluding chapter. Three of the articles have been published in peer-

reviewed journals, and the fourth has recently been accepted for publication. 

The book chapter has been accepted for publication following review by 

international authors, as well as the editors. Each piece of writing contains the 

information necessary for it to ‘stand alone’ as either a published article or a 

book chapter. Consequently, some information is repeated or incorporated into 

each of the articles and book chapter, for example, contextual information about 

the methods and methodology were included in more than one piece of writing, 

for example in Chapters Four, Five, and Six. Similarly the literature has been 

spread across a number of pieces of writing, for example in Chapters Two, 

Four, and Five The exegesis draws the separate pieces of writing together as a 

whole, and aims to facilitate the coherence of the thesis. Additionally, the 

exegesis includes elements of the thesis the articles do not cover, for example, 

aspects of the methodology. An outline of the remaining chapters of this thesis 

and each piece of writing follows: 

 

Chapter Two comprises a chapter overview and Article 1 – ‘Implicit theories 
and naïve beliefs: Using the theory of practice architectures to 
deconstruct the practices of early childhood educators’ (published in the 
Journal of Early Childhood Research). This article introduces the notion that 

deeply embedded beliefs and taken-for-granted discourses can guide ECEs’ 

practices. It discusses the contemporary pedagogical and policy context for 

educators’ efforts to deconstruct their conceptions and practices. The article 

also describes the theoretical orientation of the study, that is, the theory of 

practice architectures, and presents the notion of praxis and its place as an 

underpinning concept of the theory. The article argues for use of the theory of 

practice architectures in providing ECEs with a framework for deconstructing 

their practices, and critically reflecting on the arrangements that prefigure them. 
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The article then uses the theory of practice architectures to examine some 

influential arrangements of ECE relevant to the study, such as maternalist 

discourses, images of children, and reciprocal and meaningful relationships. 

 

Chapter Three provides the methodology of the thesis, justifies the choice for 

case study methodology, and considers the choice of a critical case. Details 

about methods for data generation and analysis are outlined, and ethical 

considerations are discussed. Article 2 – ‘Ethical symmetry in participatory 
research with infants’ (published in Early Child Development and Care), 
then describes how a methodological attitude of ethical symmetry resulted in 

the creation of one of the methods for generating data with infants. The article 

reviews literature about infants in contemporary research, and proposes that it 

is beneficial to focus on the commonalities of infants as research participants, 

while at the same time taking their unique differences into account. The article 

goes on to present data from the study that illustrates efforts towards achieving 

ethical symmetry, and describes use of a form of  ‘Photo Documentation’ with 

the babies. The article discusses actively constructing relationships with babies, 

and contributes to contemporary perspectives about research relationships with 

infants.  

 
Chapter Four presents findings of the study that directly address the first two 

focus points of the research, that is, educators’ conceptions of infants’ 

capabilities and how they manifest in the educators’ practices. The chapter 

comprises a chapter overview and Article 3 – ‘Early childhood educators’ 
conceptions of infants’ capabilities: The nexus between beliefs and 
practice’ (published in Early Years: An International Research Journal). 
Article 3 reviews literature about infants’ capabilities, highlights the scarcity of 

research that examines how educators’ conceptions are enacted in practice, 

and in doing so identifies a gap. The article then goes on to present the 

procedure, participants, and the method of using the Practice Architectures Map 

to generate and analyse data in group discussions. The analytical framework of 

the study is also described, before findings related to educators’ conceptions 

and practices are presented and discussed. 	  
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Chapter Five includes a chapter overview and the book chapter – ‘Infants’ 
practices: Shaping (and shaped by) the arrangements of early childhood 
education’ (accepted for publication in the edited book Exploring 
Educational and Professional Practice – Through the lens of practice 
architectures) – which further reviews literature regarding educators’ 

conceptions of infants’ capabilities. Literature regarding infants’ lived 

experiences in ECE settings is also reviewed, and reference to infants’ lived 

experiences as practices is explained. More information about using the 

Practice Architectures Map as a methodological tool is provided, and 

supplementary findings regarding educators’ conceptions of infants as more 

and less capable, and their subsequent practices, are presented. The chapter 

then goes on to describe how the educators’ practices became the practice 

architectures for the infants’ own practices, and to present the ways that these 

practice architectures shaped (and were shaped by) the babies’ practices.  

 

Chapter Six comprises a chapter overview and Article 4 – ‘Praxis in early 
childhood research with infants and educators’ (accepted for publication 
in the European Journal of Early Childhood Research), a reflexive article 

about the research practices undertaken in the study. The article highlights the 

challenge of negotiating subjectivities and my past experiences as a researcher 

working with infants and ECEs, and proposes that praxis is a useful concept for 

helping address ethical concerns that arise in the ‘doing’ of research. Data is 

used to illustrate the ways that the practice architectures of the research, 

including my own conceptions of infants as capable and my sense of respect for 

and solidarity with ECEs and infants, shaped (and were shaped by) my 

practices as an EC researcher. The article discusses the potential benefits of 

applying the notion of praxis in EC research, and considers implications for a 

greater theoretical focus on praxis in ECE and EC researcher education.  

 

Chapter Seven concludes the thesis with a discussion and synthesis of the 

findings, drawing together the key arguments of the study. The contribution of 

the study are highlighted, including contributions to literature about infants’ lived 

experiences in naturalistic settings, infant pedagogy in Australian contexts, 

theorising and enacting participatory research with babies and educators, and 
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literature regarding praxis in ECE research with infants. Limitations of the study 

are considered alongside possibilities for further research, and implications for 

policy, theory, and practice are discussed.  
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Chapter overview 

In considering the place of theory in research, Punch (2006)i discusses notions 

of ‘substantive theory’ and the role theory plays in the research. The term 

‘substantive theory’ is used to refer to a theory about substantive issues or 

phenomena, whose function is both to describe and explain the phenomena 

being studied (Punch, 2006). This research has used the theory of practice 

architectures (Kemmis & Grootenboer, 2008)ii as a theoretical framework and 

‘substantive theory’ to identify, describe and discuss the educators’, infants’, 

and my own practices. In doing so, educators actively engaged with a 

theoretical model that helped them see beyond their practices alone, and bring 

the conceptions that drive their practice to the fore. The following article justifies 

and outlines the use of the theory of practice architectures as a theoretical 

framework in this thesis, and in early childhood (EC) research and practice. It 

also uses the theory of practice architectures to examine a number of the 

contextual issues that underpin the investigation presented in this thesis, such 

as maternalist discourses, images of children, and reciprocal and meaningful 

relationships. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

______________________________________________________________ 
i Kemmis, S., & Grootenboer, P. J. (2008). Situating praxis in practice. In S.  

Kemmis & T. Smith (Eds.), Enabling praxis: Challenges for education 
(pp. 37-62). Amsterdam: SENSE publishing. 

ii  Punch, K. F. (2006). Developing effective research proposals (2nd ed.). 
London: Sage Publications. 
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Article 1 
Salamon, A., Sumsion, J., Press, F., & Harrison, L. (2015). Implicit theories  

and naïve beliefs: Using the theory of practice architectures to  

deconstruct the practices of early childhood educators. Journal of Early  

Childhood Research. DOI: 10.1177/1476718X14563857. 

 

 

 

Paper has been removed from the thesis due to copyright restrictions. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



	  20	  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
CHAPTER THREE: 

 
METHODOLOGY 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



	   21	  

Chapter overview 
In Chapter Two I suggested that the theory of practice architectures was a 

useful theoretical framework for identifying, articulating and examining the 

practices and practice architectures of ECE contexts. The current chapter 

further explains my use of the theory of practice architecture as a 

methodological tool in both the data generation and analysis phases of the 

research presented, and also explains the remaining elements of the 

methodology. The chapter is presented in two parts. The first part outlines the 

justification of choices for the research methodology, research design, data 

generation methods, and data analysis. A number of ethical considerations 

relating to the study are also discussed. The second part comprises Article 2, 

which details the methodological intentions of ethical symmetry underpinning 

this study, and how they were enacted in the creation of a data generation 

method with the babies. Further details of the methodology are presented in 

Article 3 (in Chapter Four of this thesis) and the book chapter (in Chapter Five 

of this thesis), which outlines how the methodological intentions of ethical 

symmetry were enacted in the creation of the ‘Practice Architectures Map’ for 

data generation with the educators.  
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Ethnographic approach 
The word ethnography literally means “writing about people” (Goldbart & 

Hustler, 2005, p.16), and as a research methodology ethnography explores 

unaltered social and cultural phenomena as they exist in the world (Buchbinder, 

Longhofer, Barrett, Lawson & Floersch, 2006; Whitehead, 2004). Ethnography 

is defined by notions of holism, immersion, depth and rapport (Frankham & 

MacRae, 2011) and so allows for the breadth and depth of inquiry necessary to 

identify and explore educators’ and infants’ practices, within the practice 

architectures of an ECE setting. Consequently, the choice of an ethnographic 

approach in this study was appropriate as it affords unique opportunities to 

understand both the micro and macro levels of ECE pedagogy (Buchbinder et 

al., 2006) in an unaltered and natural ECE context. Additionally, an 

ethnographic approach that engages open-ended processes of discovery, 

interpretation and reflexivity (Frankham & MacRae, 2011; Buchbinder et al., 

2006) is well suited to the inquiring nature of this study, in which a key focus 

involved identifying, articulating, and examining the practices, and practice 

architectures, of participants in the study.  

 
Case study design 
Practice architectures are contextually bound arrangements of particular sites of 

practice, so it was necessary to employ an approach that took the particularities 

of contemporary infant pedagogy and practice into account. A case study 

design was well suited to this need, given that, as Runeson and Host (2009) 

state, contextually bound contemporary phenomena are often suited to 

investigation through case study research. In particular, Yin (2003) outlines four 

criteria for determining whether a case study is appropriate: (a) the focus of the 

study is to answer ‘how’ and ‘why’ questions, (b) behaviour of those involved 

cannot be manipulated, (c) contextual conditions are believed to be relevant to 

the phenomena under study, and (d) the boundaries are not clear between the 

phenomenon and the context. The study undertaken met each of these criteria: 

as the researcher, I asked how educators’ conceptions impact on practice; I 

observed and explored the existing practices and experiences of adults and 

infants in their natural ECE environment; and I considered the contextual 
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elements of the workplace and educators’ prior knowledge and beliefs as 

central to the study.  

Additionally, the complexity of ECEs’ experiences in infant programs 

necessitated a deep and rich inquiry to best make explicit the often deeply held 

conceptions that might have impacted on educators’ practices. A case study 

was able do this by uncovering often strongly held beliefs through the 

deconstruction and subsequent reconstruction of various elements of the 

‘phenomena’ (Baxter & Jack, 2008). Together with the points mentioned above, 

a case study approach was therefore an appropriate and rigorous choice of 

method for this research. 

 

Choosing a critical case  

 Case study research has frequently been considered less scientifically 

rigorous than other social science approaches (Yin, 2003; Flyvbjerg, 2002) due 

to the small number of participants and particular context of a single-case study 

site and, so, the inability to generalise from one case to a greater population 

(Flyvbjerg, 2006). On the other hand it has been contended that distinctions can 

be made between statistical generalisability and conceptual or analytic 

generalisability (Stake, 2006; Gibbert & Ruigrok, 2010). Moreover, Flyvbjerg 

(2006) argues that formal generalisation is overvalued as a source of scientific 

development while the power of example is underestimated. However 

generalisability remains a central tenet in many research endeavours. The 

notion of conceptual generalisability seemed well suited to research regarding 

infant pedagogy, whereby theoretical understandings can be related to 

comparable situations (Delmar, 2010),	  and it was important that the findings of 

this small case study were conceptually generalisable in order to make a 

difference in a bigger sense.  

Following Flyvbjerg (2006), who argues for strategically chosen case 

studies as a way to significantly add to the generalisability of a study, I decided 

to use a ‘critical case’ in the research to maximise the chances of utilising the 

findings in ECE in a broader way. In particular, Flyvbjerg (2006) argues that a 

‘critical case’ (defined as “having strategic importance in relation to the general 

problem”, p.229), maximises the value of information from small samples and 

single cases. He goes on to describe critical cases as ‘most likely’ and ‘least 
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likely’ cases, where ‘least likely’ cases support logical deductions of the type 

that if it (particular phenomena one finds) is valid in a case study site where it is 

least likely to occur, then it is applicable to more cases (Flyvbjerg, 2002). By 

choosing a critical case in the research design, I was making a strategic choice 

to enable opportunities for using the findings of a relatively small case study 

most effectively and powerfully. 

 

Study site  

The site chosen for the critical case study was an infant program within 

an ECE organisation situated in Sydney’s inner western suburbs, providing 

services to young children with a variety of developmental needs and from a 

wide range of cultural and socio-economic backgrounds. The organisation is 

highly regarded in the local community and beyond, and provides early 

childhood services for children from the ages of six weeks old to five years old. 

It constituted a critical case as a site receiving a ‘high quality’ rating, following 

mandatory accreditation processes, within an ECE organisation with a long 

history of respecting, honouring and enacting the rights of all children (including 

babies) and their families. In particular, the recent history of the organisation 

includes increased efforts, through leadership and attention to professional 

development, to transform the way babies are thought of and provided for. The 

study site fulfilled the criteria of a ‘least likely’ critical case because, for 

example, it could be argued that educators’ conceptions of infants’ capabilities 

at this site are least likely to be influenced by implicit theories and naïve beliefs 

(given the focus on professional development and reflective practices with 

babies, enabled through strong leadership). Therefore, if it is found that 

educators’ conceptions of infants’ capabilities are influenced by their implicit 

theories and naïve beliefs, it can be concluded that so do most educators in a 

wider range of ECE settings.  

 

Study design 

The case study site had multiple points of inquiry so the first step was to 

attend to the design of the study by defining the ‘case’, which serves as the 

main unit of analysis (Yin, 2012). Within the whole of the organisation, the infant 

program, the children, and the staff team were considered as ‘units of analysis’ 
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with individual children chosen as further cases or ‘subcases’. Yin (2012) 

describes nested configurations, as having embedded subcases within an 

overall holistic case. As such, the research design can be defined as a single 

case study, with embedded subcases. The subcases were chosen to explore 

the different components of the research and best elicit multiple, in-depth and 

rich sources of data. I decided to consider the staff team as a whole ‘case’ 

rather than individual staff members; in other words to focus on collective 

practices rather than single out individuals. Working with the whole staff team 

rather than individuals aimed to reduce the chances of educators feeling 

scrutinised and increase the potential for them to be more involved, reflective 

and open. Importantly, this decision is consistent with notions of a respectful 

and reciprocal research approach and a shift in focus on the impact of 

educators’ practice on the infants’ experiences, which is at the heart of the 

research. Important to note too, is that it was not possible to completely 

separate the subcases given that the children became a part of data collection 

with the ECEs, and the ECEs became a part of the data collection with the 

children.  

 

Participants 

The educator participants consisted of a teaching director and four other 

educators, all with different educational qualifications ranging from certificate 

level through to master’s level in educational leadership. The levels of 

experience of educators ranged from 3-12 years. The cultural backgrounds of 

participants included Australian, Bangladeshi, Indian and Iranian born staff 

members who have Spanish, Bangla, Hindi, and Turkish as their first 

languages. After the first month, one of the educators moved to another 

program within the organisation. The remaining educators had been in the 

program from three weeks to seven years. I had worked with one of the 

educators prior to the beginning of the research. In the time leading up to the 

data generation period, the director was leading the educators in their 

undertaking of reflective practices as part of ongoing efforts to maintain high 

quality service provision to infants and families. These reflective practices 

involved weekly staff meetings where detailed observations of individual 

children and groups of children were discussed, as were program spaces and 
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the use of the resources within those spaces. The group seemed to be in the 

process of coming together as a team, and was working on growing in a 

cohesive way, as one of the educators had recently joined the team.  

The infant program catered for up to 14 infants and toddlers a day 

varying in age from 3 months to 2 years old. A total of seven infants aged 6 -12 

months participated in the study. Of those seven, four babies came from 

families with Australian born parents, two babies came from families with 

Chinese born parents, and one baby had an Italian born father and Australian 

born mother. The majority of the parents were professionals and English was 

their most common language spoken. Only one child, Kian, whose parents were 

from China, did not have English as a first language at all. Two babies attended 

the service four days a week, three babies attended the service three days a 

week, and two babies attended the service two days a week. Of the seven 

babies, Sophie’s practices were discussed in the greatest detail in Chapter Five 

of this thesis. Sophie’s parents were professionals who worked locally and 

English was the language spoken at home. Sophie’s mother usually dropped 

her at the service, and her father usually picked her up. Sophie’s mother 

appeared at ease during drop off times, often placing Sophie on the floor near a 

group of other children and an educator, as she went into the locker area to put 

Sophie’s bag away. When Sophie’s mother handed her to a familiar educator 

on parting, Sophie always separated happily reaching out to the educator when 

it was time. 

 

Data generation 

Data for the study were generated through multiple methods in order to: provide 

a rich picture (Stephenson, 2011); best open up possibilities for the optimal 

involvement of all participants; and best manage the complexity of gaining 

insights into such diverse experiences. Multi-method techniques are considered 

best able to capture the complex and dynamic nature of early child care 

environments (Buchbinder et al. 2006), and, so, suited the multifaceted and 

complex nature of the study’s inquiry. Additionally, multiple methods of data 

generation are especially useful in research approaches with young children 

who use multiple modes of communication (MacNaughton, Smith, & Lawrence, 

2003; Clark & Moss, 2011; Clark, 2010; Einarsdottir, 2007).  
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Methods were selected with the intent of engaging participants in ways 

that were least disruptive. It was essential to involve both adults and infants as 

co-researchers without expecting them to undertake substantial amounts of 

additional ‘work’ (Nofke & Somekh, 2011) and/or to disrupt their day-to-day 

lives. As such choices of data generation methods aimed to best fit in with, and 

make the most of, the regular practices of the case study site. 

