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ABSTRACT 

This study investigates the everyday practices of young children acting in their 

social worlds within the context of the school playground. It employs an 

ethnographic ethnomethodological approach using conversation analysis. In the 

context of child participation rights advanced by the United Nations Convention on 

the Rights of the Child (UNCRC) and childhood studies, the study considers 

children’s social worlds and their participation agendas.  

The participants of the study were a group of young children in a preparatory 

year setting in a Queensland school. These children, aged 4 to 6 years, were video-

recorded as they participated in their day-to-day activities in the classroom and in the 

playground. Data collection took place over a period of three months, with a total of 

26 hours of video data. Episodes of the video-recordings were shown to small groups 

of children and to the teacher to stimulate conversations about what they saw on the 

video. The conversations were audio-recorded. This method acknowledged the 

child’s standpoint and positioned children as active participants in accounting for 

their relationships with others. These accounts are discussed as interactionally built 

comments on past joint experiences and provided a starting place for analysis of the 

video-recorded interaction.  

Four data chapters are presented in this thesis. Each data chapter investigates a 

different topic of interaction. The topics include how children use “telling” as a 

tactical tool in the management of interactional trouble, how children use their 

“ideas” as possessables to gain ownership of a game and the interactional matters 

that follow, how children account for interactional matters and bid for ownership of 

“whose idea” for the game and finally, how a small group of girls orientated to a 
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particular code of conduct when accounting for their actions in a pretend game of 

“school”.  

Four key themes emerged from the analysis. The first theme addresses two 

arenas of action operating in the social world of children, pretend and real: the 

“pretend”, as a player in a pretend game, and the “real”, as a classroom member. 

These two arenas are intertwined. Through inferences to explicit and implicit “codes 

of conduct”, moral obligations are invoked as children attempt to socially exclude 

one another, build alliances and enforce their own social positions. The second theme 

is the notion of shared history. This theme addresses the history that the children re-

constructed, and acts as a thread that weaves through their interactions, with 

implications for present and future relationships. The third theme is around 

ownership. In a shared context, such as the playground, ownership is a highly 

contested issue. Children draw on resources such as rules, their ideas as possessables, 

and codes of behaviour as devices to construct particular social and moral orders 

around owners of the game. These themes have consequences for children’s 

participation in a social group. The fourth theme, methodological in nature, shows 

how the researcher was viewed as an outsider and novice and was used as a resource 

by the children. This theme is used to inform adult-child relationships. 

The study was situated within an interest in participation rights for children and 

perspectives of children as competent beings. Asking children to account for their 

participation in playground activities situates children as analysers of their own 

social worlds and offers adults further information for understanding how children 

themselves construct their social interactions. While reporting on the experiences of 

one group of children, this study opens up theoretical questions about children’s 

social orders and these influences on their everyday practices. This thesis uncovers 
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how children both participate in, and shape, their everyday social worlds through talk 

and interaction. It investigates the consequences that taken-for-granted activities of 

“playing the game” have for their social participation in the wider culture of the 

classroom. Consideration of this significance may assist adults to better understand 

and appreciate the social worlds of young children in the school playground. 
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1.CHAPTER ONE 

How Children Participate in Social Encounters of their Everyday Lives 

Children spend a great deal of their everyday life in school. With social 

encounters occurring within the shared spaces of a classroom and playground, 

children organise their social interactions within and outside the view of the teacher. 

The complexities of young children’s participation and their own social agendas 

within this shared space are often overlooked. 

This thesis explores the ways that young children participate in the shared 

agendas of the school playground. Situated in the context of participation rights 

advanced by the United Nations Convention for the Rights of the Child (UNCRC) 

(United Nations, 1989), along with the competence paradigm informed by 

sociological influences, the study uses an interactional lens to examine young 

children’s social lives and how they competently manage their in situ social 

relationships in the school playground.  

The terms “child”, “children” and “childhood” are used throughout the thesis. 

The UNCRC’s (United Nations, 1989) definition of  “child” is all persons under the 

age of 18 years. Here, “children” refers to children as a biological or natural entity 

(Prout & James, 1997). “Childhood” refers to the conceptual ideal of childhood, that 

childhood is not a natural phenomenon or stage of life, but rather a socially 

constructed production where children are considered competent social agents 

(James, Jenks, & Prout, 1998; James & Prout, 1990; Mayall, 1994; Waksler, 1991). 

Major social policy movements and theoretical understandings have led to an 

international agenda of child participation. While emphasis has been given to the 

importance of child participation in research and policy contexts, minimal attention 
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has been given to how children engage in school contexts where notions of child 

participation are embraced. Children typically are expected to fit into adult notions of 

participation, with minimal attention recognising children’s contributions and 

genuine participation (Prout, 2002). Moves for increased recognition of child 

participation in early childhood settings are faced with the difficulty of translating 

that view into examples of what child participation might look like in the everyday 

activities of the classroom and playground. Even while attempting to position 

children as competent, there is little acknowledgement or understanding of children’s 

interactions in their social worlds.  

Arguably, there is a need to study and understand how children socially 

construct their everyday lives and how these interactions “fit” with participation 

agendas. Examining actual instances of children’s interactions allows an 

investigation into how children draw on and use peer and adult structures in the 

construction of their everyday social practices. Such an examination of children’s 

participation agendas is at a foundational level – how they manage their everyday 

participation in the early years setting with each other, and with the teacher.  

The Study and Research Questions 

The study was sparked by my reflections as an early childhood educator. 

During my teaching career, I was in awe of children’s capabilities to research ideas, 

infer and synthesise learning, and manipulate materials. As a teacher, I strived to 

enable children’s capabilities in various activities in the learning environment. 

However, I now realise that I did so on my terms. Whilst asking children about their 

ideas and taking an interest in their games, it was always from the view of how to 

extend their thinking and writing skills, to make this into a “purposeful” learning 
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experience. I gave little consideration to how children organised their own social 

encounters, and their perspectives on their social worlds.  

Some realisation of the importance that children place on social interaction 

with others came after a visit for afternoon tea at a student’s home. The child talked 

constantly about her peers, not mentioning any of the “marvellous” things I had 

contributed. “It’s actually not about me at all!” I thought, considering my energetic 

contributions. Always thinking of her as a shy child, my focus was to enlist ways to 

build her communication skills, confidence and assertiveness. Not viewing her as a 

social child or as a member of a social group, I never stopped to consider what 

shaped her everyday encounters within the classroom. I came away from that home 

visit with a different view about this child’s standpoint, and the forces at play in her 

interactions within the class group. This insight led me to look at the importance of 

the social context of learning and how it shapes children’s participation in a group. I 

seek to view and understand children’s peer interactions and organisation of their 

social worlds and their participation as a member of the group according to the 

children’s own standpoints.  

The study examines young children’s social lives and how they manage their 

everyday social interactions in the school playground. It attends to aspects of 

interaction that can be considered procedural, rather than to matters of curriculum 

(Bjork-Willen & Cromdal, 2009). In shared arenas of the playground, children are 

involved in making decisions about their learning, their social relations and the 

manipulation of ideas, materials and other members of the class. The aim of this 

study, therefore, is to investigate how children engage in the practice of child 

participation in the school playground.  The participants of the study are the teacher 
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and group of 24 children, four to six years of age, attending a preparatory year in an 

inner-city public school in South-East Queensland, Australia.  

The following key questions are investigated: 

1. What are the everyday social interactions and practices of children 

within an early years education setting? 

2. How do children use talk and interaction to engage in their everyday 

practices and organise their social worlds? 

3. How do children account for their talk and interaction in their everyday 

practices of organising their social worlds?  

4. How do the everyday practices of social interaction shape and construct 

children’s participation within the wider culture of the classroom? 

Given its focus on social interaction, this study has implications for preparatory 

year curriculum and pedagogy. However, it is not a study of an early years 

preparatory year curriculum and pedagogy. Rather, the study drew on the enacted 

curriculum and pedagogy of a Queensland preparatory year setting to explore a more 

deep-seated concern to do with how young children manage their everyday 

interactions in a school playground context.  

In order to investigate these research questions, an important feature of this 

study is the research design and data collection strategy. The research design offered 

the opportunity for young children to be active participants in accounting for their 

social interactions. The study collected data in two phases. In the first phase, the 

children of the preparatory classroom were video-recorded as they engaged in 

everyday interactions with peers and teachers in the classroom and in the playground. 

The second phase had two components. The first component is in line with the view 

that children have the right to have a say about matters that concern them, and 

positions the children as capable, competent and active participants. In this 

component, excerpts of the video-recorded interactions were shown to the small 
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groups of children involved in the original interaction as a stimulus to initiate 

conversations about what was happening in the video-recording. In so doing, the 

children’s accounts of themselves as interactants were gained. Such a focus 

acknowledges the children of the study as being “competent commentators on their 

own lives” (Prout, 2002, p. 68). Second, the same excerpts of the video-recorded 

interactions were shown to the classroom teacher for her comments.  

The study is informed largely by sociological perspectives concerned with the 

organisation of social action (Garfinkel, 1967). It draws on ethnographic 

ethnomethodological approaches, and conversation analysis. Ethnomethodology is 

especially applicable to the study of young children’s social practices (Cromdal, 

2006, Church, 2007) because of the close examination of participants engaged in 

everyday talk and interaction. It is “an organizational study of a member’s 

knowledge of his ordinary affairs, of his own organized enterprises, where that 

knowledge is treated by us as part of the same setting that it also makes orderable” 

(Garfinkel, 1974, p. 18). An ethnomethodological approach takes the everyday in situ 

experiences and uncovers the often unnoticed features in interactions to exemplify 

how members competently produce and manage their social interactions. Explicating 

talk-in-interaction within ordinary, everyday social interactions provides 

understanding of the social reality of the members (Sacks, 1992a). This approach 

analyses, in fine-grained detail, the talk and interactions of young children as they 

engage in their daily interactions with each other. The study of “practical activities, 

of common-sense knowledge… and of practical organizational reasoning” are of first 

priority (Garfinkel, 1974, p. 18). The strength of early sociological studies in 

ethnomethodology lies in their assertion to, and demonstration of, the use of 
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empirical data. In other words, they examined in detail observations or recordings of 

actual interactions taking place at any moment.  

Ethnomethodological studies, with their focus on empirical data can align with 

ethnographic approaches. By combining the approaches, Maynard (2006) suggests a 

“limited affinity” between ethnography and ethnomethodology. Goodwin (2006) also 

asserts the benefits of using ethnographic description in conjunction with the detailed 

analysis of talk and interaction “to explicate how children interact with peers” (p. 

23). Investigating the social practices of a group of girls in the school playground in 

North America, Goodwin (2006) used an ethnographic ethnomethodological 

approach to reveal how a group of girls use their talk and action to construct moral 

orders. An ethnographic lens contributed specifically to the analysis because it 

offered an understanding of the social class divisions that the girls made relevant in 

their talk. Similarly, Evaldsson’s (2005) study of insult exchanges between pre-

adolescent boys in the playground draws on an ethnographic lens along with the 

ethnomethodological approaches. The advantage of this approach is that talk and 

interaction is examined within the constraints and allowances of the context in which 

it occurred, in the school playground. 

However, within studies of talk and interaction, the social worlds of adults 

have been the main focus of research. Negotiations that take place in the complex 

social worlds of children have been highlighted by the contributions of only a 

handful of researchers drawing on an ethnomethodological approach, including 

Church (2009), Butler (2008), Cromdal (2001), Danby (1998a, 1998b, 2005), 

Evaldsson (2005, 2007), Goodwin (1990, 2006) and Maynard (1985, 1986). 