 

Artefacts 

Within ECE contexts educators’ practices are enacted, in part, through 

the documentation of programs of learning, evident in the planning and 

evaluation of pedagogical opportunities offered to the children. These can be 

considered ‘artefacts’ of the site of practice, used to generate insights about 

phenomena of interest in ethnographic research. Yin (2011) considers the use 

of artefacts or ‘documents’ in data generation has both practical and strategic 

advantages. Firstly, reviewing existing documents can help with obtaining 

detailed information of participants e.g. names, dates and other relevant 

communications. Secondly, collecting and examining artefacts can add to the 

trustworthiness of the research given that the objects were created for reasons 

other than the inquiry and cannot be said to have been influenced by it. 

Artefacts (i.e., existing pedagogical documentation, planned programs, 

observations and portfolios) were used in the study to become familiar with the 

children and the rhythms of the setting in the initial stages of data generation 

period. Artefacts were also able to offer insights into how ECEs’ conceptions of 

infants’ capabilities manifested in a broad range of practices, which were 

created prior to the study being conducted and, so, were not influenced by it.  

 

Observation 

Observations of infants’ and educators’ sayings, doings and relatings, 

that is, the individual practices that emerged from particular arrangements (as 

outlined in Chapter Two and discussed in greater detail in Chapter Five), were 

taken at regular, predetermined two hour blocks of time in the day. Using field 

notes the observations captured snapshots of what was happening for both 

individual and groups of children and educators, and began to identify the 

observable sayings, doings, and relatings (see Appendix A for an example). 
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Attempts to understand infants’ lived experiences in ECE contexts in authentic, 

respectful and ethical ways requires time and attention. Observation is a 

valuable method for educators and researchers that help them “to slow down, 

listen, watch” (Vallino, 1997, cited in Monti & Crudelli, 2007, p.51). Monti and 

Crudelli (2007) go further to suggest that observation offers a view to the 

outside and inside, that when later shared with educators, can help to create a 

more aware and complete story, tentative though it may be. Consequently, 

sharing these observations with educators and/or parents who knew the 

children best and offered insights that I may not have reached on my own was 

an important part of the observation process.  

Both individual and small group observations were made. Day visits took 

place over a six-month period on three days of the week, including two 

consecutive days (to allow for consistency in children’s friendship groups) and a 

third separate day (to allow for a day in between to organise and absorb the 

data). Visits also took place at different times of the day, to allow me to observe 

and participate in a full range of the daily experiences at the site, i.e., morning, 

midday, afternoon.   

 

Digital photos and video footage 

Digital photos and video footage were used in the study to record 

educators’ and infants’ daily practices as they interacted with each other and 

their environment. Infant programs in ECE contexts can be full of sensory input 

from moment to moment, day to day, and capturing the nuances of interactions 

can be challenging. Using digital photos and video as a method of data 

generation can reveal the dynamics of the interactions in the room and give 

new insights into how children and educators negotiate their time and space 

and jointly construct meaning (Flewitt, 2006). Using a digital camera to take 

photos and video footage enabled me to revisit moments throughout the days. 

The aim was to capture a maximum of 20 minutes of video footage per day, 

however I ultimately generated significantly more footage (more than 50 hours). 

This was a useful outcome as I was able to capture a wide variety of 

interactions between the educators and babies, and between the babies 

themselves.  
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I decided on the digital footage to focus on as part of a cyclical and 

iterative process of data generation and analysis, discussed in greater detail in 

the following section. After a month of establishing relationships and rapport 

with the educators, the videos were viewed during group discussions with 

educators (and babies), discussed in further detail below. Use of the digital 

photos with the babies aimed to enable their participation in the research in a 

meaningful way as a form of ‘Photo Documentation’. Similar to pedagogical 

documentation (Edwards, Gandini, & Forman, 1998), the intention was to use 

the photos to help the infants revisit their experiences in the research and 

facilitate their active involvement in it. Full details of this form of data generation 

are discussed in Article 2, included in the second part of this chapter. 

 

Semi-structured focus groups (group discussions)	  

	   I created the ‘Practice Architectures Map’ (see Figure 1.), based on the 

theory of practice architectures (Kemmis & Grootenboer, 2008), which was 

used as a framework for discussions in the focus groups with educators.  

 

 
Figure 1. The Practice Architectures Map 

 

Similar to the theory of practice architectures framework (see Figure 2.) the 

Practice Architectures Map lists individual practices as sayings, doings, and 
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relatings, on one side, and the practice architectures that prefigure them, that is 

the cultural-discursive, material economic, and social political arrangements, on 

the other side. 

 
 

(Kemmis, Wilkinson, Edwards-Groves, Hardy, Grootenboer, & Bristol, 2014) 

 

Figure 2. The theory of practice architectures framework 

 

The focus group discussions were undertaken during regularly held staff 

meetings as a way to enable interactive, reflective discussions between 

educators and myself (Freeman, 2006), and also increase the depth of our joint 

inquiry by accessing the implicit aspects of their practice (Freeman, O’Dell & 

Meola, 2001). The first meeting was held a month after beginning the study to 

allow time for the educators to become familiar with me and the aims and 

methods of the study. In choosing a framework for the discussions, it was 
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Cooper, Hoffman, & Powell, 2002) as a model for the discussions because of its 

interactive and reflective process, and the use of an external and shared 

framework as a guide for discussions. ‘The Circle of Security’ is an intervention 

program for parents and children, which has been adapted for use more broadly 

in ECE contexts (Dolby, 2007).  

Central to the program’s functioning is ‘The Circle of Security map’, 

which is a diagram of the different aspects of The Circle of Security (Dolby, 

2007). It is used as a point of reference for ECEs or parents in a process 

described as ‘seeing and guessing’, i.e., observing what children are doing and 

discussing what they might be needing (Dolby, 2007). Similarly, use of the 

‘Practice Architectures Map’ in the study helped guide staff around the theory of 

practice architectures in relation to notions of infant capabilities, through 

discussions that focus on the map as an external, shared point of reference as 

demonstrated in Figure 3.  

 

     
Figure 3. Meetings using the Practice Architectures Map 

 

In The Circle of Security program, video footage is used to examine interactions 

between ECEs or parents and children, through ‘seeing and guessing’ 

conversations (Dolby, 2007). In the same way, in my study, viewing video 

footage of themselves with children enabled staff to be guided through 

collaborative conversations that examined their interactions with infants. Use of 

the ‘Practice Architectures Map’ aimed to offer an external point of reference 

that minimised the potential for participants to feel personally judged or 

scrutinised, thus allowing the focus to be on practice and the children’s 

experience. Having the babies present during the meetings posed particular 

challenges (discussed in greater detail in Chapter Five) however also enabled a 
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deep sense of authenticity and reciprocity (see Figure 2). The sessions were 

also audiotaped and transcriptions of meetings used as part of the interpretation 

and analysis of the data (see Appendix B for first three pages of a transcript). 

 

Reflective journal 

Goldbart and Hustler (2005) state that an important part of ethnographic 

research is the recognition that the researcher’s own interpretative process and 

position as author of the study being undertaken need to be taken account of. 

The goal of presenting your ‘reflective self’ as a researcher is “to provide the 

audience with sufficient information that it can make its own assessment of the 

potential (desirable and undesirable) effects of your lens” (Yin, 2011, p.270). 

One way I did this was to record my personal experiences, questions, feelings, 

insights, ideas and problems faced as a researcher in a reflective journal (see 

Appendix C for an example of a reflective journal entry). Entries were dated and 

related directly to whichever aspect of the research process was being 

undertaken. Using the journal to work through my own experiences of the 

research, and reflections on observations of the experiences of others, aimed to 

help guide further steps of the research process and also provide a degree of 

transparency of personal biases and feelings throughout the study. 

An important focus of the reflexivity and critical reflection documented in 

the journal, was the intent to recognise and respond to issues of power between 

myself and research participants (Daley, 2010) and as the designer of the 

research. For example, the choice to simplify the language of the theory of 

practice architectures may have had consequences with regard to how the 

ideas were understood by the educators, and the depth of the subsequent 

discussions.	  Reflections on power are also central to collaborative research 

processes, and were an important part of enacting the methodological attitude 

of ethical symmetry outlined in Article 2 in this chapter. By using Daley’s (2010) 

points in memo writing as my own guide, I was able to address the need to 

reflect on issues of power by recording (a) observations and interpretations of 

body language and gestures (including positioning, tone of voice and intonation, 

eye contact) of the educators and infants during research processes, and (b) 

my own (and others) feelings, thoughts and experiences in relation to power 
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during research processes as they emerged (see example in Appendix C, 

highlighted in yellow).  

 

Data analysis 
Baxter and Jack (2008) state that a feature of qualitative research is that the 

data generation and analysis occur concurrently, and as such it is an ongoing, 

iterative process, integrally tied with reflection during data collection and 

analysis (Nofke & Somekh, 2011). As previously mentioned, explanations of 

different processes of data analysis used in the study have been detailed 

across the articles and book chapter that comprise this thesis. In particular, 

Article 3 (presented in Chapter Four of this thesis) and the book chapter 

(presented in Chapter Five of this thesis), include details of the organisation of 

data using the theory of practice architectures. However, in the following section 

I explain the process of using the theory of practice architectures to analyse all 

forms of data, and reference examples of the ways I undertook this with the 

different forms of data. Additionally, some elements of the data analysis 

process will be described, such as justification for involving the educators in the 

data analysis processes, and using multiple sources of data during the analysis 

and interpretation phases of the research.  

As discussed in Chapter Two and in earlier sections of this chapter, the 

theory of practice architectures was used as the theoretical framework of the 

study and also adapted to create a method for generating data with the 

educators. Additionally, the theory of practice architectures was integral to the 

collaboration and analytical approach taken in the study. Iterative analysis of 

the data (e.g. observations, digital photos and video segments, and transcripts 

of prior meetings) was undertaken with educators during the group discussions 

using the Practice Architectures Map. These discussions worked toward 

deconstructing the educators’ practices and the arrangements that shaped (and 

were shaped by) their practices. Following these group discussions, I discussed 

observations and general themes with educators informally, which provided 

opportunities for their input regarding my tentative conclusions and guided the 

focus and choice of data for the next meeting. In this way interpretation of the 

data was a cyclical, collaborative process whereby member reflections of 

participants in the research helped in guiding further stages of analysis. These 
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conversations also enabled educators to question, critique and offer feedback 

about the processes, content and conclusions of observations and data to be 

used in the next group discussion. 

As described above, collaboration in interpreting data enables input and 

member reflections from participants during processes of data analysis, and 

also provides opportunities for participants to question and critique the shared 

findings (Tracey, 2010). Following the data collection period, however, I 

continued to use the theory of practice architectures for finer analysis and to 

organise and transform the data generated from my reflections, transcripts of 

the discussions, video segments, observations and artefacts from the site. 

During preparation of the articles and book chapter, the data were organised 

into sayings, doings and relatings respectively (see Appendix D for an example 

of organising the data into practices), and then further analysed with reference 

to the cultural-discursive, material-economic, and social-political arrangements 

from which they were realised (see Appendix E for example of finer analysis 

into arrangements of practice). A meeting with educators following the finer 

analysis of the transcripts and during preparation of articles was undertaken as 

a way to check with participants that any inferences drawn from the data were 

true to their expression.  

The interpretive process of using the digital photos with the infants 

(described in Article 2 in this chapter) was intended to act as a form of member 

reflection for the infants participating in the study. I intended to interpret (in 

consultation with educators and infants’ parents) infants’ body language, 

vocalisations and actions, using the interpretations to guide further action in the 

research and documentation. An incidental insight after the data collection 

period, however, resulted in the realisation that this form of data generation did 

not directly address the aims of the research, as discussed in greater detail in 

Chapter Six of this thesis. It was necessary to reconsider the analysis of data 

generated with the infants. Consequently, analysis of the data of infants’ 

practices (in relation to educators’ own practices) was undertaken in the same 

way as described above, that is, by using the theory of practice architectures to 

identify the sayings, doings, and relatings of the babies alongside the practice 

architectures created by the educators’ practices. 
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 Given the use of multiple methods for generating data, it was necessary 

to consider integration of the data in a way that maximised its utility. In their 

research investigating older peoples’ moves into nursing homes, Reed and 

Payton (2008) found that the integration of two strands of data, provided a more 

rounded picture of the phenomena being studied and enabled them to develop 

ideas about the relationships between residents’ and staff’s experiences. Baxter 

and Jack (2008) warn of the potential dangers of considering treating data 

sources independently in the analysis and interpretation phase of case study 

research. Rather, they consider “the researcher must ensure the data are 

converged in an attempt to understand the overall case” (Baxter & Jack, 2008, 

p.555). To address the danger, they suggest the researcher collaborate with 

other research team members to provide feedback on how/whether the 

integration of the data helps in meeting the aims of the proposed study during 

the analysis phase of the research. Through regular meetings with my 

supervisors I was able to gain feedback on how/whether the integration of the 

data helped in meeting the aims of the research, and also discuss any other 

pertinent aspects of data analysis and interpretation. 	  

 

Ethical considerations 

An important ethical consideration that needed to be acknowledged in relation 

to the case study site was my position as an ex-employee at the organisation, 

and the tensions that may have developed as a result of my past working 

relationship with some of the staff. ‘Insider research’ is a term that is used when 

a researcher “conducts studies with populations, communities, and identity 

groups of which they are also a member” (Kanuha, 2000, p.439) and to 

describe research undertaken by members in and on their own organisation 

(Brannick & Coghlan, 2007). Insider research is considered to be potentially 

problematic for various reasons, namely that the capacity for objectivity by the 

researcher may be impaired due to the familiarity within the setting (Mercer, 

2007; Asselin, 2003; Brannick & Coghlan, 2007). Notions of ‘preunderstanding’ 

(Brannick & Coghlan, 2007) and ‘preconceptions’ (Mercer, 2007) could be 

problematic on the part of both the participants and myself as researcher. For 

example, staff may have had preconceived notions of me, that could influence 
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the quantity and quality of information they shared, and I had a degree of 

knowledge and insight into the organisation and some of the participants. 

In addressing these issues, it was necessary to consider the specific 

context of my place as an ‘inside researcher’. At the time of the research, it was 

a number of years since I worked at site and only a small number of staff with 

whom I worked remained in the program. The research project information for 

educators (see Appendix F) referred to my current thinking, the focus of the 

research and addressed the fact that I had past relationships with some 

educators. Additionally, I offered suggestions for addressing and concerns 

including details for external contacts if they felt any sense of unease at the 

situation. My intention was to be aware of the potential weaknesses of insider 

research and actively build on its potential strengths to make the most of the 

easier access, greater rapport (Mercer, 2007) and shared understandings of the 

context of practice. Given that researchers are never completely removed from 

their own subjectivity, and rather always need needed to address 

‘preunderstandings’ in realistic and thoughtful ways, issues of preconception 

and assumption and were addressed through processes of reflexivity, meetings 

with supervisors, and would have applied regardless of where the research was 

undertaken.	  	  

As previously mentioned, ethical issues relating to power (along with 

considerations of trustworthiness and rigour in the research) are presented in 

Chapter Six, as they were inherently connected to critical self-reflection and 

reflexivity while conducting the research and seem best presented with those 

findings and discussion. Other ethical issues regarding participants - such as 

voluntary participation, informed consent, right to discontinue, use of data and 

anonymity/confidentiality issues - were addressed in the Human Research 

Ethics application and approved by the Charles Sturt University Human 

Research Ethics Committee prior to the commencement of the study. Consent 

forms for all the babies and toddlers in the program were signed. Generally, 

however, only the youngest children were observed.  For copies of the letter of 

invitation to the manager and director, and research project information for 

educators, please see Appendices G and H respectively. Importantly, research 

with infants necessitated particular ethical consideration as issues of power and 

voice are thought to be especially pertinent in research with young children 
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(Johanssen, 2011; Clark & Moss, 2011; MacNaughton, Smith, & Lawrence, 

2003). The notion of ‘ethical symmetry’ was used in the research to overcome 

the potential divide between features of research with adults and children, and 

is discussed in detail in Article 2, which follows.  
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Article 2 

Salamon, A. (2015). Ethical symmetry in participatory research with infants.  

Early Child Development and Care, 185(6), 1016-1030. 
 

 

 

 

Paper has been removed from the thesis due to copyright restrictions. 
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Chapter overview 
The previous chapters have outlined the contextual, theoretical, and 

methodological foundations of the research presented in this thesis. The current 

chapter is the first of three chapters that present and discuss the findings of the 

research study. In particular this chapter comprises Article 3, which examines 

the conceptions educators have of infants’ capabilities and, so, begins to 

address the aims of the research. The first point of focus of this study, as stated 

in Chapter One, was to examine educators’ conceptions of infants’ capabilities. 

The article reviews literature about infants’ capabilities from developmental and 

theoretical perspectives, and identifies a gap in the literature regarding 

educators’ actual conceptions of infants’ capabilities in ECE contexts. Findings 

of the research are then presented that highlight the discourses, that is, the 

particular cultural-discursive arrangements of the site of practice that shaped 

educators’ conceptions of infants’ capabilities and prefigured their practices in 

particular ways. In doing so, the chapter begins to address the second focus of 

the study, which was to examine educators’ practices. This chapter raises 

questions about the ways educators’ practices are prefigured by cultural-

discursive arrangements that may enable and constrain particular outcomes for 

the babies and lays the groundwork for the following chapter.  
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Article 3 
Salamon, A., & Harrison, L. (2015). Early childhood educators’ conceptions of  

infants’ capabilities: The nexus between beliefs and practice. Early  

Years: An International Journal of Research and Development, 35(3), 

273-288. 

 

 

 

 

Paper has been removed from the thesis due to copyright restrictions. 
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Chapter overview 
In Chapter Four, I reviewed some literature about infants’ capabilities, and 

presented the first set of findings concerning educators’ conceptions of infants’ 

capabilities as amongst the practice architectures that prefigured the educators’ 

practices with the infants. The current chapter builds on the findings of the 

previous chapter, presenting data that illustrates how educators’ practices 

create arrangements – the practice architectures – that prefigure babies’ 

practices in ways that enable and constrain their opportunities for learning. This 

chapter also adds to the literature review and reviews additional literature 

regarding infants’ lived experiences in ECE settings. This chapter then picks up 

on the discussion in Chapter Four, which touches on educators’ conceptions of 

infants as more and less capable of independent social engagement with peers, 

presenting data examples of educators’ practices that were influenced by these 

conceptions. The chapter also picks up on the suggestion that practices 

emerging within focus educator relationships may enable and constrain 

particular outcomes for the babies. This is highlighted in an in-depth analysis of 

a particular child’s, Sophie’s, practices where her possibilities for learning about 

emotional regulation were enabled and constrained within the arrangements 

created by different educators’ practices. The book chapter was accepted for 

publication with no pictures, but, for the purposes of this thesis, photos have 

been added to the chapter and reference made to other chapters in the thesis. 
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Infant’s practices: Shaping (and shaped by) the arrangements of early 
childhood education. 

 
Abstract 
 

Research about infant pedagogy is often restricted to educators’ 
espoused beliefs and interpretations, with a limited view into how those 
beliefs might be enacted in practice and potentially impact on babies’ 
lived experiences. This chapter examines infants’ practices in early 
childhood education (ECE) contexts, and the arrangements of ECE 
practice that enable and constrain them. Drawing on data generated 
from the author’s doctoral study, the chapter considers the conceptions 
of educators as among the practice architectures which shape infants’ 
practices. How educators’ conceptions of infants’ capabilities manifest in 
their sayings, doings, and relatings is briefly explored. The primary focus 
on infants’ subsequent practices reveals the potential impact of the 
practice architectures of ECE on opportunities for babies’ learning, and 
adds to existing literature about infants’ lived experiences in ECE 
settings. Infants’ practices are not only shaped by the practice 
architectures of ECE, they also shape the practices of educators and, so, 
the practice architectures of their particular setting. Implications for the 
agency of infants in actively contributing to their lived experiences in 
ECE settings are discussed. 

 
Introduction 

Early childhood education (ECE) settings are particular places in 

educational systems, prefigured by histories that enable and constrain the 

practices of educators. Though sharing general aims with primary, secondary, 

and tertiary education systems, many of the arrangements of ECE are unique. 

For example, discourses of motherhood and the ‘image of the child’ act as 

pervasive cultural-discursive arrangements in ECE, that shape pedagogical 

practices in particular ways (Salamon, Sumsion, Press, & Harrison, 2015). That 

these arrangements, and others, enable and constrain early childhood 

educators’ practices within ECE contexts is a central feature of the theory of 

practice architectures. Taken further, infant pedagogy has its own unique place 

within the practice architectures of early childhood education. In many ways the 

arrangements of ECE with infants have emerged out of a particular history of 

infant care and education, and are realised in sayings, doings, and relatings 



	   49	  

that are specific to ECE settings. For example, given infants’ developmental 

dependency on adults to meet their basic needs, a significant part of educators’ 

practice involves physically tending to infants in routine doings based on sleep 

times, meal times, and toileting practices (Rockel, 2009). In addition to working 

within the practice architectures of ECE then, educators must also navigate the 

particular practice architectures of infant pedagogy, which shape, and are 

shaped by, their practices.  

In their study of what life is like for infants in Australian ECE contexts, 

Sumsion, Harrison, Press, Mcleod, Goodfellow, and Bradley (2011) suggest 

that infants’ experiences can be understood as “ways of being within the social, 

cultural, and physical spaces of their early years environment” (p.114). 

Similarly, Mahon, Kemmis, Francisco and Lloyd (accepted for publication) 

describe socially established human activities that involve utterances and 

shared forms of understanding, modes of action, and ways of relating to other 

people in the world, as practices. Therefore, though qualitatively different to 

older children, babies’ lived experiences in ECE settings can be conceived of as 

practices, and the discursive, physical, and relational environment the 

educators establish through their practices become the framework within which 

the infants themselves experience ECE. In this way, educators’ practices are 

among the practice architectures that enable and constrain the babies’ 

practices. As Kemmis, Wilkinson, Edwards-Groves, Hardy, Grootenboer, and 

Bristol (2014) state however, “Practices make paths, on the one hand, and, on 

the other, how the practice of walking paths, whether paths are already laid 

down or trails we blaze for ourselves, also makes us” (p.90). Drawing on data 

from my doctoral study, this chapter examines the paths that educators’ 

practices make in ECE contexts, how infants walk those paths, and the paths 

that infants’ own practices create in the setting.  

 

Educators’ conceptions of infants’ capabilities 
Research shows that the conceptions educators have of preschool and 

school age children’s abilities can influence the ways they interact with those 

children (Rist, 2000; Dobbs & Arnold, 2009; Zinsser et al., 2014), and have 

implications for children’s educational experiences (Ready & Wright, 2011). 

Literature regarding early childhood educators’ conceptions of infants’ 
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capabilities, however, is scarce. Recchia and Shin (2010) describe student 

teachers’ surprise at infants’ physical and communicative capabilities, and 

consider the results of their study “created opportunities for early childhood pre-

service teachers to re-think their existing beliefs about infants’ capacities and 

capabilities” (p.143). The surprise of the student teachers, and the ‘re-thinking’ 

of their beliefs about what infants are capable of seem to reflect what McDowall 

Clark and Baylis (2012) refer to as the assumed “incompetence of infants” 

(p.232). Similarly, others claim infants’ social capabilities have long been 

underestimated (Howes & Toyan, 1999; Rubin, Coplan, Chen, Buskirk, & 

Wojslawowicz, 1999; Salamon, 2011). Davis and Degotardi’s (2015) study is, to 

the best of my knowledge, the only research that examines early childhood 

educators’ conceptions of infants’ social capabilities. Among their mixed 

findings, and contrary to the suggestion infants’ social capabilities have been 

underestimated, educators acknowledged a wide range of infant social 

capabilities. Inconsistencies, however, were found between educators’ beliefs 

and their reported practices. These inconsistencies were considered a result of 

the “implicit and pervasive beliefs” (Davis & Degotardi, 2015, p.11) educators 

hold about infants, and the authors highlighted the importance of investigating 

educators’ views alongside their actual practices. 

 

Educators’ conceptions manifest in their practices and establish practice 

architectures  

 The first aim of my doctoral research was to identify and examine 

practices and conceptions of five educators working in an infant program in the 

inner western suburbs of Sydney, in a collaborative research approach. I visited 

the site for three half days a week for six months, to observe the typical 

practices of both the educators and the infants. Data were generated from 

digital photographs, video, written observations, and existing pedagogical 

artefacts from the site, such as educators’ observations and programming 

notes. The data were then presented and discussed in group discussions with 

educators. The theory of practice architectures was central to the collaborative 

process of generating data about practices and conceptions with educators in 

the group discussions. Use of the ‘Practice Architectures Map’ [for more detail 

see Salamon & Harrison (2015) in Chapter Four of this thesis], a simplified 
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diagram of the theory of practice architectures, offered an external, shared 

conceptual point of reference that was used to deconstruct educators’ practices, 

and examine their underlying conceptionsi. The theory of practice architectures 

was also central to the analytical approach taken in the study. The data 

generated from transcripts of the discussions, observations, and artefacts were 

organised into cultural-discursive, material-economic, and social-political 

arrangements, realised as sayings, doings, and relatings. Iterative analysis of 

the data was undertaken with educators during the data collection period. 

Additionally, a secondary meeting with educators was undertaken to check the 

validity of inferences drawn from the evidence, and ask further questions about 

ideas that emerged from the transcripts.  

The key findings of the first part of the study are summarised by Salamon 

and Harrison (2015)(in Chapter Four of this thesis). A cycle was said to occur 

when educators believed infants to be more or less capable of particular types 

of independent learning, and this belief was translated into practices that either 

enabled or constrained opportunities for babies to practice independent 

learning. For example, educators’ conceptions of babies as capable of 

independent physical learning, would result in practices that enabled 

opportunities for babies’ independent physical experiences. Given that, as 

Mahon et al. suggest, “… the effects and consequences of one practice can 

shape other practices” (accepted for publication, p.9), it becomes clear that the 

educators’ practices can become practice architectures for the babies’ 

practices, and vice versa. While Salamon and Harrison (2015) touched on 

conceptions of infants as more and less capable of independent social 

engagement with peers, educators’ practices that emerged out of these 

conceptions were not identified and only incidental mention of the observable 

outcomes for the babies was made. The evidence of the research reported here 

develops these ideas further. In the next section I show how the cultural-

discursive arrangements that prefigure the educators’ practices, such as 

conceptions of infants as more and less capable, do in fact play a role in 

constraining and enabling the babies’ practices.  
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Gentle hands 

As mentioned, conceptions of infants as less capable of independent 

social engagement with peers have been a pervasive cultural-discursive 

arrangement in ECE. These conceptions can prefigure ECE practice in enabling 

and constraining ways: a finding confirmed in a discussion with educators. A 

discussion of the difference between what educators have been taught about 

infants’ social capabilities and what they see before them in the everyday life of 

ECE settings emerged in response to an interaction between two 8-month old 

babies during the meeting. One educator commented: 

 

“I mean look at that, that was a clear interaction between Kian and 
Sophie and that’s something that we’ve been taught, that children don’t 
properly interact until they’re much older … You know, all the stages of 
play, we start to think of solitary play and parallel play and collaborative 
play but this isn’t parallel play. What we’re seeing right now isn’t solitary 
play, there’s a clear interaction there …. If we don’t question our practice 
we end up possibly restricting what these children do”. 

 

Following findings reported by Degotardi and Davis (2015), this excerpt from 

the data demonstrates that some educators hold conceptions of infants as 

capable independent social actors. The following transcript of a video 

observation capturing an interaction between two babies, offers an example of 

an educator’s conceptions of infants as socially capable, manifested in their 

sayings, doings, and relatings. Still photos of each part of the video are 

embedded after the excerpt: 

 

Ten-month old Kian is standing at a table with 13-month old Aiden and 
12-month old Penny, looking at pictures together, with an educator sitting 
nearby and engaging with them all. Kian touches the back of Aiden’s 
head, looks at his hand then clenches his fist with a handful of hair inside 
it. Aiden brings his head forward, then lifts it back up and looks at Kian. 
Kian bends his head forward so their foreheads touch and lets go of his 
hair. Aiden pushes his head against Kian’s then stands up and brings his 
hand up to where Kian had hold of his hair and vocalises. The educator 
has been watching and moves her left hand closer to Kian, repeats the 
vocalisation saying “Ohhh, what happened, was he touching your hair?” 
and then laughs gently. 
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This educator’s conceptions of infants as more capable of independent social 

learning, emerged in doings such as fine and close observation of both Kian 

and Aiden. Salamon and Harrison (2015) write about the doing of close 

observation of infants, underpinned by a conception of infants as capable of 

independently managing their physical learning situations. Similarly, the excerpt 

above illustrates an educator watching and waiting in a social learning situation, 

and, so, creating practice architectures that enable and constrain the infants’ 

subsequent practices. The interaction continues: 

 

Kian leans into Aiden putting his head on Aiden’s shoulder, and the 
educator loosely takes hold of Kian’s wrist with her left hand, smiles and 
then laughs gently again saying “Oh ho ho, what you doing, you pushing 
him? Are you pushing him?” in a light good humoured tone. Kian 
continues leaning against Aiden, who has put his arm around Kian and is 
letting him lean against him. The educator takes hold of Kian’s upper arm 
with her right hand while she shifts her position, and ends up supporting 
both children from behind. She continues to smile and looks at Kian 
saying “You want a cuddle? You want a cuddle from Aiden? That’s a 
nice cuddle”, Kian leans more heavily into Aiden’s body. The educator 
says “Oooooh” and giggles softly, looking at Kian and myself. Aiden 
continues to allow Kian to rest his weight on him, while Kian looks up at 
the educator with a half smile. The educator moves her head and says 
with a big smile “Very nice cuddle, thank you Aiden”. Kian smiles again, 
and again she giggles gently.  
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The excerpt above features the educators’ sayings as ‘mind mindedness’ talk, 

that is, “the tendency of adults to ascribe mental states and processes when 

describing infants’ behavior” (Degotardi & Sweller, 2012, p.253). Degotardi and 

Sweller (2012) consider that educators’ ability to respond to infants’ mental 

states by speaking to their current perceptions, goals, and understandings may 

contribute to stimulating infant learning. By questioning Kian’s motives and 

actions, this educator is engaging in communication that acknowledges and 

extends his thoughts and feelings. In doing so, she is creating practice 

architectures that enable opportunities for his learning about his own 

psychological states, and eventually those of others. The interaction concludes 

with the next part of the excerpt:  

 

For no apparent reason, Kian begins to cry. The educators’ face changes 
to a concerned look and she says “What happened? What happened?” 
as Kian begins to cry more heavily. Aiden kisses Kian on the head. The 
educator looks at Kian and nods and says with a sympathetic tone 
“That’s a very big cuddle. Thank you Aiden very much for the big cuddle, 
yes. Yes”, while moving her hand under his armpit and supporting him 
physically again. Kian begins to ‘settle’ and his crying eases. Aiden then 
taps Kian on the head once, and Kian begins to cry again. The educator 
softly and evenly says to Aiden “Oh, thank you, thank you” while Kian 
continues to cry. Aiden taps Kian on the head again and he cries harder, 
while the educator says calmly and soothingly “Gentle, gentle hands” 
and looks at both Aiden and Kian in turn. I think he don’t like it”. 
 

     
 

Altogether, the interaction above highlights the particular sayings, (i.e., ‘what 

you doing’, smiling and laughing, ‘you want a cuddle’, ‘very nice cuddle’, ‘thank 

you Aiden’, ‘gentle hands’, ‘I think he don’t like it’), doings, (i.e., questioning, 

closely observing, supporting first Kian and then both children physically, 

repeating the children’s vocalisations, using her open hand to reinforce her 

words if needed), and relatings (i.e., relating with humour, ease, interest, 
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concern, calm, sympathy, gentleness, steadfastness), of an educator who 

believes infants are capable of actively understanding and managing social 

situations. Though it is never possible to be completely sure what a baby is 

learning, it is possible to reflect on the way these practices establish 

arrangements that prefigure opportunities for the babies’ learning. For example, 

Kian might have learned that it is okay to touch and hug another child with 

interest, and in turn be touched even though it might have become unsettling for 

a moment. From the same interaction, Aiden might have had the chance to 

become a little more skillful at using his ‘gentle hands’, through learning that 

kind of pressure is too much, it’s not gentle.  

In the example above, the practices of the educator enabled possibilities 

for babies’ learning about active social interactions and the range of their own 

feelings within those interactions. The following example of another incident 

presents as a stark contrast to the experience of ‘gentle hands’, and combines 

a written and photographic observation: 
 

Ten-month old Billy approaches Sara, who is falling asleep on the mat. 
He reaches down and pats her on the back, then holds on to her jumper 
and pulls a little, smiling. He reaches up and moves his hand towards her 
face, smiling still. An educator catches sight of him and calls out to him in 
alarm “Billy, stop!” She quickly moves to where Billy is still reaching for 
Sara’s face, and pulls his arm away with a full grip around his elbow. She 
sits beside Billy, as he continues to look at Sara, steadily, with her hand 
restraining his arm while saying “Gentle hands, Billy you have to use 
gentle hands”. 

 

     
 

This transcript highlights the practices of an educator who believes infants are 

less capable of managing social situations effectively, and seems to assume 

the approaching baby is going to hurt the child lying on the floor. Similarly, 

Davis and Degotardi (2015) referred to educators who held deficit views of 
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infants in social situations, and subsequently reported the educators believed 

they needed to intervene more. In the example above, the practices of the 

educator include sayings tinged with urgency, which were reinforced by quickly 

removing Billy’s hand from Sara. Removing Billy’s hand, as both a saying and 

doing, reflects a way of relating that raises questions about the educator’s use 

of power. Leavitt (1994) refers to containment of young children’s mobility as a 

way educators working with infants exercise their power. While I am certain the 

educator was acting out of good intentions for ‘protecting’ Sara, for Billy it meant 

being suddenly and abruptly held back from interacting with Sara and having 

his hands restrained. The practice architectures created by this educator’s 

practices would very likely have prefigured different opportunities for learning 

about social interactions and how to use ‘gentle hands’.  

The transcripts above of two different social interactions, demonstrate 

how educators’ conceptions influence practices that become among the 

practice architectures prefiguring the opportunities for infants’ learning. In the 

first example, an educator believed the babies to be more capable of managing 

their social interaction independently. Though she was always watching and 

waiting to act, in similar ways as the educator in Salamon and Harrison’s (2015) 

example of a baby who appeared to be choking on too much food, the educator 

did not intervene in the social interaction until she needed to, that is, when Kian 

became upset about being tapped on the head. In the second example, the 

educator thought the baby to be less capable of managing the social situation 

independently. Rather than watching and waiting to see what Billy would do, all 

the while being ready to act if needed, the educator in this interaction acted 

quickly and abruptly. As made evident in each of these examples, the practice 

architectures created through the educators’ particular practices clearly enabled 

and constrained very different opportunities for social learning. 