Furthermore, even fewer ethnomethodological studies based their investigations in 

the context of the school playground (see for exceptions Butler, 2008; Cromdal, 
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2001; Evaldsson, 2005, 2007; Goodwin, 2006), and these studies have recorded the 

interactions of children aged over six years. Whilst the talk and interaction of 

children, younger than six, in the school playground is largely unrecognised in the 

literature of ethnomethodology, researchers including Kyratzis (2001, 2004, 2007; 

Kyratzis & Marx, 2001), Sheldon (1992a; 1992b, 1996), Berentzen (1984), Sluckin 

(1981) and Opie and Opie (1969) used naturalistic observation to study the 

interactional practices of children. This thesis adds to the understandings of the social 

worlds of young children through a fine grained analysis of investigating the peer 

interactions of young children, aged four to six years, in the context of the school 

playground.  

With much still to learn about how young children’s social membership shapes 

their activities in the school playground, a talk-in-interaction perspective (Sacks, 

1992a, Schegloff, 1991) offers the opportunity to examine in detail the goings on of 

young children in their everyday social contexts. Conversation analysis is the 

detailed analysis of the “doings” of talk-in-interaction (Sacks, 1992a; Schegloff, 

1991). Of key interest is how social activities are produced and understood through 

talk and social action (Speier, 1973). Conversation analysis demonstrates how 

participants, including children, competently arrange their lives. It highlights the 

finer points of negotiation and interaction of participants as they go about their 

everyday activities. Three basic assumptions underlie conversation analysis. First, 

“interaction is structurally organised” (Heritage, 1984b, p. 241). In other words, 

conversation involves specific structural features or patterns. For example, turn-

taking is a feature of a conversation that is taken-for-granted by participants. Second, 

the setting contextually shapes the speaker’s actions (Heritage, 1984b). The current 

action contributes to the frame of terms that determines how that action and 



8 Participation and Social Order in the Playground 

following actions are to be comprehended (Heritage, 1984b). The context, then, 

involves the organisation of the actions and interaction with the conduct becoming a 

product of the immediate and local circumstances of interaction (Pomerantz & Fehr, 

1997). Third, “no order of detail can be dismissed, as disorderly, accidental or 

irrelevant” (Heritage, 1984b, p. 241).  

As Cromdal (2006) notes, commonly missing in research of young children’s 

lives is the empirical study of children’s everyday lives. The study reported in this 

thesis attends to the matter of analysing empirical data and notes that, in order to 

track the idea that children are competent social agents, the study should observe 

participants situated in their empirical circumstances or, in other words, arenas of 

action of the everyday, real and ordinary experiences (Hutchby & Moran-Ellis, 1998; 

Speier, 1973). This thesis views children as competent interactants within the 

situated social practices of their lives rather than as “passive objects who are the 

recipients of culture” (Goodwin, 2006, p.283). Known as the “competence 

paradigm” (Hutchby & Moran-Ellis, 1998), importance is placed on children’s 

competence as social actors in their everyday lives (Danby, 2002; Hutchby & Moran-

Ellis, 1998). In this perspective, children’s accounts are worthy of consideration, 

children’s social relationships and cultures are worthy of study in their own right, 

independent of the standpoint and concerns of adults (Mayall, 2002; Prout & James, 

1997).  

The sociology of childhood perspectives (Jenks, 1982; James & Prout, 1990; 

Mackay, 1974; Speier, 1973, 1982) emphasise the importance of understanding 

relationships and generational issues between children and the wider culture. 

However, Cromdal (2006) notes that “analysis of situated interactions through which 

children create their peer cultures within society have hitherto been scarce” (p. 464). 
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Goodwin (2006) makes the point that many sociological investigations have focused 

attention on the descriptions of interactions rather than the actual “interaction 

between participants” (p.287). The critiques of today resonate with Garfinkel’s 

(1967) original observations of sociological inquiries when he said, “as a topic and 

methodological ground for sociological inquiries, the definition of the common sense 

world of everyday life, though it is appropriately a project of sociological inquiry, 

has been neglected” (p. 36). Sociological approaches that base their interest in a 

theoretical “hypothetical” interest may overlook how interaction is achieved as they 

typically focus on circumscribing “cause-and-effect relationships of social events, 

rather than first setting out to describe social events by direct empirical observation” 

(Speier, 1973, p. 4).  

Through detailed analysis of actual recordings of young children’s interactions 

with peers, this study shows that young children place value on the moral obligations 

within “pretend” and “real” arenas. As well, this research demonstrates that young 

children attend to issues of ownership and the implications past relationships have to 

the shared context of the school playground. Moreover, using an ethnographic gaze, 

the thesis highlights how children manage their relations with adults within this 

social context. Situations of children’s everyday social contexts may constrain, as 

well as enable, children’s competencies or the ability to make their competencies 

visible (Hutchby & Moran-Ellis, 1998). The social situations of the school 

playground are explored to highlight how these can fundamentally inform the social 

participation of young children in the wider culture of the classroom. 

The study places the standpoint of children as a main contributor for adults to 

understand the construction of their social worlds. This approach follows a shift in 

adult-child relations and takes into account the views and opinions of young children 
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(Mayall, 2002). Asking young children to comment on their own lives, helps adults 

to consider what children understand of their own childhood and enables adults to 

appreciate how children attend to being a member of the social group of children and 

what characterizes childhood for children (Mayall, 2002). In so doing, the study 

contributes to how children experience and understand relationships of their social 

lives and their position in everyday life.  

Thesis Outline 

This introductory chapter set the background of the study, showing my interest 

in the social worlds of young children as a research focus. While child participation 

is a right for all children (UNCRC, 1989), there is little research investigating how 

young children participate in their everyday lives in the classroom and playground. 

There is even less about their standpoints in relation to the construction of their 

social worlds. Furthermore, young children, aged four to six years, and their social 

encounters in the school playground have not been extensively attended to in 

ethnomethodological studies. This study takes up this concern. This chapter 

identified the research aim and questions for the study, and provided a brief overview 

of the study.  

Chapter 2 examines the child participation agendas flowing from the children’s 

rights movement. Early sociological understandings, that consider children as social 

members of their own culture, arose prior to the children’s rights movements. These 

are detailed along with later contributions from “childhood studies” (Corsaro, 2005; 

James & Prout, 1990; Mayall, 2002). This chapter then investigates the advances 

made in child participation in early years policy, research and education.  

Chapter 3 describes the methodological approaches informing this study. This 

chapter discusses the related approaches of ethnomethodology and conversation 
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analysis. Talk-in-interaction is the resource through which interactants, including 

children, accomplish their social positions and agendas. A discussion about 

children’s games lays a foundation for the analysis of single case episodes attended 

to in the data analysis of the thesis. 

Chapter 4 outlines the research design of the study. Children, aged four to six 

years, were video-recorded as they participated in their everyday activities in the 

preparatory classroom setting. Episodes of video-recorded interaction were shown to 

small groups of children to stimulate a conversation. These conversations were 

audio-recorded. This chapter outlines the participants, the setting and how matters of 

gate keeping and consent were approached. The role of the researcher is explored.  

Chapters 5 to 8 present the four data analysis chapters of the thesis. Each 

chapter uses the study of single cases (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998; Sacks, 1992a; 

Schegloff, 1987) or “extended sequences” of interaction (Psathas, 1992, p. 99). Two 

video-recorded episodes of interaction are examined in chapters 5 and 6. Chapters 7 

and 8 explicate the accounts of two small groups of children as they watched and 

commented on video-recorded episodes. Visual images of the children’s actions have 

been added to improve access for the reader into the worlds of the participants and 

the playground context. 

Chapter 5 explicates how the phrase “I’m telling” is a tactical tool children use 

when trying to win playground disputes. Four phases of telling occurred in a 

interaction between a group of girls and a group of boys over the use of building 

materials. The first phase consisted of non-verbal or verbal actions that were 

opposed. The second phase was a pre-telling announcement, “I’m going to tell on 

you”. This announcement gave the other children an opportunity to change their 

actions. The third phase was telling a teacher, who offered advice. The final phase 
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was the post-telling, when the advice was or was not carried out. This chapter shows 

that “telling” was a joint accomplishment of the girls and boys.  

Chapter 6 presents a small group of children in a dispute over whose idea for 

the game will be used. Drawing on justification and upgrades, the children jointly 

constructed their “ideas as possessables” to use as a resource in the bidding for 

ownership of the game. Being the owner of the idea for the game is a highly sought 

after position as the owner consequently has control over the actions of the items and 

interactional aspects of the shared activity.  

Bidding for ownership is further explored in chapter 7, in which the children 

involved in the video-recording of chapter 6, watch and accounted for their 

interaction. Analysis shows how participants account for sensitive issues, such as a 

dispute, in front of peers and an adult.  

Chapter 8 shows a small group of children accounting for their involvement in 

a pretend game of “school”. Two arenas of action (Hutchby & Moran-Ellis, 1998; 

Speier, 1973), that of pretend and real, make relevant a code of conduct that the 

children draw upon to manage the interactions of each other after watching a video-

recording of themselves. The children refer to shared history as a resource in their 

interactions during the interview, and orient to how exchanges made in the present 

may influence relations in the future.  

The final chapter, chapter 9, outlines four key themes that highlight the 

findings of the study. The first theme attends to the two arenas of action, pretend and 

real, that operate in the social worlds of children. Rules jointly constructed by the 

children during an interview made relevant certain codes of conduct and moral 

orders for each arena. The second theme attends to a notion of shared history. With 

implications for present and future relationships, children orient to this history as an 
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interactional resource for accounting for their actions in the playground. The third 

theme is that of ownership where, in a shared context such as the playground, 

ownership is a highly contested issue. Children drew on such resources as rules, 

ideas as possessables, and codes of behaviour as devices to construct particular social 

and moral orders. These themes have consequences for the children’s participation 

within a social group. The fourth theme, methodological in nature, discusses how the 

children viewed me, as researcher, in the study. I was treated as an outsider in the 

interactions. As an outsider, the children oriented to me as a novice in many areas, 

not as a significant adult in the interactional setting. They also used my presence in 

the interview to support their social position or to draw attention to particular 

interactional matters. This theme offers understandings of adult-child interactions 

and relationships.  

Chapter Summary 

This study’s investigation of young children participating in their everyday 

interactions is one way to contribute to current understandings of child participation 

and rights. The participation agenda has typically attended to how adults can position 

children to “do” participation. This focus has overlooked how children both 

participate in, and shape, their everyday social worlds through talk and interaction. 

This thesis closely examines the procedures that young children use to manage and 

order their actions and the activities of their peers within a shared context. The 

research presented here, investigating the experiences and standpoint of one group of 

young children in the school playground, provides theoretical considerations about 

children’s social orders and their everyday social practices. 
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2.CHAPTER TWO 

The Everyday Practices of Child Participation in the Early Years 

In 2007, an Australian newspaper article reported a toy company competition 

where the prize for the young entrants was a position on the toy company’s advisory 

board (Lambert, 2007). This article (appendix A) is indicative of the increasing 

attention given to child participation, and when and how it is enacted. The idea that 

children should have a say in matters that affect them has been increasingly evident 

in research involving older children and youth (Alderson, 2005; Balen, Blyth, 

Calabretto, Fraser, Horracks & Manby, 2006; Christensen, 2004; Hill, 2006). Whose 

perspective is heard and who gets to speak for whom (Christensen, 2004) are 

significant issues arising within these arenas. These matters of representation are just 

beginning to be closely examined within early years research and policy directions. 