 
Infants’ lived experiences in ECE 
 There are always parts of children’s experiences that are impossible for 

researchers to understand, and insights into infants’ experiences could be 

considered even harder to gain given their limited verbal communication. 

Consequently, contemporary perspectives on research with infants have 

problematised attempts to gain infants’ perspectives in research (Elwick, 
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Bradley, & Sumsion, 2014; Salamon, 2015). Elsewhere, I argue that 

possibilities exist for misinterpreting observations of infants, given they cannot 

confirm or deny the researcher’s findings (Salamon, 2015). I further suggested, 

however, that rather than focusing on the inherent challenges of researching 

with infants, it is beneficial to realign the focus on commonalities of infants as 

participants, while taking the differences into account in the research design. 

Consequently, research that seeks to examine infants’ lived experiences in 

ECE is considered an open-ended co-production of accounts of infants’ lives by 

examining the interconnectedness of various elements in ECE contexts 

(Bradley, Sumsion, Elwick, & Stratigos, 2012). For example, Stratigos (2015) 

describes the interconnected nature of other children, spaces, materials, and 

adults (including herself) in an infant’s desire to ‘belong’. Consistent with 

research that incorporates the holistic bodily expressions of infants and 

preverbal children into the research design (Sommer, Pramling Samuelsson, & 

Hundeide, 2013; Nyland, 2009; Rossholt, 2009; Shin, 2010), the research 

presented here uses the theory of practice architectures to examine the 

interconnected and observable practices of the infants participating in the 

project.  

 

Babies’ practices enabled and constrained by practice architectures  

 The second part of the study reported on here asks how educators’ 

practices (as influenced by their conceptions of infants’ capabilities) impact on 

babies’ lived experiences in ECE contexts. The aim was to first identify the 

ways that educators’ practices came to be amongst the practice architectures 

for the babies, and examine how these arrangements prefigured the babies’ 

practices in ways that enabled and constrained their lived experiences in ECE 

contexts. In all, there were seven infants that participated in the research. Data 

about the babies were generated from written, photo, and video observations, 

and from portfolio observations documented by educators prior to the data 

collection period. In particular, an intention of the process of generating data 

with the babies was to include them in the data generation process as research 

participants, using a form of ‘photo documentation’ (Salamon, 2015). The 

babies engaged with the photo documentation in a number of ways (see 

Salamon, 2015, for full details). The data presented in the following section 
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examines how the babies’ practices were enabled and constrained by the 

practice architectures of educators’ practices. In particular, practices that 

emerged from educators’ conceptions of infants as more and less emotionally 

capable will be analysed.  

A number of the nuances of babies’ practices can be aligned with the 

theory of practice architectures in a number of ways, for example vocalisations 

as sayings, and actions as doings. However, given infants’ limited capacity for 

using recognisable words in their communication, clarification is needed with 

regard to babies’ sayings. Similar to Rossholt’s (2009) account of infants’ bodily 

practices, Green and Hopwood (2015) reflect on elements of speech as a 

precise embodied practice:  

 
“lips and tongue in movement, and the musculature of the throat, 

breathing, the head itself, and relatedly, its associated gaze-work, the 

eyes and the senses more generally …. What people say and what they 

do, in practice, in its enactment and realisation, are quite fundamental 

then.” 

(Green & Hopwood, 2015, p.19) 

It follows that babies’ sayings are ‘spoken’ in the form of embodied and vocal 

communication through, among other things, gaze, facial movements, and 

intensities and types of cries. The babies’ sayings, doings, and relatings will be 

more closely examined in the following section. The findings reported here 

further adds to Salamon and Harrison’s (2015) findings, and shows how the 

cultural-discursive arrangements that prefigure the educators’ practices, such 

as conceptions of infants as more or less capable of independent emotional 

learning, constrain and enable the babies’ practices and opportunities for 

learning.  

 

What’s wrong with Sophie? 

Among the material-economic arrangements of the program, as 

mentioned above, was the ‘focus care giver’ system (for full details see 

Salamon & Harrison, 2015), underpinned by attachment theory, and the belief 

that infants needed the emotional consistency of a permanent caregiver who 

undertakes all the routine doings throughout the child’s day at the centre, for 
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example, nappy change, mealtimes, and bedtimes. However, attachment 

interactions are being examined more closely in the ECE literature (Page & 

Elfer, 2013) and researchers are rethinking the implications of integrating 

attachment theory into ECE curriculum (Cortazar & Herreros, 2010). Similarly, 

Salamon and Harrison (2015) reported on educators who took the view that 

babies might be more sociable when exposed to people other than their focus 

educator, with whom they had strong attachment relationships. The following 

written observations highlight one baby’s practices within arrangements created 

by the practices of their focus educator, as well as other permanent educators 

with whom the baby is familiar: 

	  

Transcript 1 

 

An educator goes to put their focus child, Sophie (9-months old), down 
on the floor so she can attend to another child, Timmy, who is crying. 
Sophie begins to vocalise in a ‘whiney’ way, crinkling up eyes and face 
suggesting she is not happy and making crying type sounds. The 
educator says “I’m just going to get Timmy, look he’s upset” and makes a 
move toward Timmy, but Sophie continues to make her ‘unhappy’ faces 
and sounds and the educator picks up Sophie again. Sophie stops the 
‘unhappy’ signs, but Timmy continues to cry and another child, Kian, 
begins crying too. The educator makes moves to leave Sophie again to 
attend to Timmy and Kian, and the same thing happens three times, i.e., 
the educator tries to leave Sophie and returns when Sophie makes her 
vocalisations and faces. In the end, the educator is trying to manage 
three partly upset children on her lap. Following this, Sophie sits on the 
educators’ lap for an extended period of time in her lap. 

	  

Sophie’s sayings include her facial expressions and the different vocalisations 

and crying type sounds she uses to call out to her focus educator. The focus 

educators’ conceptions of Sophie as less capable of independently regulating 

her feelings, and rather needing the educator to do so, are evident in her doings 

of repeatedly bringing Sophie onto her lap. However, consistent with Nakayama 

(2010) and Chen, Green, and Gustafson’s (2009) research Sophie’s vocal acts 

seemed more communicative and among the range of ‘fake cries’ the 

researchers identified. That Sophie is actively using these sophisticated crying 

type behaviours suggests these communications are a part of the dynamic, or 
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social-political arrangements, she has co-created with her focus educator. This 

arrangement is realised in the particular ways of relating physically, as 

demonstrated above. The educator leaves for her break and Sophie ‘grizzles’ 

on and off, with first a casual and then a permanent educator, who move her on 

and off their lap for about ten minutes:	  

	  

Another permanent educator comes onto the verandah, and sits down 
next to Sophie. She talks to her in a steady and supportive way saying, 
“Oh, what is that sad face there” and Sophie looks up at her making 
similar ‘unhappy’ signs, i.e., crinkling up her eyes nose and face, and 
making half ‘whiney’ sounds. The educator reaches out and rubs 
Sophies’ back while talking to her about what she might be feeling, 
brings attention to what the other children nearby are doing and says 
“See what’s this that Timmy’s got, oh it’s shells” and reaches for a shell 
and offers it to Sophie. Sophie reaches for the shell and half smiles, 
bringing it to her mouth and ends up sitting on her own, engaged with the 
shells and other children for some time. 

	  

Sophie seems to use her sayings with intent and purpose again, met this time 

by different practices of a second permanent educator who uses similar mind-

minded sayings as described in the previous section. However, the second 

permanent educator uses both physical and verbal sayings and ways of 

relating, without relying solely on her physicality to ‘help’ Sophie feel better.  

Salamon and Harrison (2015) reflect on physical proximity in educators’ 

relatings, and the examples above highlight how these practices facilitate 

different possibilities for Sophie’s subsequent practices. In the second 

observation Sophie’s subsequent practices include engaging in social doings 

and relatings with other children and the pedagogical spaces of the 

environment. The next observation shows Sophie engaged with peers during 

morning drop off time. An educator is talking to a parent and welcoming another 

child for the day. Because of the circumstances, Sophie receives no immediate 

support from the educator. Still photos of each part of the video are embedded 

in the transcript: 
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Transcript 2 

 
Three babies (Timmy 9.5-months old, Ellen 12-months old, and Sophie 
11-months old) are sitting together in a space during morning drop off 
time. Timmy tries to catch the edge of the lid of a container Sophie is 
holding, but Sophie pulls it away and plays with it for a few moments. 
Timmy then takes the lid from her hand. Sophie holds on tight for a 
moment but Timmy pulls it out of her hand and her expression changes. 
Sophie lifts her head, looks at me and then looks toward the educator 
who is talking to a parent. She brings her eyebrows together and 
vocalises softly, partly whining and partly crying out, then looks back at 
me.  
 

     
 

Timmy and Ellen look at her, and she looks at Timmy and continues to 
half whine. Ellen looks at Timmy who has the container in his other hand, 
smiles, then back at Sophie and reaches out and touches Sophie on the 
chest while she vocalises assertively. Sophie screws up her face quickly, 
which begins to go red, looks down and makes crying sounds again 
though somewhat more intensely than before. Sophie’s vocalisations are 
brief but she still has her face screwed up and is looking at me now 
…….. Ellen touches her face. Sophie screws up her eyes, nose and face, 
opens her mouth wide and makes measured crying-like vocalisations for 
a few moments, first looking at the educator and then at me as she does.  
 

     
 

She stops, then makes a few loud but less intense sounds. The educator 
has been talking to the parent dropping off their child, but is watching. 
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Sophie continues to make her ‘unhappy’ sounds on and off, kicking her 
legs out and looking between the educator and in front of her …… Ellen 
engages vocally with the educator who gets down on the floor, and 
Sophie looks down and begins to screw up her face and softly make her 
‘unhappy’ sounds then looks back up and directly at the educator. The 
educator changes her expression from bright and smiling and looks at 
Sophie and says in a sympathetic voice “What’s wrong with Sophie?”.  
 

     
 

Sophie continues to look at her with chin down and holding the little bowl 
in her hands, her face slightly screwed up but watching as another child 
engages with the educator. As the educator asks the other children how 
they are, Sophie continues to feel the bowl in her hand and her face 
becomes neutral while she watches the interaction. She looks at another 
child playing in a different play space, and touches the bowl to the floor 
as her hand moves downward. It makes a noise, and she repeats the 
action a number of times then crawls toward the other child seemingly 
happy again. 

 

In the transcript above, the educator was engaged with a parent but had been 

keeping an eye on the interaction, and believed these three babies could 

manage the social situation independently. Further, she believed Sophie could 

manage her emotional experience independently. Consequently, her practices 

were similar to those of the educator who believed in the babies’ social 

capabilities, that is, to watch and wait. Within those practice architectures, these 

babies shared many opportunities that enabled particular practices of their own. 

The babies’ sayings included smiling, watching intently, gesturing, and very 

clear expressions of discontent. Their doings included learning to negotiate 

shared resources, seeking assistance through vocalisations to adults, and self-

regulating their own emotional experiences. Finally, the babies’ relatings 

included more extended periods of time experiencing the dynamics of the 

developing relationships with their peers. In particular, Sophie experienced 
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relatings that involved almost no physical proximity with an educator and she 

was ultimately able to rely on her self. 
The data segments above highlight the practices of one baby, shaped 

by, and shaping, practice architectures created by the practices of different 

educators. In Transcript 1, Sophie’s focus educator believed Sophie needed her 

to manage what appears to her to be an emotional expression. However, 

Sophie’s sayings seem to be more communicative than emotional, suggesting 

that Sophie is actively using her crying type behaviours as a form of ‘emotional 

capital’ii. That is, Sophie seems to be ‘cashing in’ on the dynamic that she has 

created with her focus educator, grounded in the nature of her attachment 

relationship with her focus educator. The endpoint for Sophie was to end up 

sitting in the educator’s lap for an extended period of time with limited 

engagement with pedagogical spaces and other children around her. To carry 

on the analogy, in Transcript 2, when Sophie used the same ‘currency’ with 

another educator, i.e., cries and whines of different intensity, the educator’s 

practices shaped different outcomes for Sophie, and she became engaged with 

other children and resources. In the end, Sophie needed to regulate her own 

emotional experience. The difference in her behaviour was influenced by the 

way the educators responded to the same crying type communication, 

grounded in beliefs of infants as more and less capable of regulating their 

emotional experience, enabled and constrained different possibilities for 

Sophie’s learning about social understandings and emotional resilience.  

 
Concluding thoughts 

This chapter has examined practices early of childhood educators that 

emerged from particular ways the educators think about and believe in infants 

as more and less capable. In similar ways as Salamon and Harrison (2015) 

described educators’ practices when they believed infants capable of physical 

and cognitive independence, this chapter has suggested that educators who 

believed infants to be more capable of social and emotional independence 

appeared to give the babies more ‘space’ to manage their social and emotional 

experiences independently. Their sayings included ‘mind-mindedness’ talk and 

were confident, supportive, and often reinforced with physical doings that 

seemed to equally ‘speak’ to infants’ non-verbal communication styles, such as 
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a rub on the back while finding a new resource to talk about. Those educators 

who believed infants to be less capable of social and emotional independence 

seemed to use their physicality more to support, and at times interfere with, 

infants. Their sayings seemed to have fewer psychological ascriptions or 

extended explanations, and rather than reinforcing sayings with physicality, 

their physical doings were a primary mode of interacting with the babies. In 

many ways the relatings of these educators are realised through their physical 

power to either pick up or stop a child. 

Examining the ways that educators’ practices created arrangements 

within which the babies own practices and learning were shaped, has been 

central to the study discussed in this chapter. For example, infants’ doings such 

as reaching for peers, touching them, and negotiating shared objects, and 

relatings such as hugging and kissing their peers, and negotiating the dynamics 

of social interactions, were all enabled by practices that were underpinned by a 

belief of infants as socially capable. The practices of the babies identified here, 

builds on research that reports of infants’ social agency and their capacity to 

interact in meaningful ways that mutually share “attention and intention” 

(Degotardi, 2011, p.32). The babies’ practices presented in this chapter were 

found to be enabled by the space afforded them by educators, realised out of 

conceptions of the infants as capable, thus adding to the literature and 

highlighting the interdependent nature of the babies’ and educators’ practices. 

Of particular interest were the babies’ practices of calling out to educators with 

emotionally evocative sayings including facial expressions and unhappy 

gestures, and crying type sounds of different intensities. The sophisticated 

nature of this agentic communication, seen as a form of ‘emotional capital’, 

offers important insights into the complex nature of infant pedagogy, and raises 

questions about the outcomes of attachment relationships for both the babies 

and educators. 

Babies learn what they live through repetitive action and interaction with 

the people and places in their world. In particular, Kemmis et al. (2014) consider 

that “what a learner learns is dispositions that include ‘knowledge’, ‘skills’ and 

‘values’” (p.60). What infants might learn and what dispositions might emerge 

within the arrangements of more and less space to independently manage 

social and emotional learning situations, is at the heart of the findings presented 
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in this chapter. However, educators must critically reflect on the ways their own 

relating and attachment styles influence their practices (Salamon & Harrison, 

2015) and, so, set up arrangements that enable and constrain infants’ learning. 

This is especially important given the complex and emotional nature of infant 

pedagogy (Taggart, 2011; Elfer, 2012; Page, 2014) and the delicate balance 

between dependence and independence between infants and educators (Page 

& Elfer, 2013) that can further influence practice. Knowing infants will always 

learn, and act intentionally with what they’ve learned, promoting the creation of 

practice architectures that enable social and emotional competence and 

resilience seems most beneficial.    
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_____________________________________________________________________________________________	  
i	  The ‘Practice Architectures Map’ was central to the participatory process of generating 
and analysing data with the educators. Created with a methodological attitude of 
ethical symmetry (Christensen & Prout, 2002) the map served as an external and 
shared point of reference in the group discussions. Educators received information 
regarding the theory of practice architectures and a copy of the map, with the intention 
of making the conceptual framework of the research accessible to them, and enabling 
their participation in the research process. The map was printed, enlarged, and 
eventually laminated, and was placed centrally in the group discussions.   
	  
ii Based on Bourdieu’s notion of capital as a crucial source of power (Bourdieu, 1986), I 
conceived of ‘emotional capital’ as a babies’ ultimate source of power. Born able to cry 
AND engineered for their cries to evoke a response it seemed clear that, given the 
nature of infants learning what they repeatedly live and acting intentionally with that 
learning, babies might quickly perfect their emotional communication in sophisticated 
and agentic ways. Andrew (2015) uses the notion of emotional capital to refer to a 
“repertoire of emotional resources” (p.1) that ECEs draw on in their practice, which 
become embodied in time. Following Bourdieu’s notions of symbolic economies, 
Andrew considers that this set of emotional skills form a vital part of ECEs’ work. 
Andrew’s (2015) research solely regards educators’ emotional practices, however his 
notion of emotional capital sits well with my observations of the infants’ practices and 
their use of an emotionally evocative repertoire of skills. 
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Chapter overview 

Chapters Four and Five of this thesis examined the practices of educators and 

infants respectively, as well as the practice architectures that prefigure them. 

This chapter, Chapter Six, further applies the theory of practice architectures to 

examine my own research practices and the practice architectures that shaped 

(and were shaped by) my own sayings, doings, and relatings. As discussed in 

Chapter Three, my original intention of starting with a methodological attitude of 

ethical symmetry led me to carefully consider the ways that I would enact 

participatory research with the infants and educators. Through my reflections on 

the research processes and analysis of content I came to realise, however, that 

I was also a participant in the practice of the research and was equally 

influenced by my own past experiences, subjectivities, and the practice 

architectures of a research world that enabled and constrained my research 

practices. This was particularly evident, when I realised (as mentioned in 

Chapter Three) that the method of data generation, that is the ‘Photo 

Documentation’, created to enable the infants’ participation in the research, did 

not directly answer the research question. Rather, my own conceptions of 

infants’ capabilities seem to have driven my research practices, which, in ways, 

impacted on the lived experiences of the infants as participants in the project.  