This study is grounded in the context of participation rights which attempt to 

position children as active and involved in the decisions made within their own lives.  

Children’s right to participation as an idea is not new. It was nearly two decades ago 

that an official acknowledgment of the rights of children in international law was 

adopted by the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC) 

(United Nations, 1989). However, participation rights are often viewed as 

“controversial” because children are often viewed as too young to form an opinion 

about decisions that affect them in their lives (Alderson, 2008, p. 78). This second 

chapter reviews the major social policy movements and theoretical understandings 

that have driven an international agenda of child participation. The influence of the 

child rights movements of the UNCRC is firstly examined. Next, the competence 
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paradigm of ethnomethodological influences and more recently childhood studies 

that occurred alongside the child rights movement are discussed. 

In reviewing child participation agendas, the most common understanding is 

that child participation involves the direct involvement of children in decision-

making about matters that affect their lives, whether independently or as a group 

(Hill, Davis, Prout, & Tisdall, 2004). Continuing this idea, Alderson (2008) suggests 

participation encompass the activities of “talking, thinking and deciding” (p. 79). 

Perhaps because of the UNCRC (United Nations, 1989) bill, child participation has 

been most evident in the areas of policy, including recently emerging policy 

frameworks for the early years.  

The UNCRC: Advancing an International and National Child Participation Agenda 

Since 1989, child participation has been advanced through the UNCRC (United 

Nations, 1989), and further driven by the social policy reform agenda flowing from 

this document. This agenda has brought children’s rights to the forefront of 

international policy making and political review processes, including widespread 

adoption in international law acknowledging children’s rights. The UNCRC (United 

Nations, 1989) nominated the “three Ps” – protection, provision and participation – 

as the foundation for the child rights agenda (Burr, 2004; Rogers, 2004; Sidoti, 

2005). The third “P”, the child’s right to participation, stems from Article 12, which 

states that “parties shall assure to the child who is capable of forming his or her own 

views the right to express those views freely in all matters affecting the child” 

(United Nations, 1989, p. 5). Since then, research and political agendas have 

examined child participation (Hart, 1992, 1999; Lansdown, 2001; Save the Children, 

2000; Wyness, 2001). The focus on children’s participation is shown in the work of 

the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) Innocenti Research Centre with 
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publications such as Promoting Children’s Participation in Democratic Decision-

making (Lansdown, 2001) and Children’s Participation (Hart, 1997) exemplifying 

the seriousness and political nature of this topic worldwide.  

MacNaughton, Hughes and Smith (2007b) bring attention to the 2005 release 

of the United Nation’s General Comment No 7: Implementing child rights in early 

childhood (United Nations), which raises awareness of the rights of young children 

in the early years. This document suggests that the early years are a “critical period 

for realizing children’s rights” and calls for early years organisations and programs 

to become more active in addressing child’s rights (United Nations, 2005, p. 3). 

Following this, the child’s right “to be heard” was identified and named by the 

Committee on the Rights of the Child as the key focus for the 2006 Day of General 

Discussion, held in Geneva. This landmark event demonstrates the ongoing 

commitment of the UN to both the UNCRC and to providing advice and influencing 

governments on the implementation of Article 12. Through the focus on a “rights” 

discourse, the UNCRC has promoted a fundamental shift in how adults are expected 

to engage with children (Burr, 2004; Sidoti, 2005).  

Article 12 of the UNCRC (United Nations, 1989) suggests that children, 

including babies and younger children from all backgrounds, should have the 

opportunity to speak and explain (Willow, 2006). For example, Save the Children 

International has child participation as a core focus of its policy and advocacy 

program, reporting on the uptake of child participation ideas, through documents 

such as 12 Lessons Learned from Child Participation (Save the Children, 2004a). 

Unicef has responded through the Youth Participation in decision making report 

(Unicef, 2003). Save the Children Australia (2007) is also working to inform youth 

of their rights under the UNCRC developing resources for teachers of primary and 
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secondary students such as Speaking Out (Save the Children Australia, 2007). The 

child rights movement, through recognising and promoting children’s capabilities 

and rights as active citizens, enables children’s active participation in social and 

political issues, particularly for older children. 

The child rights movement has led to a shift towards the importance of paying 

attention to the contributions of children and young people. This is beginning to have 

an impact. In the United Kingdom, the government asked children, youth and adults 

about what matters most to children. The resulting document, Every Child Matters 

(Department for Children Schools and Families, 2003) outlines five outcomes that 

are of importance to children and youth: being healthy, staying safe, enjoying and 

achieving, making a positive contribution and economic wellbeing. These 

recommendations have informed the Children Act (Department for Children Schools 

and Families, 2004), which legislates that any arrangements and services for children 

must “be made with a view to improving the well-being of children” in relation to 

these outcomes (Department for Children, Schools and Families, 2004, p. 7). 

Legislating for children’s views demonstrates the importance government bodies are 

giving to young people’s participation in all services and activities.  

In Australia, the emphasis on children actively contributing to their lives is 

most recently recognised in the latest national strategy for the development of young 

children. The National Framework for Protecting Australia’s children 2009-2020 

and Early Years Learning Framework (Council of Australian Governments, 2009a, 

2009b) positions children as active decision makers. For the first time in a 

government policy document, children are acknowledged as having rights to 

participate in decisions that affect them and also be seen as active users and 
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employers of these rights as they influence their own lives (Council of Australian 

Governments, 2009a).  

Other policy documents in Australia call for children’s opinions to be heard. 

The Commission for Children and Young People’s (New South Wales & 

Queensland) joint report, A Head Start for Australia: An Early Years Framework 

(2004) suggests that “children have valuable knowledge to contribute to developing 

and evaluating the policies and services that affect them” (p. 57). The report 

recommends child participation through policy action, awareness raising and 

advocacy. The follow up document, What about the kids? (New South Wales and 

Queensland Commissions for Children and Young People & NIFTeY Australia, 

2006) builds on ideas of recognising children as “people with entitlements” and 

suggests policy development in two areas: early childhood education and care and 

family (p. 2). In addition, the New South Wales Commission for Children and Young 

People (2005) released a Taking Participation Seriously Kit that promotes ways for 

individuals and groups to get children involved in matters to do with them. As part of 

this, Count Me In! (New South Wales Commission for Children and Young People, 

2005) outlines participatory ways of conducting social research with children and 

young people. 

Within Australia, work on child participation in the early years is rare with few 

policy documents consulting children. One exception is the Australian Capital 

Territory’s Children’s Plan 2004 - 2008 (Australian Capital Territory Government, 

2003), which outlines a multi-phased Children’s Strategy Consultation Process. In 

the first phase, researchers worked with early childhood educators, nurses, social 

workers and carers from a range of early childhood services including playgroups, 

women’s refuge centres, family day care schemes, preschools and child care centres. 
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The aim of these consultations was to build the practitioners’ skills in consulting with 

children. The second phase of the project used reflections on the first phase to design 

and implement a consultation project to obtain children’s views. The resulting 

document, Hearing Young Children’s Voice (MacNaughton, Smith, & Lawrence, 

2003), notes that the practitioners were more focused on consulting with, and 

listening to, children after their involvement in the project. These documents suggest 

that Australian government bodies are proposing the value of children’s 

contributions in the areas of policy and research. However, mainstream early years 

domains remain challenged by the processes of child participation when put into 

practice. 

Alongside the international child rights movement is the competence paradigm, 

framing studies with child participation where children actively contribute as 

informers in research studies (Balen et al., 2006; Christensen, 2004; Christensen & 

James, 2000a; Clark, 2005; Danby & Farrell, 2004, 2005; Grover, 2004; Hill, 2006; 

Holland & O'Neil, 2006; Mayall, 2000b). Children are being invited to act as 

informed and willing participants in research. An increasing number of studies attend 

to child involvement and participation. This is particularly the case for older children 

and youth. To a lesser extent, children are being asked to take more active 

participatory roles, such as controlling the topic of research, and planning, collecting 

data and reporting. (Alderson, 2000, 2005; Christensen, 2004; Clark, 2005; Danby & 

Farrell, 2004; Einarsdottir, 2005; Smith, Duncan, & Marshall, 2005).  

The Child Competence Paradigm: Advancing the Child Participation Agenda 

The competence paradigm first emerged in the 1960s, investigating children as 

active participants in their own lives (Aries, 1967). Competence was defined as 

children actively engaging in everyday life events and interactions (Hutchby & 
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Moran-Ellis, 1998; Speier, 1973). Pioneering research work by Mackay (1974) and 

Speier (1973) focused on how children accomplish interactional competence in 

everyday activities, including school settings. The point of view of the social 

participants themselves and their ordinary experiences “doing things together in a 

shared environment” was seen as relevant and important (Speier, 1973, p. 6). Speier 

(1973) pointed out that this view typically had not been accounted for in research 

with children. Further innovative work in this field was undertaken by Waksler 

(1991) and, more recently, Butler (2008), Cromdal (2004), Danby and Baker (1998a; 

1998b; 2001) and Hutchby and Moran-Ellis (1998). Waksler (1991) suggests that the 

lack of children’s explanations about their own lives is “rarely missed” because the 

possibility of children having explanations are not acknowledged in the first place 

(p. 62). With its foundations in ethnomethodology, this pioneering work emphasises 

the importance of empirical studies of children’s lives to show how they organise and 

arrange their social relations.  

The sociological approach of ethnomethodology is echoed, but not attended to, 

by the more recent sociology of childhood perspective (Cromdal, 2006). A 

framework developed by Prout and James (1997) is referred to as the “new” 

sociology of childhood. This framework recognises childhood as a social 

interpretation where children are active members of their own childhoods. Viewing 

children as social agents has challenged conventional ideas of children as passive 

subjects of social structures and processes (Corsaro, 2005; Mayall, 2002; Prout & 

James, 1997). From this perspective, children simply do not mirror what they see 

from the adult world, but rather use their experiences to add to, and make sense of, 

their own lives (Corsaro, 2005).  
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Childhood as a Social Construction 

A key construct of the sociology of childhood perspective is that childhood is 

seen not as a predetermined stage in life, in which children develop according to a set 

life trajectory, but rather as a social construction (James, Jenks & Prout, 1998; James 

& Prout, 1990; Mayall, 2002; Prout & James, 1997). In this view, childhood is a 

changeable period in which children live their lives (Corsaro, 2005; Mayall, 2002). 

In viewing childhood as a social construction, children are seen as members of their 

own childhoods (Corsaro, 2005). To understand this approach, childhood is thought 

of as an ongoing social construction with changing members and changing constructs 

of the activities of childhood are dependent upon social, cultural and historical 

factors (Mayall, 2002). If children’s experiences are understood in the present tense, 

the here and now of children’s lives becomes the focus, and not what they are to 

become (Corsaro, 2005, Mayall, 2002, James & Prout, 1990).  

Children are understood as shaping as well as being shaped by their 

circumstances (James et al, 1998; Prout & James, 1997). The larger social structure 

includes not only the social contexts in which children interact, but also wider 

influences such as class, time, place, age, gender and ethnicity (James et al., 1998; 

Prout & James, 1997; Woodhead, 2004). The social, economic and historical 

contexts in which children are situated impacts on their experiences.  

Children as Social Agents  

The understanding of children as social agents views children as competent 

interpreters of the world around them. This notion of children’s agency enlarges on 

conventional ideas of children as passive subjects of social structures and processes 

(Prout & James, 1997). If children are seen as “social actors” or agents, then children 

are understood as having influence on, and in, their lives (Mayall, 2002, p. 20). 
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Children co-construct their interactions and relationships with others (Butler, 2008; 

Cromdal, 2004; Danby, 1998a). They are understood as being active in producing 

their own peer cultures while simultaneously influencing the adult social orders 

(Corsaro, 2005). This paradigm sees children’s participation in, and the social 

constructions of, their peer cultures as worthy of study in their own right (Prout & 

James, 1997).   

A paradigm of competence has developed further from studies into the social 

worlds of children (James & Prout, 1990; Mackay, 1991; Mayall, 1996, 2002; Prout 

& James, 1997; Waksler, 1991). The standpoint of such studies is that “children are 

competent interpreters of their everyday worlds” (Danby & Farrell, 2004, p. 35). 

From this perspective, children’s competence is seen differently from how 

developmental psychologists and social constructivists might view it (Wyness, 

2000). A developmental psychology perspective most often views children in a 

forward looking way, i.e. as what they will become – adults contributing in society 

(Corsaro, 2005). The competence paradigm has a key focus on understanding 

children’s experiences in the here and now, rather than according to the stage of life 

trajectory. Recognition is given to children’s contribution to society, and their 

influence in social worlds or peer cultures (Corsaro, 2005; Wyness, 2000). An 

understanding of children’s culture moves away from simply identifying particular 

aspects of childhood as childlike, or from a view that childhood means children 

speak or act in a certain way (Hutchby & Moran-Ellis, 1998). 

However, with its beginnings in ethnographic studies, the later work of the 

sociology of childhood perspective has been reviewed as providing descriptions of 

children’s experience, rather than conducting detailed analysis into the situated 

practices of the everyday activities of children’s lives. Anthropology and 
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ethnography focus on direct observation. Typically, these sociological approaches 

have been known for their outside in view, drawing on participant observation and 

interviews (Goodwin, 2007). In other words, participant interactions are examined 

using a theory that speculates on what is observed (Speier, 1973). This speculation is 

then used to account for the relationship of people, society and culture (Speier, 

1973).  

Investigations into how children organise and make sense of each other’s 

activities using talk and interaction in action, demonstrates the complexity of 

children’s interactional competence not acknowledged in the work of the later 

sociology of childhood (Hutchby, 2005). Fine grained investigation of actual social 

interactions is important as it shows how children engage in their interactions as they 

are situated within them (Danby, 2009; Speier, 1973). Ethnomethodological studies 

focus on the competence of children using talk and interaction as a resource for 

managing their social lives. Children’s competence is found in situ (Speier, 1973). A 

“natural history” approach starts with members in a shared environment, “doing 

things together” to discover how interaction is achieved (Speier, 1973, p. 6). It is an 

inside out view. As a result, the “procedures by which children organize and make 

sense of their activities in a given social context” are analysed (Goodwin, 2006, 

p. 23).  

An ethnomethodological approach uses in situ everyday, “mundane” 

interactions to find patterns in how members make relevant, produce and organise 

interactions (Speier, 1973, p. 7). For example, Bjork-Willen’s (2007) study of multi-

lingual preschool children in Sweden explored the children’s participation in 

preschool activities. The study found that children employed complex actions to 

sustain their participation in multi-party play. For example, techniques of shadowing, 
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when participants replicate another child’s actions to enter into play activities. In 

“shadowing” participants align with other members by using their verbal moves and 

nonverbal moves of “postures, gestures, intonation and pitch” (Bjork-Willen, 2007, 

p. 2136). This technique displays to the other player a potential players alliance to 

their activity or their understanding about linguistic and ethnic backgrounds in order 

to gain access to the activity. “Crossing” is when participants use language that they 

do not usually use in order to manage and gain access to play and games (Bjork-

Willen, 2007, p. 2136).  

Similarly, Danby and Baker’s (1998a, 1998b) study of pre-school children’s 

interactions in the block area, shows how children use talk to construct their social 

order and competence within their everyday interactions (Danby & Baker, 1998a, 

1998b). In phases of ritualised acts, children are seen to be competently positioning 

their own social order regardless of the teacher’s efforts to restore the order of the 

classroom within a traditional framework. As a result, the competencies and 

complexities of the children’s interactions are shown. 

Participatory Rights  

Early directions of participatory rights for children, which have been taken up 

within the sociology of childhood framework, complement those of the UNCRC 

(United Nations, 1989). The UNCRC (United Nations, 1989) can be seen as an 

attempt to legalise children’s participation and influence. Acknowledging children’s 

right to influence and have a say in decisions about matters of concern to them in 

their life within family or society, enables children to have opportunities to practice 

the principles of democracy (Sheridan & Pramling Samuelsson, 2001). Where human 

rights discourses typically have been criticised for embedding rights in an individual 
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context, interest from a sociological perspective lies in how children are constituted 

as social members in society and the construction of childhood.  

Similarities have been drawn between the two perspectives – the children’s 

rights movement and the sociology of childhood. This “common ground” lies in the 

positions both perspectives take in relation to research and the views of children 

(Freeman, 1998, p. 434). Both take the view that research should concentrate on the 

agency of children as constructors of their own social worlds; that children are 

persons and not property, subjects and not objects; and participants in social 

processes and are not social problems (Freeman, 1998).  

Child Participation in Research 

The focus on child participation and children’s competence has occurred 

largely beyond the early years fields of early childhood research and education. 

There is evidence that older children are having key roles in making decisions about 

what and how to research. For example, in Kellet, Forrest, Dent and Ward’s (2004) 

study of children as researchers, three of the four authors are children, aged 9 and 10 

years. In this study, the topics and methods stemmed from the children. Similarly, a 

small number of primary schools are working with university staff to involve 

students in research projects. At the Isambard Brunel School in Portsmouth (United 

Kingdom), older students are currently performing research, questioning adults and 

other students, to establish opinions on improvements that could be made to their 

school’s playground facilities (Save the Children, 2007). These children have 

undertaken training in research skills and they will be involved in the analysis of data 

and presentation of findings. 

Older children also are being involved as participants in research through the 

choice of research methods being used. For example, Hill’s (2006) study of 
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children’s views of research and consultation methods in the United Kingdom, 

illustrated that there is no “best” way to obtain children’s views. Children saw that a 

variety of methods, including drawing, talk and writing were suitable. Children in 

this study reported that the personality or temperament of the children involved 

should be taken into account in research methods (Hill, 2006). For example, they 

suggested that some children may not like to speak in front of a group and would 

prefer to write their views down, and if questions were not understood, these could 

be explained by other children, rather than adults.  

It is unusual for younger children to be situated as having rights within 

research projects. However, more studies show evidence of younger children being 

asked to indicate their consent and their own involvement (or non-involvement). In 

these studies, children are asked to indicate their initial “assent” by signing their 

name or making a special mark on the consent form (Clark, 2005; Conroy & 

Harcourt, 2009; Danby & Farrell, 2004, 2005). As well, young children are situated 

as gatekeepers of their own participation as it is acknowledged that they can decide 

to withhold or to share their understandings during the continuation of the research 

process (Danby & Farrell, 2005). In Danby and Farrell’s (2004) research 

investigating the governance of the lives of young children in Australia, they report 

how children described feelings of being “in heaven” at being asked if they wanted 

to participate in the research process as they are often not afforded such a decision 

(p. 39). These studies recognise children as active agents in, and co-constructors of, 

the research experience (Danby & Farrell, 2004).  

More recently within the early years, however to a much lesser extent, is the 

engagement of children as active participants in research projects. Children’s input is 

provided for in a variety of ways including map making and drawings (Einarsdottir, 



28 Participation and Social Order in the Playground 

 

2007; Schiller & Einarsdottir, 2009). Becoming more common is the use of digital 

cameras by children, and the subsequent discussion about these photographs, to 

involve children in the data collection. Cook and Hess’s (2007) United Kingdom and 

Australian study of children’s views of their lives, revealed that photography enabled 

the children to take a lead in telling stories about their lives. Similarly, Einarsdottir 

(2005) found that giving children the opportunity to use cameras gave children 

control over the data collection phase, and positioned them as experts in reporting on 

their lives. In these studies, the photographs produced were not taken as an “absolute 

representation” of their lives (Cook & Hess, 2007, p. 43), but rather, were thought of 

as a way to build the understandings and meanings of the pictures through the 

discussions with, and explanations by, the children. In so doing, the accounts of 

children on their everyday experiences were gained.  

The moves made for child participation in the areas of research and policy are 

starting to cross over to other early years arenas. Early childhood education 

pedagogy is now making a response, although slow, to the actions of either the child 

rights movement or theoretical influences. Little acknowledgement for young 

children’s social experiences and influence within a learning context is evident in 

discussions of child participation. However, one recent paper by Bjork-Willen (2007) 

is unique because it studies the talk and interaction of young children within an 

agenda of participation. As discussed earlier, this paper shows how the techniques of 

“shadowing” and “crossing” were used by young children as a resource for “doing 

participation” (Bjork-Willen, 2007, p. 2143). By showing how very young children 

are attuned to and worked within “contextual constraints, demands and expectations 

that characterize social activities” (Bjork-Willen, 2007, p. 2155), this study draws 

attention to the purposefulness of young children’s participation in peer groups.  
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Child Participation in Early Childhood Education Policy and Programs 

Within the early years of education, child participation, from either a 

theoretical or practical position, is slow to inform, in any substantial or sustained 

manner, pedagogical practices. The uptake of the child participation movement in 

early childhood has come more than a decade after the ratification of the UNCRC 

(United Nations, 1989) and is slow to impact. Children’s rights in the early years 

were the topic of a 2002 Day of General Discussion, held in Geneva by the 

Committee on the Rights of the Child. However, early years education did not 

feature predominantly in the program of events. Only one small report on child 

participation in early childhood education was evident in the resulting edited text, 

Child Rights in the Early Years (Save the Children, 2004b).  

International awareness of the early years, however, is evident through the 

Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) research reports, 

Starting Strong and Starting Strong II (2001, 2006). Both reports emphasise the 

significance of child participation for political agendas and for the provision of high 

quality early childhood education and care. Starting Strong (2001) identifies three 

early education programs that promote themes of child participation: the curriculum 

and pedagogy of Reggio Emilia (Italy), Te Whariki (New Zealand) and Curriculum 

for Pre-school (Sweden). These case studies suggest that child participation and 

democratic principles are the basis of exemplary pedagogy and curricula in early 

childhood education (Bennett & Leonarduzz, 2004; Pramling, 2004; Rinaldi, 2006). 

Similarly, Starting Strong II (Organisation for Economic Cooperation and 

Development, 2006) found that OECD countries that have more successful education 

systems value children’s freedom of choice, play and creative expression (Bennett, 
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2007). These two reports augment the possibilities that might result through a 

participatory conversation for early childhood education. 

While there is increasing international recognition, child participation rights do 

not receive widespread public or political support in Australia (Smith, 2007). 

Curricula documents generally do not make assertions for child participation. There 

is one document however, that does address this matter. The curriculum document, 

Early Years Curriculum Guidelines (Queensland Studies Authority, 2006), 

accompanies the introduction of the Queensland Government’s universal, full-time 

(but voluntary) preparatory year of schooling for children aged four to six years. 

“Prep” is an initiative of the Department of Education, Training and the Arts that sits 

within the broader education agendas outlined in the policy documents Queensland 

State Education 2010 (Queensland Government, 2000) and Education and Training 

Reforms for the Future (Queensland Government, 2002).The Guidelines suggests 

children should have an active role in decision-making, contributing to the 

curriculum in the early years. 2008 is the second year of implementation and its 

influence on practice is largely unknown at this stage.  