What became clear was that my own practices were open to examination 

and the notion of ethical symmetry could be conceived of as a three-way 

symmetry between the educators, the infants and myself. By using the theory of 

practice architectures to examine my own practices in similar ways as I had 

done with the educators and infants, it seemed possible to address the ethical 

challenges of research with infants and educators. Further, reflexive 

deconstruction of my research practices, a central feature of ethnographic 

research (Buchbinder, Longhofer, Barret, Lawson, & Floersch, 2006; Frankham 

& MacRae, 2011; Goldbart & Hustler, 2005) offered a way for the assessment 

of my biases and motivations to be presented in authentic ways, which Tracy 

(2010) believes is key to the trustworthiness and rigor of qualitative research. In 

the article presented in this chapter I first argue for the usefulness of the notion 

of praxis in research with infants and educators. I go on to use the theory of 

practice architectures to deconstruct my own research practices, and examine 

the practice architectures that helped enable opportunities for praxis. The article 
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was accepted for publication with no pictures or figures, but for the purposes of 

this thesis photos and figures have been added. 
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Introduction 
The aim of this research was to explore how discourses that shape ECEs’ 

conceptions of infants’ capabilities manifested in the educators’ practices, in 

ways that impact on the infants’ lived experiences in ECE contexts. In doing so, 

and by taking on a methodological attitude of ethical symmetry, the place of my 

own conceptions in guiding my research choices and practices became 

inescapably clear. Using the theory of practice architectures as a conceptual, 

methodological, and analytic framework, I examined the educators’ practices, 

the babies’ practices, and my own research practices, and how they shaped 

(and were shaped by) particular practice architectures. In this chapter I 

synthesise and discuss findings regarding educators’ conceptions of infants’ 

capabilities, educators’ practices, infants’ practices and my own practices as a 

researcher, to answer the research questions stated above. I highlight the 

contributions of the study, discuss the limitations of the research I have 

undertaken, and make suggestions for further research that can help in 

addressing emerging patterns and trends in research with infants, and EC 

research more generally. Finally, I explain the theoretical, policy and practical 

implications of the research findings.  

 

Discussion 
Educators’ conceptions of infants’ capabilities 

The first point of inquiry of the study aimed to identify the educators’ 

conceptions about infants’ capabilities. In this thesis, the term ‘conceptions’ was 

understood to be the assimilation and interpretation of educators’ pedagogical 

knowledge, perceptions, beliefs, and implicit theories (Spodek, 1988). Dominant 

discourses, i.e., cultural-discursive arrangements, of ECE and of the particular 

site of ECE practice, were found to influence educators’ conceptions of infants’ 

capabilities. Literature has highlighted the significant place of attachment theory 

as a central tenet of infant pedagogy and learning (Dolby, 2007; Nutbrown, 

2011; Degotardi & Pearson, 2009). Consistent with the literature, attachment 

theory was found to be a significant cultural-discursive arrangement that 

shaped all the educators’ conceptions of infants as more and less capable of 

managing emotional experiences independently. In particular, conceptions 

about attachment relationships resulted in educators’ conceptions of infants as 
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needing to feel secure, safe and ‘settled’. Further, the idea that infants’ 

capabilities are better facilitated through an attachment to one focus educator, 

in similar ways a key attachment figure (usually the mother) underpins 

attachment theory, emerged as both an enabling and constraining cultural-

discursive arrangement of practice.  

The Pikler philosophy was found to be an equally significant cultural-

discursive arrangement of this setting that shaped the educators’ conceptions of 

infants’ physical and cognitive capabilities. Underpinning the Pikler philosophy 

is a conception of infants as being capable of independent physical and 

cognitive learning (see Chapter Four for further details). Conceiving of infants 

as capable of independently guiding their physical and cognitive learning was 

promoted by the director and actively taken on by the educators. Interestingly, 

analysis of a data transcript revealed an idea that added complexity to the 

connection between educators’ conceptions and their practices: that it is not just 

what educators believe about infants’ capabilities that influence their practices. 

Rather, how educators relate to infants’ capabilities, given their own cultural 

backgrounds and differing relational and attachment styles, seemed to be a 

stronger influence on practice than the conceptions they hold. Bringing the 

important issue of educators’ relational styles to the fore adds to literature that 

suggests educators’ practices can be traced to the implicit theories and naïve 

beliefs that arise from their past experiences and personal values (Spodek, 

1988; Brownlee, Berthelsen, Irving, Boulton-Lewis, McCrindel, 2000; Degotardi 

& Davis, 2008). The suggestion that educators’ relational styles can ‘override’ 

their beliefs to influence practice, affords a view into the complexity and 

multifaceted nature of the nexus between educators’ conceptions and their 

practice, although it is not a clear-cut and linear path.  

Educators’ conceptions of infants’ social capabilities seemed to be more 

inconsistent, rather than aligned with a dominant cultural-discursive 

arrangement of the site of practice. This was consistent with the mixed findings 

of Davis and Degotardi (2015), and their account of educators who recognised 

infants as both capable of a range of social competencies, while also holding 

deficit views of infants’ social capabilities. In ways similar to Davis and 

Degotardi’s (2015) findings, the notion of protecting children and avoiding 

potential negative social situations emerged as a powerful arrangement that 
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shaped particular practices (as illustrated in Chapter Five). Consequently 

conceptions of infants’ social capabilities seemed inherently tied to questions of 

physical space between infants for enacting their social capabilities. For 

example, educators who believed infants to be more capable of managing 

social situations gave babies more space to engage socially while still watching 

the interactions carefully.  

 

Educators’ practices 

 Essentially, it was not the conceptions educators held that were central 

to the babies’ lived experience in this ECE setting, but rather how those 

conceptions manifested in educators’ sayings, doings, and relatings, i.e., their 

practices. Finding out how educators’ conceptions manifested in their daily 

practice was the second point of inquiry of the study. Though educators had 

particular interactions with individual babies, there seemed to be a range of 

general practices that were influenced by conceptions of infants as more and 

less capable of managing their learning independently. These practices came to 

be amongst the practice architectures that then enabled and constrained 

possibilities for the infants’ own practices and subsequent learning. For 

example, and as detailed in Chapter Five, when an educator believed an infant 

to be less capable of independently managing their emotional experience, the 

educator’s sayings were simple and directive. The educator’s doings included 

picking them up as soon as the baby vocalised seemingly negative emotions. 

Further, the educator’s relatings with regard to the babies’ emotional expression 

seemed to involve closer physical proximity, which in itself, acted as a means of 

pacifying the child’s expressions.   

When educators believed an infant to be capable of independently 

managing their emotional experience, the educators’ practices included a 

combination of verbal and physical support. As detailed in Chapter Five sayings 

involved the use of ‘mind-mindedness’ talk (Degotardi & Sweller, 2012), that is, 

talk that acknowledges thoughts and feelings and may stimulate infant learning. 

These sayings were often combined with, and reinforced by, confident doings 

and relatings that allowed for greater physical distance between the educator 

and infant. Similarly, when babies were considered capable of independently 

managing their physical, cognitive and social experiences, educators seemed to 
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give the babies more space to engage independently in their physical, 

cognitive, and social experiences. For example, doings emerged such as 

engaging in fine and close observation of infants in various physically, 

cognitively, and socially challenging situations, and setting up environments that 

foster independent physical, cognitive, and social learning. Generally, 

educators’ conceptions of babies as capable of independent learning seemed to 

result in practices that enabled opportunities for babies to practice independent 

learning, regardless of the area of learning. 

 

Infants’ lived experiences as practices 

 The third, and most important, point of inquiry in this study was to 

examine how the educators’ practices prefigured infants’ lived experiences in 

ECE settings. In this thesis, practices were described as socially established 

human activities involving utterances and shared forms of understanding, 

modes of action, and ways of relating to other people in the world. 

Consequently, it was possible to conceive of infants’ lived experiences in ECE 

settings as practices. Educators’ practices, which were in part shaped by the 

conceptions they had of infants’ capabilities, could then be seen as amongst the 

practice architectures that prefigured the babies’ practices in their ECE setting. 

Within these sites of practice, then, infants engaged in particular sayings, 

doings and relatings, which were enabled and constrained by the practice 

architectures of their ECE setting, including the ECEs’ practices. The 

interdependent nature of the infants’ and educators’ practices, and the practice 

architectures they share, is illustrated in Figure 2. The nature of how practices 

relate to each other has been further theorised in the ‘Theory of Ecologies of 

Practice’, which considers practices as embedded in practice architectures, and 

affords a perspective of the interdependent nature of learning practices 

(Kemmis, Edwards-Groves, Wilkinson, & Hardy, 2012).  
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(Based	  on	  figure	  of	  practices	  of	  leading,	  Wilkinson	  &	  Grootenboer,	  2012,	  p.7)	  

	  

Figure	  1.	  Interdependent	  nature	  of	  educators’	  and	  infants’	  practices	  

 

All the infants in this study were pre-verbal, and it was necessary to align 

concepts of the theory of practice architectures with literature regarding infant 

communication. As such, infants’ sayings could be seen as ‘spoken’ embodied 

and vocal communication through, among other things, pointing, gaze, facial 

and body movements, vocalisations, and intensities and types of cries. For 

example, infants’ sayings included smiling, touching, leaning, and vocalising 

with other infants within practice architectures that enabled independent social 

learning. Infants’ doings included successfully negotiating shared resources, 

seeking educator assistance through vocalisations, and self-regulating their 

own emotional experiences within practice architectures that enabled 

independent emotional learning. Finally, infants’ relatings included more 

extended periods of time experiencing the dynamics of developing relationships 

with peers, within practice architectures that enabled independent learning. 

Characterised as demonstrating ‘emotional capital’ (see Chapter Five), the 
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active, sophisticated, and emotionally evocative communication that infants 

engaged in, seemingly had the power to shape educators’ own practices and 

transform the practice architectures of the ECE setting. 

 

My practices as a researcher 

 A unique contribution of this thesis has been the application of the theory 

of practice architectures to examine the practice worlds of ECEs, infants, and, 

through my engagement with notions of ethical symmetry, myself as a 

researcher. It was clear that, combined with my own subjectivities, particular 

practice architectures prefigured and shaped my practices as a researcher. In 

particular, my own conception of infants as capable, derived from cultural-

discursive arrangements of my undergraduate and postgraduate EC teacher 

education, and professional experience as an educator and leader of infant 

programs, was a driving factor in many of my research decisions. For example, 

as leader of a group of educators that trialled of the Early Years Learning 

Framework (EYLF), I worked continually with my staff team to consider whether 

we held high expectations for babies’ capacities to learn, as the EYLF asked us 

to do (DEEWR, 2009). Consequently, my decisions included not only the focus 

of the research and its sayings, that is 'conceptions of infants’ capabilities”, but 

doing the method of ‘Photo Documentation’ as a means of involving and 

relating respectfully with the babies as participants in the research process 

(described in detail in Chapter Three).  

Through the processes of questioning, analysing the data and 

disseminating the findings of my study, however, I came to the unexpected 

realisation that the Photo Documentation method did not directly help answer 

the research question. For example, in answering the question about how 

educators’ conceptions of infants’ capabilities manifest in practices that impact 

on the babies’ lived experiences in ECE, it was necessary to look at the 

practices of the babies in relation to the educators’ practices, and less in 

relation to the Photo Documentation. Kalliala (2014) discusses a fear of limiting 

children’s rich potential, which seems to underpin notions of competent 

children. Similarly, I so clearly saw the babies’ rich potential as competent 

participants in the research, and inadvertently fell into the trap of misaligning the 

aims of the research with the methods (Palaiologou, 2014). Similar to the 
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influence of the educators’ subjectivities and relating style on their practices, it 

seemed as if my own subjectivities and ways of relating with babies influenced 

my research practices. My own belief in babies as capable of being participants 

in research processes that involve them, however, enabled the babies to be 

active participants in the research. Further to the discussion about the degrees 

of the infants’ participation in Chapter Three (Article 2), ultimately the babies did 

not guide the research processes and so did not participate in the ways 

originally intended. However, in light of contemporary perspectives about the 

interconnected nature of research with infants (Bradley, Sumsion, Elwick, & 

Stratigos, 2012; Stratigos, 2015) it seems the babies were actively participating 

in, and shaping the development of, the interconnected elements of the 

research, including with myself as the researcher. As such, the research 

findings discussed above are reinforced, though in a different way. That is, my 

conceptions of infants as capable of being participants in the research 

influenced my practices of creating a method for generating data with them as 

participants, which enabled their participation as capable and active members 

of the research ‘team’. 

 

Contributions of the study  
Literature about infants’ lived experiences in naturalistic settings 

 By examining the practices of infants in ECE settings the study builds on 

literature about infants’ lived experiences in naturalistic settings outside of the 

home. The study has illuminated babies’ agentic emotional communication and 

capacity to draw on their ‘emotional capital’ through their cries, gaze, and facial 

expressions to elicit responses from the educators. Andrew (2015), to the best 

of my knowledge, is the only author to, very recently, theorise the notion of 

emotional capital in ECE. However, his discussion refers to the emotional 

capital of the educators only. Conceiving of infants as using their emotional 

capital adds new knowledge to literature about infants. Further, research has 

suggested that babies can use deceptive behaviours and ‘fake cry’ (Nakayama, 

2010) in their communications to get the attention of their mothers. By 

conceptualising emotional capital as an infant’s intentional use of particular 

emotional skills, the findings of this study contribute to understandings about 

the use of similar, emotionally evocative communicative behaviors in 
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contemporary ECE contexts. In particular it highlights the sophisticated and 

purposeful nature of infants’ emotional expression within attachment 

relationships in ECE contexts, and, so, adds to literature that questions the 

taken-for-granted nature of attachment theory in ECE contexts (Dahlberg, 

Moss, & Pence, 2007; Degotardi & Pearson, 2009; Cortazar & Hererros, 2010). 

Further, insight into the complexities of infants’ emotional understanding and 

expression, contributes to disrupting pervasive images of infants as 

predominantly emotionally vulnerable, needy, and dependent on adults to 

manage their emotional experiences. Rather, this study has illustrated infants’ 

sophisticated emotional capabilities and resilience. In doing so it contributes to 

contemporary images of infants as highly skilled communicators acting with 

intent and agency. 

 

Infant pedagogy in Australian contexts 

 This study contributes to emerging understandings of infant pedagogy 

and practice in Australian contexts, by examining the way pervasive discourses 

of ECE shape educators’ conceptions about infants’ capabilities. Additionally, 

this study directly contributes to new knowledge within ECE contexts, by 

questioning and examining educators’ conceptions of infants’ capabilities in one 

setting. That this setting was strategically chosen as a ‘least likely’ critical case 

(as explained in Chapter Three), means the findings are applicable to a broader 

population. That is, if discourses of attachment theory shaped the conceptions 

of educators (at a site where this is least likely to happen given they continually 

engage in deep reflective practices through ‘high quality’ leadership and 

pedagogy), and manifested in their practices in ways that enable and constrain 

the possibilities for infants’ learning, it is possible to conclude that the same 

applies in the wider population.  

Further, the study examined how ECEs’ conceptions manifested in their 

practices and contributes to addressing the limited literature that investigates 

educators’ beliefs alongside their practices (Davis & Degotardi, 2015). In finding 

that the nexus between beliefs and practices is not a linear and clear-cut path, 

new insights emerged regarding the potential for ECEs’ subjectivities and 

relational styles to present as powerful influences on practice. This finding 

contributes to literature that shows educators working with infants tend to focus 
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on their implicit beliefs, background experiences and intuition rather than 

theoretical approaches to learning and development (Spodek, 1988; Browlnee, 

Berthelsen, Irving, Boulton-Lewis, McCrindel, 2000; Degotardi & Davis, 2008; 

Davis & Degotardi, 2015). In particular, it highlights the importance for models 

of critical reflection in infant pedagogy, and the need for specialised 

professional development and teacher education to equip educators for the 

realities of the complexity of their work with infants. Consequently, this finding 

contributes an Australian perspective to literature that supports the need for 

specialised infant pedagogy (Rockel, 2014; McDowall et al., 2012; Elliot, 2007), 

where multiple discourses and complex infant interactions must be negotiated 

in ways that facilitate optimal outcomes for both the educators and the infants. 

 

Theorising ECE practice and practice theory 

 This study contributes to the theoretical knowledge base with regards to 

practice research, by using the theory of practice architectures in new ways as 

a methodological, theoretical and analytical framework to examine educators’ 

and babies’ practices. As yet, to the best of my knowledge, the theory of 

practice architectures has only been used once in prior-to-school settings 

(Ronnerman & Olin, 2014) to examine leadership in Swedish preschools. 

Further, to date, the theory has mostly been used as a theoretical and analytical 

tool to help identify, articulate, and examine the practices and practice 

architectures of those educational settings. This study has taken the theory of 

practice architectures further, using it also as a methodological framework that 

helped generate data with the educators in an infant program. Consequently, 

possibilities for use of the theory of practice architectures are opened up more 

widely in educational research, building on its use in educational research 

within primary, secondary, and tertiary settings. Additionally, the study has 

presented the concepts of the theory of practice architectures as useful in 

facilitating deep, reflective, and thoughtful processes for deconstructing and 

articulating not only practices but also the arrangements of ECE that shape 

them. As such the research responds to the call to apply theory in professional 

ECE practice (DEEWR, 2009) and use theoretical constructs in collaborative 

research approaches and specialised professional development with educators 

working in infant programs (Elfer, 2012; Goouch & Powell, 2013).  
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Theorising and enacting participatory research with infants 

 This study also contributes and extends discourses of ethical symmetry, 

by applying the notion of ethical symmetry to infants in ECE, and by considering 

a three-way ethical symmetry between researcher, infants, and educators in a 

research project. Clark (2011) has argued for the need to broaden perspectives 

of ‘child-only’ approaches in research methods, and extend the discussion in 

EC research beyond separate methodological explorations of child and adult 

participation.	  As described in Chapter Three, applying the notion of ethical 

symmetry can help reduce the ‘Othering’ of infants through their increased 

involvement in participatory research approaches (Salamon, 2015). This thesis 

has enabled an extension to the discussion of participation in EC research to 

include not just infants and educators as participants in the research, but also 

the researcher. Using a methodological attitude of ethical symmetry to guide the 

research enabled me to realise that I was as much a participant in the research 

project as the educators and infants. This insight led to using the theory of 

practice architectures to interrogate my own research practices, which further 

contributes to application of the theory to a wide range of practices including 

those of researchers. Additionally, deconstructing my own research practices 

(and the practice architectures that shape, and were shaped by, them) 

contributes to understandings about the complexities of research with infants 

and early childhood educators. In particular, it supplements literature regarding 

early childhood educators’ subjectivities in driving their practices with infants 

(Warren, 2014; Page, 2014; Brennan, 2014) and also makes clear the potential 

influence of researchers’ subjectivities in driving their research practices 

involving infants. This helps build on emerging understandings about the 

nuances impacting research practices with infants. 

 

Praxis in ECE and research with infants 

Finally, by using the notion of praxis as morally imbued transformative 

action, this study contributes to a growing dialogue about praxis in early 

childhood education and research (Pascal & Bertram, 2012; Palaiologou, 2014; 

Andrew, 2015). In particular this study contributes to the notion of praxis as a 

beneficial concept for working with infants. For example, in Chapter Four the 

examination of conceptions that influence educators’ practices with infants, and 
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the arrangements that shape those practices, highlighted moments where 

educators’ practices transformed and shaped the practice architectures. Based 

on observations of the infants and the undeniable need to act for their ‘good’, 

educators engaged in praxis and were enabled by particular practice 

architectures of their site of practice. A major contribution of this study is the 

conception of praxis (and the framework of using the theory of practice 

architectures to examine the conditions that enable and constrain it) as a useful 

guide for critical, non-judgmental self-reflection for educators. This is especially 

so given the emotional, physical, communicative, and social complexity of ECE 

practice with infants. Andrew (2015) discusses praxis as a practical wisdom that 

is necessary in relational ECE work, taking practice beyond simply having 

abstract knowledge and technical skills. However, there seems no mention of 

the notion of praxis in practice with infants in particular, and so the study 

presented in this thesis directly contributes to possibilities for infant pedagogy. 

In similar ways to those stated above, this study has highlighted the usefulness 

of the notion of praxis to address the ethical issues arising from research with 

infants. In particular, it contributes to the notion of transformative action as a 

crucial element in conceptions of praxis in EC research. 

 

Limitations of the study  
In choosing particular ways of conducting and presenting a research project, a 

researcher is establishing the material economic-arrangements of their study 

which can both enable and constrain the practice of the study in particular 

ways. The limitations of the study are discussed in the following section. 

 The qualitative nature of the case study enabled the depth of inquiry 

necessary to access educators’ insights and was chosen for a particular 

purpose, as discussed in Chapter Three of this thesis. However, a limitation of 

the study could be seen as the sample size and the small number of 

participants from a particular case study site. Among the limitations, the single 

case study design did not allow for an examination of ECE settings of varying 

quality and in different contexts. This limits possibilities for gaining insights 

about educators’ conceptions in settings where reflection and respect are not 

central to educators’ practices with infants. 
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Further, a limitation of not singling out educators is that individual 

differences between educators’ conceptions, subjective influences, and 

practices could not be more deeply examined. For example, data regarding 

qualifications of educators as amongst the things that might enable and 

constrain their capacities to reflect deeply, broadly and in transformative ways 

about their conceptions, was not generated as the aim was not to single out 

educators. A clearer picture of the differing variables that might influence 

educators’ practices with infants, would have been useful to gain a deeper 

understanding of which variables create the particular practice architectures that 

enable and constrain infants’ opportunities for learning. Similarly, it was not 

possible to gain a clear picture about whether babies actually became more 

capable of particular learning within those enabling practice architectures that 

educators’ practices created, as influenced by their conceptions and ways of 

relating. The findings indicated educators’ created architectures that enabled 

opportunities for learning, but it was not possible to determine the outcomes of 

what the actual learning was for infants. 

Another limitation, and as noted in Chapter Two, even though the theory 

of practice architectures is beneficial for theorising and deconstructing ECE 

practice, there are always limitations to what a theory or way of thinking has to 

offer. As such, it could be said that using the theory of practice architectures as 

a theoretical framework for the study is a limitation in itself. In addition, and as 

discussed in Chapter Two, the theory of practice architectures is grounded in a 

belief of striving for praxis, even though in reality there may be ECEs for whom 

their work as educators is simply a job rather than a call for good educational 

action (Salamon et al., 2015). As such, drawing on the concepts of the theory of 

practice architectures in relation to ECE and infant pedagogy may not always 

be successful.  

 The creation of the Photo Documentation method for facilitating the 

babies’ participation in processes of data generation and analysis could be 

seen as among the limitations of the study. The limitation lies in the 

methodological restriction posed by using the Photo Documentation. The 

method did not directly contribute to answering the research question, which 

asked about infants’ lived experiences in relation to educators’ conceptions and 

practices. Rather, as has been mentioned, the creation of the Photo 



	  86	  

Documentation method seemed to represent my own conceptions of infants’ 

capabilities manifesting in my research practices. While the method itself did 

enable infants to, in ways, participate in the research, its use limited the results 

generated with direct regard to the aims of the research. To be able to use the 

Photo Documentation as a way to enable the participation of infants in response 

to the research question, I would have needed to directly document the babies’ 

practices (using the Photo Documentation) within the particular arrangements 

that were created by the educators’ practices, as influenced by their particular 

conceptions of infants’ capabilities. For example, photos of Kian, Aiden, and 

Penny, the three babies engaged in social and emotional learning discussed in 

Chapter Five, could have been offered to the babies next time they were 

together, and observations made of the ways they interact with them etc.  

The notion of emotional capital emerged through the analysis of the data 

and in preparation for writing the book chapter, included in Chapter Five of this 

thesis. The data, reported in Chapter Five, highlighted Sophie’s use of a 

repertoire of skills and drawing on emotional capital in communicating her 

negative emotions only. Sophie was a child, however, who likely drew on her 

emotional capital with regard to positive emotions as well, and so focusing on 

her negative displays could be seen as a limitation.  

 

Future research 
Given the limitations of the single case study design, future research 

could incorporate more ECE settings prefigured by a wider variety of practice 

architectures. Additionally, an increased number of study sites could also 

incorporate a greater number of educators from various backgrounds, and with 

varying qualifications and years of experience. Using these demographic details 

in conjunction with identification of educators’ conceptions and observations of 

their practices could enable an analysis of both quantitative and qualitative 

data, and potentially identify relationships between the variables and how they 

influence practices that enable and constrain infants’ opportunities for leaning. 

Additionally, research that incorporates a greater number of babies may offer 

useful insights regarding the infants’ practices and how they might differ 

depending on their backgrounds and how they encounter the practice 

architectures of various ECE settings. 
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The central place of the theory of practice architectures in this thesis as a 

conceptual, methodological, and analytical tool for identifying and 

deconstructing practices, and the arrangements that prefigured the practices, 

limited scope to use other theoretical perspectives in complementary ways. 

Future research that uses the theory of practice architectures as a framework 

for identifying practices, and practice architectures, in ECE may be 

complemented by use of the Theory of Ecologies of Practice (mentioned earlier 

in this chapter) to examine how the practices relate to each other. This may 

offer a more practical use for the theory of practice architectures when an 

expectation of achieving praxis is unrealistic, and further offer educators a view 

of how their practices are connected with those of the children. 

There is great scope for investigating the notion of emotional capital with 

regard to infants in ECE contexts. Future research examining the place of 

emotional capital in infant pedagogy could incorporate both the positive and 

negative displays of emotion. Questions could be asked in more detail about 

how infants shape educators’ practices using emotional capital, and vice versa, 

incorporating information about the babies’ and educators’ backgrounds and 

attachment and relating styles. Additionally, research could also address more 

closely how the practice architectures that enable babies’ emotional practices in 

particular ways, for example within attachment relationships, can also be 

constraining. Finally, this thesis raised questions about the possible emotional 

learning within the practice architectures that enabled more independent self-

regulation. For example, it was proposed earlier in this section, that emotional 

competence and resilience might develop when infants were afforded more 

opportunities to manage their emotional learning with varying degrees of 

independence. Future longitudinal research that follows individual infants could 

attempt to examine observable outcomes on infants’ learning when given more 

and less space to manage emotional situations independently. 

 The revised use of the Photo Documentation method mentioned above, 

to engage babies as participants in research projects could also be a focus of 

future research. This would be dependent on the aims of the research, 

however, and it would be important to ensure thoughtful consideration was 

undertaken about whether its use was appropriate.  
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Implications of the study 
Implications for theory 

A number of important theoretical implications have emerged from the study. 

Firstly, the finding that infants draw on ‘emotional capital’ (as discussed in 

Chapter Five and earlier in this chapter) highlights their powerful role in directing 

the course of relationships and dynamics that they develop with others. This 

finding contributes to theoretical conceptions of infants as agentic emotional 

beings, and theoretical understandings of infants’ emotional development in 

naturalistic settings outside the home. Further, disrupting pervasive images of 

infants as predominantly emotionally vulnerable and dependent on adults has 

implications for reframing a theoretical view of infants as capable of emotional 

independence while also being dependent on educators in particular ways. This 

shift supports the questioning of taken-for-granted nature of attachment theory 

in infant pedagogy (Degotardi & Pearson, 2009; Page & Elfer, 2013; Cortazar & 

Herreros, 2010) and affords a more comprehensive view of the inherent range 

of experiences of infants as both vulnerable and capable.  

  Secondly, this study has drawn on the theory of practice architectures to 

examine the practices of ECEs and infants in ECE contexts. The effectiveness 

of its use and application in EC research and infant pedagogy has implications 

for further use in the examination of the practices of the educators and the 

youngest children in educational contexts. Further, use of the theory of Practice 

Architectures Map with the ECEs resulted in many lengthy discussions about 

their practices and the arrangements that prefigured them, through their deep 

their engagement with the concepts of the theory. The successful method of 

breaking down a complex theory and presenting it to educators in a more 

accessible way offers possibilities for accessing broader theoretical 

perspectives regarding practice in ECE. This has implications for the ways ECE 

organisations incorporate the use of theoretical constructs into professional 

development for ECEs and EC teach education programs. 

Finally, while the study began with a methodological attitude of ethical 

symmetry that drove my choices of research methods used, the usefulness of 

the notion of praxis emerged as an ethically grounded concept to underpin 

critical reflection while undertaking the research. This has implications for the 

potential use of praxis as a theoretical construct in teacher education for ECEs 
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and researchers working with infants in particular. Edwards-Groves, Gray, 

Kemmis, & Smith (2008) discuss the potential role of universities in ‘growing’ 

reflective practitioners, by explicitly teaching about praxis, and so enabling 

students to engage in ‘educationally right practices’. Similarly, Andrew (2015) 

argues for the re-orientation of pre-service and in-service education to 

incorporate the practical wisdom of praxis and the critically engaged and 

reflective attitude necessary to engage in it. Findings of the study presented in 

this thesis regarding the potential for personal subjectivities to infuse both ECE 

practice and research, further suggest that including the notion of praxis in 

teacher education, and fostering dispositions that result in praxis, would be 

beneficial. 

 

Implications for policy 

 This study has shown, that there is a complex nexus between educators’ 

conceptions of infants’ capabilities and their practices. As discussed in Chapter 

Four and earlier in this chapter, when educators believe infants to be capable, 

they engage in practices that support the infants’ capabilities, and subsequently 

enable opportunities for the babies to become more and more capable. 

However, this study has also shown that educators must have the capacity to 

critically reflect on their own subjectivities given the potential of educators’ own 

ways of relating to ‘override’ their conceptions and shape their practice. Further, 

the study highlights infants’ sophisticated capabilities. Taken together, these 

findings contribute to the international body of research that acknowledges the 

complex and specialised nature of infant pedagogy, and affords an insight into 

similar understandings of infant pedagogy in Australian contexts. This has 

implications for policy provision that supports professional, quality teacher 

education for ECEs working with infants in Australia. If the Australian 

Government is committed to the lifelong learning of infants, as discussed in 

Chapter One, it must give infants the opportunity to be recognised as agents in 

their own practices of learning, and also have their learning shaped by the 

practices of educators who understand, and are prepared for, the complexities 

of infant pedagogy.  

This study has also provided the ‘evidence’ that ECEs must have the 

capacity to negotiate and work with conflicting discourses, and views of infants 
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as both more and less capable (Kalliala, 2014). This finding has implications for 

policies that support the provision of education and care in EC contexts. The 

findings of this study reinforce the complexity and importance of negotiating 

discourses of care, competence, and education, and further necessitates 

Government attention, and a commitment to, understanding the nuanced 

specialisation of optimal infant pedagogy. As has been discussed in Chapter 

One, conflicting policy discourses can potentially result in fragmented 

understandings about infant pedagogy, and result in confusion within fields of 

ECE practice. Similar to the need for educators to be well equipped to 

understand and work with multiple discourses related to infant pedagogy, 

governments need to acknowledge ECE as a specialised strand of education 

that is prefigured by many historical discourses that can both enable and 

constrain the best outcomes for the ECE workforce and children. The findings of 

this study support the need for a political commitment to understanding the 

multiple discourses that shape ECE practice, and policy provision that supports 

enacting these multiple discourses in ways that best enable optimal outcomes. 

 

Implications for practice 

Educators’ practices 

This study has illustrated how educators’ conceptions of infants’ 

capabilities, and their own subjectivities and relational styles, influence their 

practices in ways that enable and constrain infants’ opportunities for optimal 

learning. This has implications for incorporating critically reflective practices into 

the many facets of daily infant pedagogy. Edwards-Groves et al. (2008) write 

about professional development at educational sites, and supporting educators 

in development of “their ability to explicate, describe, reframe and adjust 

practices” (p.87). In particular, they consider that by using reflection as a form of 

professional development “the connection between reflection and praxis 

emerges at this point, when reflection as action forms, informs and transform’s 

one’s practices of teaching” (p.87, italicised in original). By incorporating the 

notion of praxis into aspects of infant pedagogy, educators can be reminded of 

their capacity to transform not just their own practices, but also the learning 

practices of the babies for whom they are responsible. 
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 Infants’ active use of a form of emotional capital has also been among 

the findings of this study. The active use of emotionally evocative 

communications by infants has implications for relationships that babies 

develop with ECEs, and the emotional intensity for ECEs of meeting babies’ 

needs. As mentioned above, considering praxis as a way of transforming 

educational practices has implications for optimising infants’ learning, given 

that, as this study has shown, educators’ practices can constrain possibilities for 

learning. However, the notion of incorporating praxis into infant pedagogy also 

has implications for outcomes on educators’ wellbeing and satisfaction in their 

work. Using the notion of praxis to reflect on the day-to-day intensities of infant 

pedagogy may act as to alleviate some of the personal pressure of educators’ 

role, by shifting their focus to the greater ‘good’ and the transformational 

potential of practice. Andrew (2015) states that incorporating the notion of 

praxis into in-service teacher education “has a critical role to play in improving 

educator well-being across the board, and potentially ameliorating some 

pervasive ills within the early childhood field” (p.12). This thesis has also 

illustrated one way to do this, by highlighting the benefits of using the theory of 

practice architectures as a framework to facilitate critical reflective practices in 

ECE settings and enable praxis. 

 

Infants’ practices 

Diaz-Soto and Swadener argue (2002) that “how we summon our 

imaginations to formulate, envision, and implement a liberating praxis that 

integrates theoretical understandings, critique and transformative action will 

help determine what happens to young children” (p.51). At the heart of the 

study presented in this thesis, are the implications for infants’ learning practices 

resulting from their complex and nuanced interdependent connection with 

educators’ practices. The data presented in Chapter Five, highlighted so clearly 

how opportunities for infants’ learning practices were enabled and constrained 

by the educators’ practices. It is important to note, that while the practices of 

educators can constrain one path of learning for infants, another path of 

learning is enabled. For example, in Chapter Five Billy is stopped from touching 

another child and the potential for his learning to engage in active ways with his 

peers appears to be constrained. At the same time, however, he is likely 
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learning other things and so other opportunities for learning may be enabled, 

such as learning that if he moves to touch another child an adult will pay 

attention. Knowing that babies learn what they live through iterative action and 

interaction with the people and places in their world, implications for infants’ 

practices are, significantly, at stake.  

 The notion of emotional capital is a particular example of how, the way 

educators ‘manage’ the babies’ emotional communication can shape the course 

of the babies’, and the educators’, emotional learning. Andrew (2015) discusses 

the embodied nature of dispositional learning with regard to educators’ use of 

emotional capital as a resource, stating: 

  
“When educators pay attention to and become conscious of how they  

can shape and manage their emotions effectively, they are able to  

become embodied dispositions, the resource of emotional capital. To talk 

about emotional capital, then, is to talk not about emotions in the 

moment, but rather the ongoing consciousness of emotions (and the 

decisions we make in revealing or expressing them) and the ways we 

make use of these emotions in everyday practice” 

(Andrew, 2015, p.5) 

 

The implications for infants learning how to manage and make use of their 

emotions, which in turn develop into embodied dispositions, are similar. As 

discussed at the end of Chapter Five, the infant learner learns dispositions, and 

these dispositions filter through and impact on various other areas of their 

development and learning. For example, that Sophie had the capacity to self-

regulate when left, in part, to manage her own emotions effectively (as 

discussed in Chapter Five) has implications for resilience and emotional 

competence becoming embodied dispositions in her. Similarly, relying on an 

educator as a way to manage her emotions has implications for the 

development of different embodied dispositions that are likely to emerge. 