Despite calls for children to be approached for their views, in policy or 

pedagogy young children’s impact remains minimal. This is not surprising given that 

policy documents in early childhood education routinely do not address child 

participation as a topic. The recently released discussion paper informing early years 

in Australia, The National Agenda for Early Childhood (Department of Families 

Community Services and Indigenous Affairs, 2007), is silent on the topic of child 

participation. Child protection, child potential and parenting is the focus of this 

document. Constructions of children as “dependent”, developing, and as future 

contributors are dominant within the aims of this document (Department of Families 
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Community Services and Indigenous Affairs, 2007). Not one reference is evident in 

this document regarding children participating in the decisions about their lives 

within the four core action areas: healthy families with young children, early learning 

and care, supporting families and parenting and child friendly communities.  

There is some work within early childhood education policy where child 

participation is occurring through consultation with young children. For example, 

MacNaughton, Hughes and Smith (2007a) report two studies of children’s 

involvement in policy formation. Their studies reinforce the growing message about 

children’s capabilities in expressing their views. Similarly, Thorpe, Tayler, 

Bridgstock, Grieshaber, Skoien, Danby et al’s (2004) study of children’s experiences 

in a preparatory year shows that children can competently report on their daily 

experiences. Thorpe et al (2004) suggest that consulting with young children is 

critical because matters that are significant to children may be overlooked by adults. 

MacNaughton, Hughes and Smith (2009) advise that an important part of engaging 

with children in consultation practices involves giving children information 

regarding how their ideas were used. 

However, there is little serious reconsideration of planning and provision of 

early childhood services that enable young children to make a difference (Hill et al., 

2004; Mayall, 2006). Nimmo (2007) suggests discoveries are still to be made about 

“what is possible with preschoolers” in regard to their “authentic participation in 

(real life)” (p. 11). Many child participation processes, while attempting to “hear the 

voices” of children, often fail to respond to children’s views (Kelley, 2006). Adults 

determine “which children’s voices are heard, how they are heard and what they say” 

(MacNaughton et al., 2007b, p. 166). Embedding the ideals and recommendations of 
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child participation within the activities of policy implementation and everyday 

practice remains challenging and problematic for the early years. 

Challenges and Ways Forward for Early Childhood Education 

Engaging young children as participants in everyday life remains a challenge 

for early childhood (Nimmo, 2007). A significant part of children’s daily activities 

take place in classrooms and yet, as shown, the participation rights and social 

relations of young children have not been key agenda items for early childhood 

education. In this arena, children typically are still thought of as developing, and a 

“becoming” agenda is a common component of the early years and early childhood 

education (Morrow, 2007; Qvortrup, 1994). In early childhood education and care 

settings, a focus on preparation for school remains the main emphasis (Bennett, 

2007, 2009). Child participation tends to be something considered by adults, 

including teachers, as a resource available only for older and, presumably, more 

capable children.  

That children have restricted rights is an observation made by Speier (1973) 

over three decades ago, yet one that still resonates today. Studies regarding 

children’s social interactions with peers have observed that children lack status in 

their world, on adult terms. Participatory processes in young children’s everyday 

affairs within early childhood school contexts are virtually nonexistent. Bennett 

(2007) suggests the balance of power in education is rarely in favour of the child. He 

explains that this is due to teacher attention to tasks such as socialising children, 

organising the environment and ensuring children’s readiness for school rather than a 

focus on young children rights to be consulted and participate (Bennett, 2007). 

MacNaughton et al (2007b) propose that the role commonly understood for an early 

childhood professional, that of child development expert, reaffirms authority-based 
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relationships with young children, regardless of the intentions to regard young 

children as participants. The challenge is to move understandings from teachers as 

“experts” in child development and learning who, therefore, know what is best for 

children in a general sense, to being an expert in ways to collaborate with children 

(MacNaughton et al., 2007b). 

The few international and national studies, with a specific focus on child 

participation in early childhood education, have found children’s influence to be 

limited, despite education being a substantial part of children’s everyday lives. 

Pramling Samuelsson and Pramling (2009) note that while it may be expected that 

early childhood education be responsive to children’s influence, the evidence 

suggests otherwise. For example, Sheridan and Pramling Samuelsson’s (2001) study 

of children’s conceptions of quality of early childhood education and care settings in 

Sweden found that children rarely participate in and make decisions about the overall 

organisation, routines, content and activities within preschool. Another example from 

Sweden is the study of young children’s influence in preschool by Emilson (2007). 

In studying examples of “circle time” in early childhood settings, Emilson (2007) 

found opportunities for child participation and influence were dependent on teacher 

attitudes that come close to the child’s perspective. Danby, Farrell, Powell and 

Leiminer’s (2004) research examining Australian children’s decision making in their 

everyday lives suggests that the time spent at school was more governed than their 

home environment experiences. Rather than child participation principles being 

embraced, it is found increasingly that children’s everyday lives at school are 

impacted upon by adult-determined regulation and control (Danby et al, 2004). 

Research of older children’s participation in schools found that the 

participation of children was restricted by adult control of topics and processes. For 
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example, Tholander’s (2007) study of the practices of teachers in employing 

democratic activities found that constructing the rules were actively worked at or 

actively destroyed through interactions. One teacher, after having invited students to 

collaborate in making a list of rules, then ordered sanctions for misbehaving. The 

students constructed the teacher to be a figure of authority in the setting and went to 

the teacher during times of conflict, positioning him as person of power in the 

setting. This study showed that the practice of democracy was a role that children 

were in “preparation for” rather than something attended to in their day-to-day 

activities (Tholander, 2007). Similarly, an Australian study found that adult control 

was evident in decisions about who may participate; the content and issues of 

participation (usually adult agendas); and the way that participation was to be carried 

out (Bolzan, Mason, & Michail, 2005).  

It is in the best interests of early childhood education to embrace principles 

from child participation rights. Alongside this is the matter of engaging these 

principles in the everyday practices of working with, and collaborating with, young 

children in early childhood education contexts. There is evidence to suggest that the 

ability of children to have influence over the program in the early years can be linked 

with quality of early childhood provision. Reviewing children’s conceptions of 

quality of early childhood education and care settings in Sweden, Sheridan and 

Pramling-Samuelsson (2001) found a high correlation between quality of the early 

childhood setting, and the children’s ability to have influence over the program. 

There is evidence of participation projects involving older school age children 

emerging from the United Kingdom. These report greater student learning, 

motivation and attainment, and a safer and more positive school environment as a 

result of child participation projects (Save the Children, 2007).   



Chapter Two: The Everyday Practices of Child Participation in the Early Years 35 

 

Child participation places early childhood professionals in a particularly 

critical position and offers the possibility of reframing the professional capabilities 

and knowledge-bases of teachers. Woodhead (2009) suggests that the 

implementation of children’s rights requires a shift of society’s view of the child. 

Similarly, MacNaughton et al (2007b) makes the point that when early childhood 

professionals redefine their expertise, they may develop more equitable and 

collaborative relationships with young children. Changing overriding early childhood 

objectives and beliefs of teachers as experts acting on behalf of children, to 

becoming collaborators with children, may advance citizenship for all 

(MacNaughton et al., 2007b).  

Professionals within early childhood education and care settings have a 

responsibility to be proactive in their implementation of children’s rights, including 

child participation (Smith, 2007). Making the UNCRC a key document to strategic 

plans for early childhood education is one way to achieve this (Smith, 2007). 

Including child participation as a “protocol” for curricula documents is another way 

(Bennett, 2007; Smith, 2007). On the international scene, curricula documents have 

made attempts to respond to the UNCRC in their attention to child participation. For 

example, the Swedish Curriculum for the Preschool (Swedish National Agency for 

Education, 1998) outlines enabling children to have an opportunity to express their 

own views in order to influence their own situation, form their own opinion, and 

make choices. The participatory role of children is a key focus of the Swedish 

curriculum. Similarly, Te Whariki (New Zealand) promotes the autonomy of children 

and children as “active learners who choose, plan and challenge” (Smith, 2007, 

p. 5).(Smith, 2007: 5) 
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However, children’s participation in action and within their daily experience 

with others has been left out of discussions and applications to date. In order to better 

understand children’s lives, studies need to be based on examining the situated 

activities of children’s real lives and how they organise their relations with others. In 

other words, a disregard to the social organisation of children’s peer cultures may 

lead to one sided understandings of young children’s participation. It is this matter 

with which this thesis is concerned.  

Chapter Summary 

In the area of policy, some advancement has been made to include the early 

years as an area of concern for child participation. However, movements in this area 

have not been embedded within everyday practice. Early years education, in 

particular, has not had child participation as a main topic for discussion or a key item 

for reform agendas for classroom practices. Overall, there is little “institutional and 

organisational change that encourages and facilitates children’s voice” (Prout, 2002, 

p. 75). With the lives of children increasingly controlled by adult-determined 

regulation, a focus on child participation in decision making is recommended in any 

early years domain. An increasing interest in the competencies of young children and 

their influence on their everyday experiences would better position early years 

services in the promotion of children’s interests. Child participation, children’s 

agendas and influence, therefore, should be placed as key informants to future early 

years considerations and, in particular, early childhood education and care. 

As mentioned in my introduction, a major toy company implementing child 

participation strategies indicates the increasing importance of this concept. However, 

it can be seen that the early years field has been slow on the uptake in terms of child 

participation. Child participation in the early years cannot be viewed as a gimmick or 
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an item to check off a list at the end of the day. If the early years field pays attention 

to how child participation is enacted as a process and a key feature of children’s 

social experiences (Rinaldi, 2006), then new understandings about how children 

manage their participation in action in the wider class or society are possible. 
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3.CHAPTER THREE 

An Inquiry of Social Order  

This study observes the everyday practices of young children’s interactions in 

the institutional context of school. Through observing children’s interactions, I seek 

to discover how children use talk and interaction to manage and order their social 

worlds and how they account for their interactions.  

The study takes place in a school playground. The practices and doings of the 

participants, therefore, must be understood as specific to this social context. In social 

contexts, local culture is produced by the participants. Using an overarching 

ethnographic lens, the study observes how participants talk, interact and create the 

local culture in situ. An ethnographic gaze enables the ethnomethodological 

approaches used in the study to be understood as relevant to this local culture. That 

is, the practices and doings identified by the analytic approaches are understood as 

specific to that culture within the social context of the school playground.  

Together with an ethnographic lens, the study employs an ethnomethodological 

approach recognising the practices, doings, gestures and talk and interaction as 

resources through which people, including children, understand and produce their 

social positions and agendas (Francis & Hester, 2004). Children are recognised and 

situated in the here and now (Butler, 2008; Cromdal, 2006; Danby, 2002; Hutchby & 

Moran-Ellis, 1998; James & Prout, 1990; Mackay, 1974; Prout & James, 1997; 

Speier, 1973; Waksler, 1991). In this alignment of theory and methodology, children 

are recognised as players in the social construction of their peer cultures.  

Working in conjunction with an ethnomethodological approach is the 

empirically grounded methodology of conversation analysis (CA). 

Ethnomethodology (EM) investigates how social order (organisation) is constructed 
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by its members through practices, doings, talk and interaction. Conversation analysis, 

an approach with both theoretical and methodological assumptions (Heritage, 2008), 

offers analytic resources to examine the actions, and interactions, of the members. In 

this chapter, I outline these approaches and discuss the features integral to their 

design. Following this, a discussion about children’s games lays a foundation for the 

analysis of single case episodes attended to in the data chapters of the thesis. 

Producing and Making Sense of Social Action 

Ethnomethodology studies the methods, doings and practices people use to 

produce and make sense of social action. Harold Garfinkel founded the 

ethnomethodological approach in the early 1950s, with his work conceptualising 

meaning and action (Francis & Hester, 2004; Speier, 1973). Garfinkel (1967) argued 

that there was a significant link between how people make sense of the world and 

their subsequent activities. In this assumption, language-in-use plays an essential role 

in accomplishing the construction of our social experiences. Of key interest is how 

social activities are produced and understood through the use of talk and interaction. 

Talk is considered a resource used by participants to accomplish social agendas. 

Everyday routine features of interaction are investigated to identify the social identity 

work of participants (Widdicombe & Wooffitt, 1995). The interest in talk is not on 

the “actual” language used or the accuracy of its use, but rather the “what, how and 

when” of participants language use in their everyday social practices (Baker, 2000, p. 

44). Baker (1997a) identifies the main feature of ethnomethodological analysis as the 

examination of everyday talk and interaction as it unfolds to explicate the social 

order at work. The practices or doings of the participants in the interactions are 

important (Danby & Baker, 2001), along with how these practices are interpreted by 

others involved in the interaction (Heritage, 1984b). In other words, language-in-
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action achieves the social interaction and social order of the participants. How 

participants show they understand the talk of others consequently shapes the context 

of the setting, making relevant the context in which interactions are observed.  

In an historical reflection on the development of ethnomethodology, Psathas 

(2008) shows how many researchers across the Boston and Manchester areas, 

including Bittner, Coulter, Lee, Pomerantz, Psathas, Sharrock and Watson (in 

alphabetical order, not order of commencement), formed “programs” within 

sociological departments that advanced ethnomethodological perspectives in the late 

1960s through the 1970s. Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson working with Garfinkel 

initially had a major impact by branching out within an ethnomethodological line of 

inquiry to develop the detailed work of conversation analysis.  

Conversation Analysis 

Conversation analysis has its origins in ethnomethodology. During the mid 

1960s and 1970s colleagues and collaborators, Harvey Sacks, Emmanuel Schegloff 

and Gail Jefferson founded this method. Sacks delivered lectures on this approach 

from 1965 – 1975 (Heritage, 1984b; Sacks, 1992a) before his unfortunate death. 

Conversation analysis shows that everyday language is a site for social action. 

Through their talk, people perform social actions such as, asking questions, giving 

answers, making complaints, justifying actions, offering invitations, giving 

acceptances or making refusals (Widdicombe & Wooffitt, 1995).  

Through its fine-grained description of talk-in-interaction, conversation 

analysis examines the organisation of social action, with an interest in the “rules and 

structures that produce that orderliness” (Psathas, 1995, p. 2). In other words, it is an 

interest in how people make sense of and produce their everyday activities with 

others. As Sacks (1984a) explains the use of “observation as a basis for theorizing 
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(means that) we can start with things that are not currently imaginable, by showing 

that they happened” (p. 25). Sacks’ collection of telephone calls to a Suicide 

Research Centre in Los Angeles sparked his inquiry into the organisation of 

everyday life. Through this interest in the “mundane” examination of interactions 

recorded from everyday settings, Sacks observed that there was a “natural 

organisation of social actions” (Psathas, 1995, p. 7). “Order is assumed. The problem 

is to discover, describe and analyse that order” (Psathas, 1995, p. 45). 

Conversation analysis is often problematic in connotation for two reasons. The 

first misunderstanding occurs from the use of the term “conversation”. Here, the 

definition of conversation is important. The term conversation is, at times, thought of 

as an informal chat with a friend (social talk) and is not thought to include the talk in 

more formal settings (institutional talk). However, Schegloff (1968) explains the use 

of conversation in an “inclusive way” (p. 1075). Conversation analysis is applied to a 

range of situations where “talk-in-interaction” may occur, in both social and 

institutional contexts (Pomerantz & Fehr, 1997; Psathas, 1995). Conversation 

analysis is used to examine talk in all domains of life, including home interactions, 

telephone interactions, play interactions, meetings, interview settings, training 

situations, health settings, classroom settings and social settings.  

The second misunderstanding about conversation analysis is that it suggests 

that this analysis is applied only to verbal aspects of talk. The main focus of 

conversation analysis is the organisation of the actions of members of a social group 

(Pomerantz & Fehr, 1997; Psathas, 1995). In studying the actions of members, 

analysis is not limited to the verbal aspects of the talk itself but it includes 

paralinguistic features including re-starts, pauses, as well as non-verbal aspects 

including gaze, posture and gestures during interaction (Pomerantz & Fehr, 1997). 
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By observing interactions as they occurred Sacks identified recurring details and 

themes that led him to detect organisation or “sequences in interaction” (Psathas, 

1995, p. 13). 

There are three basic assumptions of conversation analysis. These are “1) 

interaction is structurally organised; 2) contributions to interactions are contextually 

oriented; and 3) …no order of detail can be dismissed, as disorderly, accidental or 

irrelevant” (Heritage, 1984b, p. 241). I will now discuss these features of 

conversation analysis within an overview of the basic assumptions of conversation 

analysis by Heritage (1984b). 

Structural Features 

The first assumption refers to the specific, structural features or arrangement 

used in conversations. Participants may or may not be consciously aware of these 

structural features; however, intrinsic understandings of them enable the participants 

to engage in interactions with others (Heritage, 1984b). For example, turn taking is a 

feature of a conversation that is taken-for-granted by participants. Sacks, Schegloff 

and Jefferson’s (1974) classic turn-taking paper has been instrumental in the 

understanding of how turn-taking is sequentially ordered and fundamental to all 

aspects of social interaction. The paper describes 14 features of turn-taking and 

shows how these conventions underpin people’s everyday interactions. These 

features include typically that one party talks at a time; that “speaker-change recurs”; 

occurrences of overlaps are common but are brief; turn order, turn size and 

conversation length are not pre-determined but vary; topics, what participants say 

and the distribution of turns by participants are not pre-determined; the number of 

participants can vary; “talk can be continuous or discontinuous”; turn-allocation 

techniques are used, for example selection of next speaker by addressing another 
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speaker; and “repair mechanisms” exist when breaches in the turn-taking features 

occurs (Sacks et al., 1974, p. 701). Turn-taking has been explored in a variety of 

settings for example, to show that the fundamentals of turn-taking are oriented to by 

participants in an interaction, no matter the setting.  

In turn-taking, sequences of conversational action are observed in the 

composition of two turns used by different speakers (Schegloff, 2007). These two 

turns are “relatively ordered” and known as first pair parts and second pair parts or 

“adjacency pairs” (Schegloff, 2007, p. 13). In other words, the second pair part 

comes in response to the first pair part. In so doing they make a pair, for example, 

question – answer; invitation – response; greeting – return greeting.  

In adjacency pairs, the first speaker’s action constrains what is to be done on 

the next turn by eliciting an obligation to reply; and allocate whose turn it is to reply 

(Psathas, 1995; Sacks et al., 1974; Schegloff, 2007). In this understanding, the first 

speaker selects what the second speaker will be spoken about next. Adjacency pairs 

are “related pair types”, meaning that the question and answer go together 

(Schegloff, 2007, p. 13). This notion of adjacency pairs is significant when 

examining details of the talk-in-interaction. When considering a speaker’s turn, 

understanding of the prior turn is needed because it is this prior turn to which the 

speaker orients in their response. The discovery of adjacency pairs showed speakers 

are attuned to the production of ordered sequences in turn-taking (Psathas, 1995). 

Details about how the beginnings and endings of turns are accomplished, for 

example overlaps of talk, gaps, pauses, gazes, and audible breathing, are of interest 

in conversation analysis (Sacks et al., 1974). As well, characteristics of speech 

delivery, such as marked notices of stress, enunciation, intonation and pitch, are 

taken into account in the analysis of the talk. These details, captured during the fine-
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grained transcription, make understanding the meaning and social intent of the talk-

in-interaction possible. 

The order of turns, the size of each participant’s turn, the number of 

participants, the distribution of turns and the length of conversation are all variables 

of turn-taking (Sacks et al., 1974). When turn-taking occurs, usually one party talks 

at a time, and turns are taken with as little gap or overlap between the transitions 

(turns) as possible (Sacks et al., 1974). During a conversation participants screen 

variables such as overlaps or delayed answers. If errors occur in turn-taking speaker 

rectify or repair the problem. For example, if two participants talk at the same time, 

Person A may stop to let the other person, Person B, continue. These deviations from 

the structures of turn-taking can show how participants work to produce a particular 

sort of social order thus rectifying the problem (Sacks et al., 1974). That is, Person B 

in this example has succeeded in gaining the conversational floor (Schegloff & 

Sacks, 1974). 

Laughter, gestures, and silences within and between turns are significant 

(Goodwin, 1990) as these may indicate trouble in the participants understanding or 

agreement and control the direction next taken in the social exchange. For instance, if 

Person A initiates talk with Person B but Person B does not respond, Person A might 

think “he didn’t hear me” and try again; or Person A might think “he’s not talking to 

me, I’m not going to bother with him” and walk off (Speier, 1973). Each response 

indicates a particular trajectory of social interaction and it is the analyst’s work to 

identify each member’s orientation, and how they manage the interaction at hand. In 

this way, examining the sequence of interaction is an important analytic step.  
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Contextual Significance  

The second assumption of conversation analysis, following the vein of 

ethnomethodology, is that the setting contextually shapes the speaker’s action 

(Heritage, 1984b). To make sense or meaning of the behaviour, the context is 

important. This understanding is two-fold because it assumes that any contribution 

by participants is both context-shaped and context-renewed (Heritage, 1984b). The 

continued understanding of the speaker’s action in reference to the context means 

that it is context-shaped. The hearer attends to contextual information of the just 

prior turn to interpret any further additions to the interaction. Context-renewal occurs 

as further actions form the context for the next action. Every action is informed by 

the preceding action and will, in turn, play a role in how, what and when the next 

action occurs. In this way, the current action contributes to the frame of terms that 

determines how that action, and the following actions, is to be comprehended 

(Heritage, 1984b). In other words, the actions of the first person affect what the 

second person can do in response.  

Context has a central role in comprehending the meaning of interaction. Taken 

out of context, any statement or utterance can seem unclear in meaning. Put back into 

context, however, the meaning of the sentence can be very clear (Francis & Hester, 

2004; Pomerantz & Fehr, 1997). When it is not clear it becomes a member’s 

problem. In other words, the context of the interaction is integral to the member’s 

inherent understanding of the interaction. The setting gives the members of the 

interaction clarification about the events occurring and provides a frame for 

understandings shared and enforced by them (Speier, 1973). For example, there is a 

certain protocol to how a person acts, speaks and conducts themselves at a formal 

restaurant compared to a relaxed family dining place. 
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During interactions, participants share understandings about when, where and 

by whom a statement took place, because they are engaged in situ (Francis & Hester, 

2004; Speier, 1973). A range of expressions, such as here, now, that, this, it, he, you, 

there, then, and soon, display this shared understanding necessary for the participants 

to comprehend their meaning. These terms are called “indexical expressions” and, in 

this way, their meanings are “context dependent” (Heritage, 1984b, p. 142). To an 

outsider of a conversation, the meanings of these terms may not be clear. This is 

because they vary according to the circumstances in which they occur. An outsider 

does not have the same perspective as the participants of the interaction. The term 

indexical, in this understanding, means an indicator or sign of something. These 

expressions have specific meaning to the participants of a context. An example of an 

indexical expression is when Person A says to Person B “That looks nice”. To an 

outsider or observer of this talk, the meaning of “that” may be unclear. Person B, as a 

member of the interaction, however, typically understands what is meant by “that”, 

and responds accordingly with “It is nice, would you like some?” The outsider is still 

none the wiser as to the meaning of “that” in this exchange. When the statement is 

considered in situ, however, the meaning becomes clearer. Close inspection reveals 

that there is a chocolate cake on the table. This is what is referred to as “that”. This 

exchange highlights the participants’ shared understanding of an indexical 

expression, and also reveals the interpreted intent of Person A’s statement. Person 

B’s response of “It is nice, would you like some?” shows that Person A’s statement 

was interpreted by Person B as a way of Person A indicating they would like a piece 

of cake and, that Person B should share the cake with them. 