Thinking about what repertoire of skills Sophie might develop, and how these 

shape the course of her development, it would seem choosing the skills that 

enable her healthiest and most well balanced participation in life would be most 

beneficial. 
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Researchers’ practices 

 The implications of using a methodological attitude of ethical symmetry 

have indirectly been discussed throughout this chapter, and in Chapter Six of 

this thesis, namely byway of describing use the theory of practice architectures 

to interrogate my own research practices. Additionally, however, conceiving of 

ethically symmetrical relationships as a starting point in research with infants 

and educators has implications for how participatory research can be 

experienced and ‘received’ by the ECE setting. Ideally, participatory research 

approaches can help facilitate democratic relations between all participants in 

which reciprocity, recognition, and respect for difference are central ethical 

principles (Kemmis, 2010; Groundwater-Smith, Mitchell, Mockler, Ponte, & 

Ronnerman, 2012). The reciprocity I had hoped to develop with both the 

educators and the babies in the study became evident in the ways that I came 

to be amongst the practice architectures of the site in which we were sharing 

the practices of the research. For example, and as discussed in Chapter Three 

and Chapter Six, elements of the research processes were quickly taken up by 

the educators and used as part of the children’s daily pedagogical program and 

experiences. Additionally, and quite unexpectedly, I came to be photographed 

and included in a number of pedagogical observations as part of a babies’ 

portfolio due to the relationship we had developed and her interest in my 

belonging (see Figure 3.) 

 

 
Figure 2. Me as a participant in the practices of the ECE setting 

 

The examples given above helped me see how reciprocity can be realised 

through respectful research practices with participants, and not only has 
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implications for how they experience the research but also has implications for 

upholding the way EC research is perceived in the practice world. 

 

Concluding thoughts 
Woodrow and Press (2007) reflect on the discourses that surround and produce 

constructions of childhood as often contradictory and likely to compete for 

dominance in policy and practice. This is likely so, given that the reality of 

childhood represents many contradictory elements. Children learn and grow in 

a world in which they are both capable of independence, and necessarily 

dependent on the significant adults in their lives. This thesis has shown, 

however, how competing discourses shape adults’ conceptions and are realised 

in practices that have the power to shift the course of reality for both the adult 

and the child. Realising how conceptions influence and potentially make a 

difference to the lives of both adults and infants is only the first step. The 

responsibility to transform the practices that are less beneficial, for both adults 

and infants, lies solely with the adults given their capacity to consciously reflect 

on the ways they can enable and constrain possibilities for infants’ developing 

capabilities. In working toward optimising the physical and psychological 

wellbeing of young children, practical wisdom and the ongoing motivation to 

keep infants at the front of the minds of anyone working with infants, will help 

them think more critically about the practice architectures they co-create.  
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Appendix A – Field notes 
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Appendix B – Data transcript of group discussion 
 

TRANSCRIPTION	  MEETING	  2	  	  
10/9/2013	  

	  
Andi	  tells	  one	  child,	  then	  another	  and	  then	  another	  that	  they	  can’t	  touch	  the	  
computer	  but	  they	  can	  do	  some	  drawing	  or	  watch	  the	  computer	  if	  they	  want.	  
	  
Andi:	  You	  see,	  I	  actually	  feel	  troubled	  by	  not	  ….	  not	  letting	  them,	  they	  just	  so	  want	  
to	  touch	  the	  computer	  
	  
Educator	  1:	  yeah,	  I	  know	  
	  
Andi:	  and	  to	  me	  is	  that	  a	  bit	  of	  an	  ethical	  issue	  because	  is	  it	  fair	  for	  me	  to	  present	  
this	  computer	  before	  them	  but	  	  
	  
Educator	  1	  and	  Andi:	  not	  let	  them	  touch	  
	  
EDUCATOR	  1	  WENT	  AND	  GOT	  SOME	  KEYBOARDS	  FROM	  THE	  STOREROOM	  
	  
WATCHING	  EDUCATOR	  1	  LOOKING	  AT	  PICS	  CLIP	  
	  
Educator	  1:	  did	  you	  see	  the	  look	  on	  her	  face!	  Cause	  she’d	  been	  looking	  at	  that	  
photo	  the	  whole	  time,	  but	  it	  was	  only	  when	  she	  picked	  this	  other	  one	  up	  that	  she	  
went	  ‘oooh,	  it’s	  me’	  …	  well	  I	  guess	  that’s	  what	  she’s	  thinking	  
	  
Andi:	  so	  I	  don’t	  know	  if	  you	  guys	  have	  had	  a	  look	  at	  the	  sayings,	  doings	  and	  
relatings,	  ….	  
	  
CHILD	  SAYS	  MORE,	  MORE,	  MORE	  	  
	  
Andi:	  I	  know,	  it’s	  such	  an	  interesting	  thing	  and	  I’m	  sorry	  I’m	  enticing	  you	  with	  it	  ….	  
	  
So	  looking	  at	  that	  clip,	  I	  know	  you	  (turning	  to	  Educator	  1)	  started	  commenting	  on	  
the	  way	  Z	  was	  …	  	  
	  
Educator	  1:	  Z	  noticed	  that	  photo	  …	  well	  and	  B,	  right	  from	  the	  moment	  that	  we	  
were	  looking	  at	  those	  photos	  she	  was	  just	  so	  intent	  on	  recognising	  everyone	  and	  
naming	  them.	  That	  was	  what	  she	  just	  wanted	  to	  work	  through	  and	  do	  
	  
Andi:	  so	  the	  idea	  of	  naming	  	  
	  
Educator	  1:	  well	  do	  you	  think	  that	  makes	  them	  ‘hers’,	  you	  know	  they	  were	  all	  her	  
people	  and	  she	  knew	  them	  all	  
	  
Andi:	  so	  it’s	  a	  way	  of	  relating	  to	  the	  people	  she	  saw	  in	  the	  photos	  
	  
Educator	  1:	  yeah,	  yeah	  	  
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Appendix B (continued) 
	  

Andi:	  (holding	  the	  PA’s	  map	  and	  breakdown)	  we	  haven’t	  had	  a	  meeting	  for	  a	  while	  
so	  I	  think	  if	  we	  do	  them	  more	  often	  the	  language	  will	  
	  
Educator	  1:	  stay	  	  
	  
Andi:	  and	  kind	  of	  be	  a	  bit	  more	  solidified,	  but	  as	  far	  as	  the	  sayings	  and	  doings	  and	  
in	  thinking	  about	  infants’	  capabilities	  and	  capacities,	  do	  you	  think	  there’s	  anything	  
in	  that	  clip	  that	  comes	  out	  
	  
Educator	  1:	  I’m	  just	  going	  to	  keep	  talking	  you	  guys	  can	  tell	  me	  to	  shut	  up	  …	  for	  me,	  
you	  know	  back	  at	  uni	  we	  were	  told	  that	  children	  don’t	  recognise	  themselves,	  like	  if	  
they	  look	  in	  a	  mirror	  they	  don’t	  know	  it’s	  them	  till	  something	  like	  18	  months,	  do	  
you	  remember	  that	  in	  child	  development	  
	  
They	  did	  some	  kind	  of	  experiment	  where	  they	  put,	  I	  think	  it	  was	  blush	  on	  a	  child’s	  
face,	  but	  I	  swear	  that	  was	  what	  Z	  was	  ‘saying’	  that	  was	  her	  saying	  ‘this	  is	  me’	  
because	  she’d	  been	  looking	  at	  other	  pictures	  that	  weren’t	  her	  and	  the	  only	  thing	  
that	  was	  in	  that	  picture,	  because	  we	  looked	  at	  it	  that	  day,	  was	  her.	  
	  
There	  was	  nothing	  else	  she	  could	  have	  been	  excited	  about	  I	  don’t	  think,	  so	  in	  terms	  
of	  infants’	  capabilities	  I	  think	  that’s	  a	  pretty	  clear	  one	  that	  she	  was	  able	  to	  
recognise	  herself.	  
	  
Andi:	  and	  so	  then	  what	  do	  you	  think	  it	  means	  that	  we’ve	  been	  ‘taught	  
developmentally’	  they’re	  not	  able	  to	  	  
	  
Educator	  1:	  I	  think	  it’s	  like	  an	  ongoing	  conversation	  that	  we’re	  having	  in	  this	  team,	  
that	  we’re	  getting	  taught	  a	  whole	  bunch	  of	  stuff	  that	  isn’t	  necessarily	  what	  we	  see	  
from	  day	  to	  day.	  
	  
Andi:	  right	  
	  
Educator	  1:	  I	  mean,	  look	  at	  that	  that	  was	  a	  clear	  interaction	  between	  K	  and	  Z	  and	  
that’s	  something	  that	  we’ve	  been	  taught,	  that	  children	  don’t	  properly	  interact	  until	  
they’re	  much	  older,	  that	  they	  play	  next	  to	  each	  other	  
	  
You	  know,	  all	  the	  stages	  of	  play,	  we	  start	  to	  think	  of	  solitary	  play,	  and	  parallel	  play	  
and	  collaborative	  play	  but	  this	  isn’t	  parallel	  play,	  this	  isn’t	  …	  what	  we’re	  seeing	  
right	  now	  isn’t	  solitary	  play,	  there’s	  a	  clear	  interaction	  there.	  
	  
Andi:	  and	  so	  what	  do	  you	  think	  that	  means	  for	  our	  practice	  (quick	  discussion	  
about	  me	  as	  educator	  but	  not	  but	  yes)	  if	  we’re	  being	  taught	  these	  things	  and	  yet	  
we’re	  seeing	  other	  things.	  
	  
Educator	  1:	  maybe,	  Educator	  2,	  you	  can	  comment	  on	  that,	  because	  you’re	  facing	  
this	  at	  the	  moment.	  You’re	  being	  taught	  things	  at	  TAFE	  that	  are	  different	  to	  what	  
we	  talk	  about	  
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Appendix B (continued) 
	  

Educator	  2:	  I	  think	  the	  centre	  is	  working	  within	  some	  philosophy,	  and	  so	  we	  need	  
to	  follow	  that	  philosophy,	  like	  whatever	  they	  are	  telling	  there	  but	  in	  SITE	  NAMED	  
we	  don’t	  follow	  
	  
Andi:	  In	  what	  way,	  cause	  to	  look	  at	  that	  (looking	  at	  PA’s	  map)	  you	  know	  there	  are	  
cultural	  arrangements,	  there	  are	  physical	  arrangements	  there	  are	  social	  
arrangements,	  where	  do	  you	  think	  	  
	  
Educator	  2:	  I	  think	  it’s	  a	  cultural	  arrangement	  like	  they	  telling,	  one	  day	  my	  teacher	  
came	  here	  and	  she	  commented,	  ‘it’s	  better	  give	  the	  paint,	  put	  every	  bunch	  (?)	  on	  
every	  child’s	  paper	  and	  they	  just	  do.	  They	  believe	  they	  (the	  children)	  don’t	  have	  
choice	  to	  take	  as	  much	  as	  they	  want.	  	  
	  
She	  commented	  on,	  give	  a	  little	  bit	  to	  each	  child	  and	  when	  they	  finish	  give	  a	  little	  
bit	  more	  
	  
Andi:	  yep,	  yep	  
	  
Educator	  2:	  then	  I	  said	  ‘what	  about,	  you	  know,	  the	  children’s	  choice’	  if	  one	  of	  them	  
likes	  to	  get	  sand,	  and	  the	  other	  child	  likes	  to	  get	  paint,	  what	  happened	  for	  the	  
choice.	  
	  
So	  the	  practice	  is	  different,	  of	  SITE	  NAMED	  is	  different	  to	  the	  other	  centres	  
	  
Andi:	  and	  so	  as	  an	  educator,	  where	  does	  that	  put	  you	  
	  
Educator	  2:	  my	  feeling	  was,	  I	  was	  listening	  but	  I	  didn’t	  follow	  it,	  I	  follow	  my	  own	  
practice.	  
	  
Andi:	  right,	  so	  I	  guess	  there’s	  a	  bit	  of	  a	  tension	  in	  that	  
	  
Educator	  1:	  I	  think	  what	  I’m	  finding	  is,	  I’m	  really	  lucky	  I’ve	  got	  a	  team	  whose,	  I	  
mean	  Educator	  2	  is	  leaning	  really	  different	  things	  to	  what	  I’m	  asking	  her	  to	  think	  
about,	  or	  how	  I’m	  asking	  everyone	  to	  think	  about.	  
	  
You’re	  all	  open	  to	  it,	  but	  I	  could	  have	  people	  who	  are	  very	  much	  saying,	  well	  no	  
that’s	  not	  what	  I	  was	  taught	  at	  TAFE	  and	  therefore	  that	  is	  the	  be	  all	  and	  end	  all,	  and	  
then	  we	  have	  no	  space	  for	  discussion.	  
	  
So	  that’s	  what	  I	  think	  the	  big	  is,	  that	  if	  …	  your	  question	  was	  what	  does	  that	  mean	  
for	  us	  if	  we	  go	  by	  what	  we’ve	  been	  taught	  and	  we	  don’t	  question,	  well	  then	  we	  
don’t	  question	  our	  practice	  and	  we	  end	  up	  possibly	  restricting	  what	  children	  do.	  
	  
It	  comes	  down	  to	  our	  image	  of	  the	  child.	  TAFE	  ends	  up	  shaping	  our	  image	  of	  the	  
child	  rather	  than,	  well	  not	  TAFE	  you	  know	  wherever	  we	  learn	  these	  things	  from	  
rather	  than	  it	  being	  shaped	  by	  what	  we	  see	  everyday	  if	  we	  don’t	  question	  it.	  
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Andi:	  and	  so	  then	  in	  thinking	  about	  it	  the	  other	  way	  round,	  how	  would	  the	  practice	  
and	  what	  we	  see	  effect	  our	  image	  of	  the	  child	  …	  do	  you	  think	  there’s	  a	  different	  
order	  of	  things,	  that	  either	  something	  that	  someone	  teaches	  tells	  you	  about	  how	  to	  
see	  the	  child	  or	  what	  you	  see	  before	  you	  then	  shapes	  your	  image	  of	  the	  child.	  
	  
Educator	  1:	  I	  think	  it’s	  gotta	  be	  a	  balance	  of	  the	  2	  because	  you’ve	  got	  to	  start	  
somewhere,	  you	  know.	  Your	  image	  has	  to	  be	  shaped	  from	  something	  but	  then	  you	  
can	  refine	  that	  based	  on	  what	  you’ve	  read	  and	  based	  on	  what	  you’ve	  seen	  in	  real	  
life	  and	  it	  is	  shaped	  by	  our	  cultural	  context.	  
	  
LOOKING	  AT	  MAP	  
	  
Because	  it	  is	  shaped	  by	  our	  cultural	  and	  social	  context	  because	  you	  know,	  it’s	  taken	  
us	  a	  long	  time	  to	  see	  children	  in	  certain	  ways,	  even	  in	  SITE	  NAMED	  for	  example,	  
because	  it’s	  something	  we’ve	  never	  seen	  before.	  	  
	  
So	  me	  getting	  to	  go	  and	  do	  a	  visit	  overseas	  for	  example,	  allowed	  me	  to	  see	  how	  
other	  people	  did	  it.	  It	  doesn’t	  matter	  how	  much	  you	  read	  about	  it,	  if	  you	  don’t	  see	  it	  
sometimes	  you	  can’t	  reconcile	  it.	  
	  