In everyday use, indexical expressions usually go unnoticed. It is the process of 

describing the context of the utterances, however, that becomes problematic. This is 
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due to the interpretation that occurs during attempts made to depict the setting 

(Heritage, 1984b). Heritage (1984b) uses three points to further explain this notion. 

First, in recounting a scene, any description is selective in what is included and what 

is left out. Second, any description references the aspects that are included according 

to the speaker’s visual field and characterisations. Finally, a description is offered 

when the speaker might not have spoken, which then leads to investigation about the 

purpose for its being produced.  

No Order of Detail can be Dismissed  

The third assumption of conversation analysis suggests that “no order of detail 

can be dismissed as disorderly, accidental or irrelevant” (Heritage, 1984b, p. 241). 

This means that interactional features such as heavy breathing, pauses, raised voices, 

emphasis and utterances such as “mm” are important. For example, in a study of 

study of advice giving to mothers during health visits, Silverman (2001) reports that 

marked acknowledgements such as “oh right” and “yes”, and unmarked 

acknowledgements such as “mm” or “oh”, were found to be minimal responses that 

were significant in that they let the speaker know how the advice was being received 

by the recipient. Similarly, Emmison and Danby’s (2007) study of talk-in-interaction 

of counsellors and callers within the opening moments of calls at Kids Helpline, 

found that within the callers’ talk, pauses and placeholders such as “um”, “er” and 

“aw”, along with counsellor’s talk, such as “mm”, “yeah”, “right”, were critical for 

the continued engagement of the young caller in the call, and the subsequent support 

offered and accepted.  
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Talk and Interaction in Playground Contexts 

Ethnomethodological approaches can be applied to any situation or domain that 

involves talk-in-interaction. The growing ethnomethodological interest in children’s 

social interactions, in the home or at school, is evidenced by the Research on 

Language and Social Interaction 2007’s special issue on this topic. Studies in this 

special issue show that children, rather than be “socialized” by adults, as held by 

conventional sociological approaches, “socialize one another and constitute their 

own notions of valued identities” through peer interaction (Goodwin, 2007, p. 370; 

Kyratzis, 2004). The Journal of Pragmatics 2009 has published a special issue on 

children’s social interaction in home and institutional contexts. In the course of 

uncovering the social interactions of the members within everyday environments, it 

becomes evident how these social interactions have contributed to the resulting 

institutional organisation, practices and social structure (Baker, 1997a). “It is only 

when talk is seen and studied as social activity that any coherent or compelling links 

can be made between talk and social structure” (Baker, 1997a, p. 50). 

With this interest in the everyday lives of children, few studies have examined 

the interactions of children in the school playground. There are some recent 

exceptions. For example, Butler (2008) studied a small group of children aged six to 

eight years, as they participated in a pretend game called “fairy club” in the school 

playground. Butler (2008) and Butler and Weatherall (2006) show the pervasiveness 

of membership categorization by describing how the children maintained 

membership within the “club” by performing activities that were associated with 

their “pretend” categories. For example, when the “teacher” in the club directed the 

“students” to sit and not speak, they followed this in order to show their membership 

to the club and the consequent rules that followed. Evaldsson (2007) studied a group 
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of preadolescent girls’ interacting in the playground. She found that the girls 

categorised each other drawing on moral descriptions of “good” or “bad” friends 

(Evaldsson, 2007, p. 377). Using accusations, complaints, judgments and denials this 

study showed that moral considerations are implemented in situ they drew on moral 

aspects of “feminine friendship” such as “loyalty”, “honesty” and “care” to exclude 

certain members or improve their own social position in the group. Goodwin (2006) 

examines the interactions of a group of girls in the school playground. She found that 

gossip, assessment talk, opposition and game rules enabled the girls to make 

alignments with some girls and exclude and victimize others. Cromdal’s (2001) 

study of bilingual children, aged six to eight years, examined their attempts to access 

peer activities. He found that rather than being a one sided event, entering and 

participating in peer play is a “shared activity” and as such its success or failure was 

a “joint accomplishment” (p. 539). During their negotiations, the children 

manipulated turn-taking sequences, applied code-switching techniques (switching 

between languages), referred to age and gender, and called upon knowledge of rules 

to gain entry or refuse the entry of others, showing that play entry or failure to gain 

entry was not due to the social competence of children.  

Fewer studies have examined the social interactions of preschool-aged 

children. Berentzen’s (1984) study of children’s interactions in a nursery school in 

Norway found that children were active in the creation of their learning environment 

in the playground. They did this by creating and reinforcing patterns of behaviour as 

they interacted with their peers, and their participation in events of the social 

environment. Danby’s (1998a, 1998b, 2005) study of an Australian preschool 

classroom found how the children managed their social orders within an interactional 

space involving the teacher. Kyratzis’s (2001) comparative study of conflict 
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strategies of preschool children in the United States of America and China 

challenged common understandings of girls’ behaviours. She found that girls’ level 

of mitigation versus direct conflict strategies were context dependent. Sheldon 

(1996) found in her study of children aged three to five years that an alliance formed 

between two members taking on of a pretend role of “being married” gave one 

member the role of an unborn, baby brother (p.62) to successfully postpone their 

participation in the pretend play. Sheldon showed that children’s oppositional 

behaviour is a “highly coordinated” practice which involves the use of “cooperative 

activities” (Sheldon, 1996, p. 74). 

Viewing young children’s talk and interaction in detail illustrates the 

competencies of children. This is because of the high level of complexity and 

sophistication needed to infer meanings about the world through language (Sacks, 

1991; Watson, 1991). In this understanding, competence is bounded by the 

organisational components of the children’s lives. In other words, the setting in 

which the talk and social action is situated. Rules and structures become resources 

through which children competently manipulate others according to their social 

agendas. In this way, children can be understood to possess social competence in 

their own right, rather than being considered competent according to a particular 

trajectory of development.  

Typically, research on children’s lives has demonstrated ways in which 

children’s talk is childhood specific, an oral culture (Hutchby & Moran-Ellis, 1998). 

Considering the peer culture as an arena of action (Speier, 1973), however, 

demonstrates how language and interaction become tools with which children 

competently control and negotiate power, access, and participation in joint activities 

within their social worlds (Hutchby & Moran-Ellis, 1998; Speier, 1973). 
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Children’s Games 

Studying the way children establish rules and how players observe these, can 

give outsiders including adults, information about a game as a “social occasion” and 

the way that participants organise this group activity (Speier, 1973, p. 155). Speier 

recognised that the practice of children’s games as “an occasion for sociability in 

children’s culture”, noting that forms of play and games are a dominant in the 

production of children’s culture (p. 155).  

Understanding how young children organise their social worlds requires us to 

study the activities children engage in without adult involvement. Games are one 

such activity, providing children with opportunities to learn the fundamental 

organisation of their peer culture (Sacks, 1992b). Sacks’ (1992b) attention to 

children’s games rested on his interest in showing how the techniques for 

membership of the games were accomplished. Essentially, the games children play 

involves “a central set of phenomena the performance of which serves to provide for 

the learning of the properties and techniques of use of the (membership 

categorization devices)” (Sacks, 1992b, p. 490). In other words, playing games is 

how children “learn” about the culture associated with interaction in their social 

worlds.  

In children’s games, activity related positions, whilst stable positions, can 

substitute members for other members in order to fill these positions (Sacks, 1992b). 

A “category set of game events” are produced, and rules are produced in order to 

follow these game events (Sacks, 1992b, p. 493). Rules can be used to observe and 

also produce infringements.  

A member who is the owner of the game has the authority to announce rules. 

“When a rule has been announced by someone who has some authority to do such 
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things, the rule is invokable by others. If a rule is announced by someone who lacks 

the right to announce it, it is a violation” (Sacks, 1992b, p. 505). This makes being 

the owner of the game a highly sought after position.  

Children’s games can be observed to be a series of alternating actions. Sacks 

(1992b) noted that “the simplest of children’s games have two parts” (p. 496). When 

there are two players and an alternating action, there is one action per player (Sacks, 

1992b). For example, when two children kick a ball to each other, one kicks and the 

other catches and then the actions are swapped and repeated – the players expect this 

to happen. Significant in children’s games is this notion of “the next expectable 

event” (Sacks, 1992b, p. 497). Children draw upon this notion in the organisation of 

their social interactions. 

One technique used by members is that of “mapping” or outlining a game or a 

set of categories that relate to a game (Sacks, 1992a, p. 490). For example, tying 

members to player categories and actions to game events. Sacks (1992b) observed 

that children frequently use this technique at various times in games, such as the 

initiation sequence, alterations to events or when  new members seek entry to the 

game.  

An everyday activity such as playing house or doctor is often thought of as a 

“simulation of adult activity among members of children’s culture” (Speier, 1973, 

p. 155). However, this assumption suggests that children are incompetent or 

“unsocialized” if their performance of adult life does not match or is accurate in its 

representation (Speier, 1973, p. 156). When considered from a talk and interaction 

approach, the activity of children playing house, for example, is not seen as a 

imitation of adult life, but are considered as an “interactional and cultural activity in 

their own right” (Speier, 1973, p. 157).There are still many questions to answer about 
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the organisation of children’s activities. For instance “how do conversation and 

action develop over the course of a single play of a game? How are the rules of 

games interactionally organised?” (Speier, 1973, p. 155). These points are addressed 

through the research questions of this thesis. 

Chapter Summary 

Ethnomethodology, as the study of the organisation of social order through 

people’s everyday talk and social action, is significant to my study. 

Ethnomethodology does not treat any member of the talk as incompetent or as a 

“cultural dope” (Baker, 1997a; Garfinkel, 1967; Watson, 1991). Members involved 

in a talk interaction make sense of each other and, through interpretive 

understanding, jointly construct social practices. Conversation analysis, along with 

ethnomethodology, is concerned with the competencies that underlie the everyday 

social activities (Heritage, 1984b). Language, as central to children’s interaction 

within their own social world, is viewed as a tool they use to competently and 

efficiently carry out their own social agenda. 

This concept is in keeping with the beliefs and major assumptions of the 

theoretical assumptions informing this study that children are competent creators and 

participants in their own unique peer cultures (Corsaro, 2005). As discussed in the 

previous chapter, the notion of children’s agency is one that extends on the idea of 

children merely copying the role models in their lives. Rather, children jointly 

construct and organise their social agendas in accordance within their peer ventures 

(Corsaro, 2005).  

This study employs an ethnomethodological approach to shed light on how the 

everyday actions, events and practices of young children shape their participation in 

a school playground context. Social order is considered as an interactional 
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construction, produced “turn by turn” as members relate with each other (Danby, 

2009). The exploration of children’s interaction in situ is of consequence. In 

employing an ethnomethodological approach the viewpoint “from within” makes 

obvious the measures by which participants themselves organise and make sense of 

their activities in a social arena (Garfinkel, 1967, p. viii). In this way, social 

competence in action can be better understood and, competence as a language user is 

always examined within the interactions of everyday life, rather than being seen as 

attaining a certain developmental stage or trajectory.  