And	  I	  guess	  it’s	  a	  bit	  like,	  I	  wonder	  if	  it’s	  a	  bit	  like	  when	  we	  have	  parents	  of	  children	  
from	  other	  cultures	  who	  when	  they	  see	  how	  we	  do	  things	  here,	  that	  can	  really	  
challenger	  them.	  Like	  the	  fact	  that	  we	  can	  lie	  an	  infant	  on	  a	  mat	  and	  that’s	  ok,	  but	  
there’s	  no	  soft	  cushioning	  around	  them,	  I	  don’t	  know	  …	  	  
	  
It’s	  a	  different	  level	  of	  safety	  for	  them,	  that’s	  really	  challenging	  but	  then	  when	  they	  
actually	  see	  that	  they’re	  successful	  in	  crawling	  or	  rolling	  or	  moving	  through	  stages	  
of	  development	  or	  whatever	  they	  think	  that’s	  going	  to	  impact,	  they	  then	  feel	  more	  
comfortable	  but	  you	  have	  to	  see	  it	  
	  
Andi:	  and	  live	  it	  to	  kind	  of	  	  
	  
Educator	  1:	  yeah,	  really	  get	  it	  
	  
Andi:	  well	  even	  in	  that,	  there’s	  the	  ‘doing’	  of	  placing	  a	  child	  on	  a	  mat,	  instead	  of	  
wherever	  and	  I	  guess	  you	  can	  see	  how	  they	  all	  interact	  (pointing	  to	  map)	  
	  
EVERYONE	  LOOKING	  AT	  MAP	  
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Reflections - 11 July, 2013 
 
This week has been an interesting one, settling in with both the children and the 
staff. Probably the first thing I noticed was coming into this situation as a 
researcher and not a teacher/director and finding the line between what that 
means for my experience e.g. do I wipe noses? Do I hold a child to help out the 
staff? I have come to see that I can’t not wipe noses and if I am able to help a 
staff member out, I’d feel sillier not doing that. I think the staff are still a bit wary 
(?) or even aware of me, which seems natural. I wonder if I wasn’t there, would 
they be using such high voices (which I think they think shows they are in 
tune??) and talking so much to the children. I notice them watching where I am 
either directly or peripherally. Essentially I wonder if they are changing their 
ways of being because I am there and they are being watched, taped no less. I 
wonder/hope if with time the, what seems to be at times, façade will fall and a 
more natural view of life on the floor will emerge. It’s still early days I guess. The 
babies are much more overt about how they are taking my presence in, facial 
expressions and gestures telling me when they are or are not happy about my 
being there. Some have taken a really small amount of time to be ‘ok’ with me, 
e.g. B and T, some are middle ground e.g. P, and some are at the ‘slower to 
warm up’ end e.g. Z and K. Wherever they fall on the continuum, their eye 
contact is the most noticeable way they seem to monitor my presence. So keen 
and so sharp, they watch me come in to the space and often stop what they’re 
doing as I do e.g. Z the other day. This week I realised during time with T that 
there were moments where my ‘sayings’ and ‘doings’ impacted on his. I imagine 
as a participant observer there is a degree to which you can’t help but 
‘influence’ the research what I wonder is it for the better? Will infants sayings, 
doings, and relatings emerge in different ways? It’s a fine line. I am quite aware 
of the play of power, made more obvious in the method they are using at (site is 
named) to interact and engage with the babies. The Pikler Method. I’d like to 
follow up with that and ask but so far my observation is that they do not use 
their powerful positions as adults to act on/for the child without speaking with 
them first. There is a lot of asking what a child wants and waiting for their 
response, be it vocalisation or gesture. This along with my new role as 
researcher, an awareness that while many of the babies are ‘happy’ with me 
they still do not know me very well, and being mindful I am not officially 
responsible for these children’s wellbeing (spoke with A about safety yes!), I am 
quite aware of the (potentially) powerful position I have and to not assume I can 
help or do anything without checking with that child and staff first. Logistically, 
this week has been an eye opener, not having tape for the camera, deciding 
when to film the whole space, will I have too much tape if I keep filming, writing 
up observations on Thursday printing the photos without direct access to my 
funds/account (blurgh), when will I print up the photos and where will I put them 
given THE DOCUMENTATION PANELS ARE ON THE OTHER SIDE!!! 
Hmmmmm ….. that’s just how it came to be but am a bit disappointed they are 
not on the baby side.  
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sayings (yellow), doings (green), relatings (pink)  
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Appendix E – Analysis: Organising data into arrangements 
 

Practices and practice architectures in research practices with infants 
 
Examples of pactices of a research 
project with infants 

Examples of practice architectures of 
a research project with infants 

 
Sayings 
 
Researcher: I’m sorry, please, thank you, 
participation, ethical symmetry, feel troubled, 
ethical issue, is it fair. 
 
Infant: Vocalises and leans body away, 
vocalises repeatedly and points to the 
computer. 
 
Educator: would you like to come and sit with 
me, or you can go sit with L, I’m sorry. 
 
Doings 
 
Researcher: meetings with educators, 
playing video snippets, transcribing meetings, 
writing reflections, playing clips on the 
computer, re-directing the babies trying to 
touch computer, discussions during 
supervisory meetings, stop using computer in 
meetings. 
 
Infant: being present at meetings, touching 
computer, changing the clip, using keyboards 
provided, being persistent. 
 
Educator: watching, get keyboards from 
resource cupboard, incorporating keyboards 
into the educational program. 
 
Relatings 
 
Researcher: shared reflective springboard, 
saying ‘sorry’, ‘please’ and ‘thank’ you to 
babies, respecting and facilitating babies 
involvement as equally as educators, feeling 
troubled, questioning ethics, speaking in sync 
with educator. 
 
Infant: relates to researcher in a more 
compliant/submissive way, relates to 
educator in more resistant way, asserts own 
power through repeated vocalisation and 
gesture. 
 
Educator: offers choices to infant, expresses 
understanding to infant and acknowledges 
their wishes, saying sorry to infant, asserts 
what will happen in the end, speaking in sync 
with researcher. 

 
Cultural-discursive arrangements 
 
Researcher: Culture of respect for infants, 
discourses of (and value for) participation of 
young children in research about them, 
ethical symmetry as a specialist discourse in 
ECE research methodological attitude that 
influences research choices, specialist 
discourses of ethics processes of universities 
and bodies endorsing research.  
 
 
 
Material- economic arrangements 
 
Researcher: The site of practice as the site of 
the meetings with educators with babies 
present, centrality of the computer in the 
meeting space to play video clips, research 
validity, rigor and accountability measures 
e.g. writing reflections, research data 
collection documents e.g. of transcribed 
meetings and researcher reflections, 
meetings with supervisors (also transcribed) 
in their offices, time taken to transcribe 
meetings. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Social-political arrangements 
 
Researcher: as equal a collaborative and 
respectful relationship with adult participants 
as with infant participants, infant seemed to 
relate differently with researcher than with 
educator, educator seemed to be in sync with 
researcher. 
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Research Project Information - Educators 
 

Educatorsʼ conceptions of infantsʼ capabilities: Do they impact 
on the babiesʼ lived experiences? 

 
 

This study will be conducted by: 
Andi Salamon 0415 399 030, email asalamon@csu.edu.au 
Chief Investigator, Early Childhood Teacher, PhD Student 

Charles Sturt University, Bathurst, Australia 
Professor Jennifer Sumsion (02) 6338 4423, email jsumsion@csu.edu.au 

PhD Supervisor, Charles Sturt University, Bathurst, Australia 
Professor Linda Harrison (02) 6338 4872, email lharrison@csu.edu.au 

PhD Supervisor, Charles Sturt University, Bathurst, Australia 
Professor Ben Bradley (02) 6338 4482, email bbradley@csu.edu.au 

PhD Supervisor, Charles Sturt University, Bathurst, Australia 
Associate Professor Fran Press (02) 6338 4287, email fpress@csu.edu.au 

PhD Supervisor, Charles Sturt University, Bathurst, Australia 
 
 

Hello, 
 
My name is Andi Salamon. I am a PhD student from Charles Sturt University 
Bathurst and am conducting a study about the beliefs and understanding 
educators have about infants and how these might influence the babies’ 
experiences. You are warmly invited to participate. 
 
The aim of the study is to explore whether, and if so how, early childhood 
educators’ attitudes and assumptions about infants’ abilities impact on their 
practice and the babies’ experiences. The inquiry will focus on the educators’ 
ideas and practices and the babies’ experiences. I will observe and document 
the practices of both educators and babies, i.e., their ‘sayings’ 
(communications), ‘doings’ (actions) and ‘relatings’ (relationships) in video 
taped segments and photo/documentation panels. 
 
I will be visiting (site named) for three half days a week for six months. The 
blocks of time for the visits will be decided in consultation with you. 
 
As an Educator, your participation would involve: 
 

• Making available to me (with parent’s permission) contextual and 
practice related information regarding the infant (e.g. portfolios, programs 
of learning, observations etc.) 

• Providing some information about yourself (e.g. your age, qualifications, 
years of experience) 
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• Allowing me to observe, make field notes on and video tape the practices 
in (site named). Decisions about when and what to video will be made in 
consultation with you. 

• Discussing the observations (including interpretations) of the children 
with me who will create photo/documentation panels of the children’s 
practices, and viewing the panels as a way to share the different parts of 
the research process and offer your valuable input. 

• Viewing edited segments of video footage as part of group discussions 
(during regular (site named) staff meetings) and working with the 
‘Practice Architecture Map’ (please see attached sheet) as a tool to 
reflect on and explore conceptions of infants’ capabilities. 

• Having the opportunity to post your reflections about any aspects of the 
research process on a board in the staff room, anonymously or not, 
which can be used to guide the research further. 

 
Two types of video cameras will be used during observations, a fixed camera 
placed in the corner of the room to capture a complete view of the practices in 
the whole space, and a hand held camera operated by me to record movement 
of infants and capture the best view of their interactions. Decisions about when 
and what to video will be made in consultation with you. 
 
There is a chance the infants will take time to warm to me in their learning 
space and if any child shows signs of distress at my presence, I will turn off the 
camera and stop filming/observing. There is also a chance you might feel 
uncomfortable about the process of viewing video footage, which might show 
your interactions with babies, and discussing your thoughts about it. The 
‘Practice Architectures Map’ will be used in discussions as an external, shared 
point of reference that will help keep the focus on practice and the infants, 
rather than a personal focus on you as an educator. Please know that the 
intention is to establish a safe environment that will best facilitate thoughtful, 
open and meaningful discussions about practice with infants. If you do feel 
discomfort about this however, please feel free to speak with me or if you 
prefer, with ---- (director) or ----(manager). 
 
I will be using the findings of the research in a number of ways, through journals 
and professional publications, presentations, and in my doctorate and may 
include images and/or video snippets. Participants will not be identified without 
their consent and you will have access to the publications through (site named) 
or the appropriate journal if you’d like.  
 
In collecting the recordings of group discussions, names will be omitted from the 
transcripts and different names used in their place. When reporting visual 
information, faces will be covered in video and photographs unless consent is 
given by participants for these to be used in reporting and presentations. 
Written material gathered e.g. observations from portfolios, existing 
documentation etc. will be de-identified with names and other identifying 
material blacked out. You will have the opportunity to review the information 
that has been gathered before its use in future publications or presentations. 
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You also may request to have the video turned off at any time and to delete 
sections in which you appear. 
 
As an ex-employee of (site named), there is a good chance that I have worked 
with you in a professional capacity! Please know my role, now, is as a student 
and my focus is on my research project. I hope that past relationships with me 
will only help in building a greater rapport, trust and shared understanding of 
what is involved in early childhood education (ECE) practice with infants. If you 
do feel discomfort about this however, please feel free to speak with me or if 
you prefer, with ---- or ----. I understand my change of role might pose a problem 
for you. Please be assured that you are not obliged in any way to participate 
and are free to withdraw at any time without any consequences. 
 
The study will provide improved knowledge about the practices of educators 
and infants in ECE settings, leading to continuing enhancement of professional 
practice and quality experiences for infants. 
 
If you agree to participate in the research project, you will be asked to sign a 
consent form. Please keep this information sheet as your own record. If you 
have any questions about the project or about any other issues relating to your 
involvement in the project please do not hesitate to contact me, ----, ---- or my 
principal supervisor.  
 
Importantly, please remember that you are not obliged to participate in this 
study and are free to withdraw at any time without having to give a reason and 
without any consequences. 
 
Please understand that if you have any complaints about this research you can 
contact: 

Executive Officer 
Human Research Ethics Committee 

Office of Academic Governance 
Charles Sturt University 

Panorama Avenue 
Bathurst NSW 2795 

Phone: (02) 63384628 
Email: ethics@csu.edu.au 

Any issues you raise will be treated in confidence and investigated fully and you 
will be informed of the outcome. 

 
If you have any queries and/or would like further information about the study, 
please do not hesitate to contact me: 
 
Andi Salamon – 0415399030, email asalamon@csu.edu.au 
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I have four supervisors and it might become confusing if different supervisors 
are contacted for any reason. To keep points of inquiry consistent and clear, 
please also do not hesitate to contact my principal supervisor with any queries 
and/or if you would like further information: 
 
Professor Jennifer Sumsion – (02) 6338 4423, email jsumsion@csu.edu.au 
 
Thank you in advance for your time and assistance! 
 
 
 
 
 
Andi Salamon 
PhD Candidate, School of Teacher Education, Charles Sturt University. 
 
Professor Jennifer Sumsion 
Charles Sturt University, Bathurst, Australia. 
 
Professor Linda Harrison 
Charles Sturt University, Bathurst, Australia. 
 
Professor Ben Bradley 
Charles Sturt University, Bathurst, Australia. 
 
Associate Professor Fran Press 
Charles Sturt University, Bathurst, Australia. 
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Letter of Invitation– Site managers 
 
Educatorsʼ conceptions of infantsʼ capabilities: Do they impact 

on the babiesʼ lived experiences? 
 
Dear ---- and ----, 
 
The existence of different and contradictory understandings of infants, are 
among the important contextual factors that underpin pedagogical practice with 
infants in contemporary early childhood educational (ECE) contexts. The 
conceptions early childhood educators (ECEs) hold about infants, i.e. their 
attitudes, beliefs, understandings and ʻtaken for grantedʼ assumptions, have the 
potential to guide their practices with infants in ways that enable or constrain the 
infantsʼ experiences. 
The aim of this study is to explore whether, and if so, how ECEsʼ conceptions of 
infantsʼ capabilities manifest in educatorsʼ practice in ways that affect babiesʼ 
lived experience in ECE contexts. The inquiry will have three points of focus i.e. 
educatorsʼ conceptions of infantsʼ capabilities, ECEsʼ practice and babiesʼ lived 
experiences.  
Your service has been identified as a site that engages in quality and innovative 
ECE practices, that honour and enact the participatory rights of all children and 
is invited to participate in this study. 
 
Procedure 
The study will be carried out as follows: 

1) I (Andi Salamon) will attend your site three half days a week for six 
months, to observe the typical practices of infants and educators in (site 
named). The blocks of time for the visits will be decided in consultation 
with you. 
 

2) During the observations, data will be collected in various forms including 
through written field notes, documentation/photo essays, digital audio 
and video recording, group discussions, and reviewing artefacts of the 
service e.g. existing programs, observations, evaluations and portfolios. 
These artefacts will be de-identified so that the confidentiality of the site 
and participants is maintained. 

 
3) Following observations, the ongoing process of documentation of infantsʼ 

practices will help make the research accessible to the infants and 
enable their participation in real and meaningful ways. Additionally,  
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4) the panels will serve as a mode of communication with educators and 
families and help to open up the research to them as well. 

 
5) Group discussions with educators will take place during regular (site 

named) staff meetings, using excerpts of video footage as the stimulus 
for discussion. The ʻPractice Architectures Mapʼ (please see attached 
sheet) will be used as an external point of reference, aiming to minimise 
the potential for participants to feel personally judged or scrutinised and 
thus allow the focus to be on practice and the childrenʼs experience.   

 
If you consent to participate in this study, you will be asked to do the following: 

 
Before the first visit: 
 

• Email me (asalamon@csu.edu.au) to say that you are interested in 
participating in the study. 

 
• Identify whether ethics approval is required to conduct research within 

your site, and if so forward the details of how approval can be obtained to 
the chief investigator, Andi Salamon. 

 
During subsequent visits: 
 

• Allow me to attend and observe the practices at (site named) for 6 
months. 

 
• Be available to educators and/or parents who might have reservations or 

feel discomfort about any of the steps in the research process. 
 
Please note that I have a current Australian Working with Children Check. If any 
other documentation is required at the site, please let me know before 
consenting to participate. 
 
Ethical Considerations 

  
This study has been approved by the Charles Sturt Universityʼs Ethics in 
Human Research Committee. Please let me know if further ethics approval is 
required to conduct research at your site. If this is necessary, please send 
details of the process required for ethics approval to be gained. 
 
Confidentiality of participants will be protected during the reporting of the data 
collected in this study. Measures will be taken to ensure that participantsʼ 
identities are not revealed by the use of names or specific contextual 
information that may identify the site or individual participants. 
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In the collection of audio data, names will be omitted from transcripts and 
pseudonyms will be used in their place. When reporting visual data faces will be 
obscured in video and photographs, unless consent is explicitly given by 
participants (or their parents/guardians) for these data to be used in reporting 
and presentations. Any written material from artefacts gathered will be de-
identified with names and other identifying information blacked out. Participants 
(or their parents/guardians) will have the opportunity to review the data that has 
been collected before its use in future publications or presentations.  
 
If a child appears upset or distressed by my presence, observations of that 
session will cease. If educators feel uncomfortable they may request to have 
the video turned off and delete the sections in which they appeared. 
 
As an ex-employee of (site named), there is a good chance that I have worked 
with some educators in a professional capacity. The focus here is on the 
present research, and it is hoped that past relationships with me will only help 
toward a greater rapport and shared understanding of what is involved in ECE 
practice with infants. If educators feel discomfort about this, they will be 
encouraged to speak with me, or if they would prefer with either or both of you.  
 
Your site and the professionals within the site should in no way feel obligated to 
participate in the research if they do not wish to and are free to withdraw at any 
time without having to give a reason and without consequence. 
 
Further Information 
 
If you have any queries and/or would like further information about the study, 
please do not hesitate to contact me: 
 
Andi Salamon – 0415399030, email asalamon@csu.edu.au 
 
I have four supervisors and it might become confusing if different supervisors 
are contacted for any reason. To keep points of inquiry consistent and clear, 
please also do not hesitate to contact my principal supervisor: 
 
Professor Jennifer Sumsion – (02) 6338 4423, email jsumsion@csu.edu.au 
 
 
Thank you in advance for your time and assistance! 
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Appendix G (continued) 
 

Andi Salamon 
PhD Candidate, School of Teacher Education, Charles Sturt University. 
 
Professor Jennifer Sumsion 
Charles Sturt University, Bathurst, Australia. 
 
Professor Linda Harrison 
Charles Sturt University, Bathurst, Australia. 
 
Professor Ben Bradley 
Charles Sturt University, Bathurst, Australia. 
 
Associate Professor Fran Press 
Charles Sturt University, Bathurst, Australia. 
 

NOTE: 
Charles Sturt Universityʼs Human Research Ethics Committee has approved 

this study. 
Please understand that if you have any complaints about this research you can 

contact: 
Executive Officer 

Human Research Ethics Committee 
Office of Academic Governance 

Charles Sturt University 
Panorama Avenue 
Bathurst NSW 2795 

Phone: (02) 63384628 
Email: ethics@csu.edu.au 

Any issues you raise will be treated in confidence and investigated fully and you 
will be informed of the outcome. 

 
	  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

	  