This chapter has presented the methodological approach for the study. The 

ethnomethodological approach, along with conversation analysis, is seen as a “good 

fit” for the study to enable fine grained examination of young children’s participation 

in their everyday playground experiences.  
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4.CHAPTER FOUR 

“Casing the Joint”: Field Work 

The central aim of this study is to investigate how children experience child 

participation in an early years education setting. Specifically, this study attends to 

how children actually engage in their everyday practices of interaction with others 

and what this means for their participation within an early childhood education 

setting.  

Following the tradition of an ethnomethodological approach, the research 

design involved observations of “naturally occurring” social interaction (Speier, 

1973, p. 1). Children were video-recorded as they engaged in their everyday 

practices in a school context.  

However, by also using video-stimulated accounts of the children as they 

discussed video-recordings of their playground and classroom interactions the 

research design and data collection of the study, positions and promotes children 

within a competence frame. They are seen as competent to inform and give accounts 

of their social interactions. Extending from this, ethnomethodological understandings 

in conjunction with the fine-grained analytic approach of conversation analysis, show 

the children to be competent and highly strategic in their interactions with each other 

and when managing and accounting for these interactions within an interview 

situation. In so doing, this study marks a relatively untouched area in 

ethnomethodological studies. 

Investigation into the social worlds of children requires many considerations. 

These include choice of setting, the participants, issue of consent, method of data 

collection and the role of the researcher. In this chapter, I address these details and 

attend to the decisions that were made. 
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The Research Site 

In 2007, a preparatory (prep) year was introduced in every government school 

across the state of Queensland, Australia. The prep year is a voluntary, full-time 

program for children aged four to six years, in the year before formal schooling. The 

prep year context was chosen for this study because key components of the 

curriculum document the Early Years Curriculum Guidelines (Queensland Studies 

Authority, 2006) promote children in a participatory role where children have a 

collaborative role in decisions about the learning that is to take place, and their 

negotiations with each other and the teacher.  

I chose an inner-city government school for two reasons. The first was 

pragmatic; the school was within a 10 kilometre radius of my home. In order to make 

regular visits, be available before and after school to meet and greet parents and 

caregivers, as well as speak in length with the teacher, I aimed to make the travel 

distance to and from the school, as short as possible. My second reason for choosing 

the school related to the school’s philosophical beliefs. The school had a reputation 

for valuing children’s decision making and their collaboration in the day-to-day 

learning context.  

Gate keeping  

In order to gain entry to the school, I followed a sequence of “gate keeping” 

avenues. I now discuss the process of gaining access and consent. 

Ethics Procedures 

The study followed the appropriate ethics approvals for conducting human 

research as outlined by the Queensland University of Technology (QUT) research 

ethics committee, in accordance with the external standards of the National 
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Statement on Ethical Conduct in Research Involving Humans (Australian 

Government, 2007). Guidelines were followed and research ethics approval was 

obtained early in February, 2007 (see appendix B). 

As well, approval was sought from the Department of Education, Training and 

the Arts (DETA). This approval process was to ensure that my research being 

conducted in a DETA school adhered to policy requirements, ensuring “the 

wellbeing of students and departmental staff, the integrity of learning is maintained 

at school sites, and research provides benefits for school communities and education 

in Queensland” (Department of Education Training and the Arts, 2008). 

A Foot in the Door 

My first contact was a phone call to the school office. Here, I found my first 

gatekeeper, the office secretary. In order to meet with the principal, I had to convince 

the secretary that my reason was genuine, for instance, that I was not a salesperson. I 

explained the purpose of my proposed meeting, including the philosophical reasons 

of why I had chosen the school. There was a moment’s hesitation by the secretary 

who said, well we do get a lot of visitors here. However, she then offered me a time 

when the principal would be available to meet with me. 

The next gatekeeper of the school was the principal. In meeting the principal, I 

explained the purpose of the study and how I saw the role of the school, teacher, 

children and parents in the proposed research study. I asked about the school’s daily 

activities and approach to learning, and remarked on the school’s high reputation. In 

response, the principal mentioned a social event that had taken place at the school 

that had been planned and implemented by the children at the school with parents 

and staff having a support role by attending to instructions given by the children. I 

was impressed the level of involvement the children were offered. The principal 
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expressed some concerns for the study given that the prep year was new to the school 

that year. We agreed that the prep year teacher should have the final say about 

participation in the study.  

I then arranged a meeting time with the third gatekeeper, the teacher, Mrs. 

Nolan (a pseudonym). We met “off-campus” in a local coffee shop. I hoped a neutral 

and personal space would provide a relaxed atmosphere for me to establish a good 

rapport. I sat nervously at the coffee shop and was reminded of movies in which two 

people are meeting for the first time. In these movies, the characters always have an 

identifiable sign with them, such as a flower or a book or a code word. I was 

wondering if I would miss her arrival. Just then, a woman walked in and we smiled 

at each other questioningly. This meeting went well. We talked in a relaxed way. 

When I asked if she was willing to take part in the study, Mrs. Nolan looked 

surprised at my question. This indicated to me that her presence at the coffee shop 

meeting meant that she had already agreed.  

Casing the Joint 

Having successfully gained entry to the site where I wished to conduct my 

research, I waited a few weeks before arranging my first visit. It was agreed I would 

start my study six weeks after the school year had commenced in order to provide 

time for the children, parents and teacher to settle in to the school program. My first 

visit to the school was late in February, 2007. I gained consent from the principal 

(appendix C), teacher and teacher aide (appendix D).  

The purpose of my visits at this time involved casing the joint (Haas Dyson & 

Genishi, 2005). In other words, I was seeking information from the participants about 

the general routine of the day. My visits occurred two days a week for three weeks. 

The aim of these visits was to: 
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1. Gradually but purposely gather background understandings of the 

school and the classroom at a broad level; 

2. Meet with, and become familiar to, staff, parents and children; 

3. Build a rapport of trust and open communication to enable the 

necessary data collection that will follow (Haas Dyson & Genishi, 

2005); and  

4. Inform, explain and ask for consent for the study from teachers, 

children and parents alike. 

During my first days at the school I drew a plan of the school and classroom, 

noted the routine of the day and the names of children, and gathered general 

information. Please find this information in appendices E, F and G.  

Participants 

The research participants were the children and the teacher of the preparatory 

year classroom. There were 24 children aged four to six years. Pseudonyms are used 

for all participants in the study. The majority of the children were from white middle 

class backgrounds. A small number of the children had family arrangements that 

consisted of one parent families, blended families, or families in which the primary 

caregiver was a grandparent. One boy, who experienced some visual impairment, 

attended the prep class on three mornings a week with additional help from a teacher 

aide. He was enrolled in a nearby school for the blind.  

During my visits, I talked with the teacher and the teacher aide about their 

daily class routines, the children in the class and their philosophical beliefs regarding 

children’s participation in the classroom. Mrs. Nolan, the teacher, had worked with 

children for many years and was well respected by the school’s staff and families 

alike. Most recently, she had been the year one teacher and she had just taken on the 

role of the preparatory year teacher this year.  
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Mrs. Nolan approached the classroom as a “community” rather than a group of 

individuals. While this term is often paid lip service, active encouragement in this 

way was witnessed in the everyday events of the classroom. The children were 

encouraged to listen to each other. For example, in group sessions, the children 

would often pair off to share their ideas with a classmate about a topic under 

investigation. Impromptu group meetings and reflection times were frequently held 

with the children to discuss issues that arose, such as sharing, what they had learnt or 

how a problem could be solved.  

The teacher, drawing on her beliefs of children participating in a community, 

followed certain procedures that at first, seemed to be counter intuitive to how 

teachers typically might be expected to act. For example, on one of my first visits to 

the school, early in the school year, Dean, one of the children, tripped and fell on a 

concrete step in the playground. He had hurt his knees and cried out and looked up 

expectantly at the teacher, standing across the playground. I started to move toward 

him acting on obligations that came from my past role of “teacher”, that of attending 

to a crying child. As I started to move, I looked again and stopped. The teacher 

looked at Dean and said, you’re okay. Two of his classmates, Toby and Luke, had 

moved over to his side. They crouched down next to him to offer comfort (see 

Figure 4.1). They patted him on his back and looked closely at his knee. The teacher 

nodded and said, you’re alright; your friends are with you. They’re taking care of 

you. Dean’s classmates stayed with him for about eight minutes, and then helped him 

up. Soon after, the teacher aide, Mrs. Simon, put a bandage on his knee.  

Mrs. Nolan explained later to me that she felt it important for the children to 

know that they were all part of a community and, as members of a community, they 

could help each other. She wanted the children to learn that she wasn’t the only one 
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they to turn in order to solve a problem. By not responding, the teacher had removed 

herself as the central figure in that interaction. The children took on duties of “care” 

typically associated with adults by offering aid to their classmate. 

            

Figure 4.1. Dean hurt his knee; Toby and Luke sit next to him and offer comfort. 

The teacher aide, Mrs. Simon, was very helpful sending home the information 

letters about my study and following up the return consents on the days I did not 

attend. I spent time with the other teachers in the staff room at lunch time and 

became a familiar face at the school over the three months that I spent collecting 

data. 

I put up a sign on the door of the classroom to introduce myself to families and 

to explain my presence at the school. This included a photo so that parents could 

recognise me. The class newsletter included a note about my visits to the school. I 

approached parents and chatted to them in an everyday way about the school and 

their child. Seeing me there a few times a week they appeared to become used to my 

presence. 

As I was introduced to the children as a visitor “from the university”, I initially 

participated in a role I likened with that of a student teacher, observing and helping 

out when needed. I asked the children about their activities and followed the lead 

from the teacher. I noted that Mrs. Nolan often took the role of an observer rather 

than that of an active participant in the children’s interactions. As she explained, the 

session play times, when the children interacted with each other, were important 
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times for their communication and problem solving. The teacher observed their 

games and then asked the children to explain their game to her. She followed up and 

extended an aspect of learning by noting it and bringing it up as a topic a group 

session to see “if anyone else grabs it” (teacher). During indoor session time, the 

teacher engaged in a more “hands-on” approach, usually working with children with 

a table activity such as cutting, playing a board game or doing a puzzle. The teacher 

often took photographs of the children and their play activities for the child 

portfolios.  

Information Sharing and Consent 

I sought consent from the children that was voluntary, competent, informed 

and understood by them (Farrell, 2006). Whilst conducting the study, I observed 

children  engaging in a participatory role; that is, as competent, social agents (Danby 

& Farrell, 2004; James et al 1998; Mayall, 2002, 1994; Prout & James, 1997). 

Gaining the children’s consent involved explaining the study, its purpose to them, 

and how it would take place.  

During my second week at the school, I spoke with the children, who were 

sitting in a group, about my study. I explained to the children that I was learning 

about what happens in their school. I mentioned that because I was an adult, I did not 

know what is like to be a child in prep. I wanted to find out about prep and thought 

that the best way was for me to ask them about it. I explained that I was going to take 

some video of them whilst they were playing, showing them my video-camera. Most 

children were familiar with the use of “video”, as many children had them at home. I 

then explained the second phase of the study where they would get to watch 

themselves on the TV or the computer screen. I would invite the children to tell me 

about what was happening in their activities and how the decisions about their games 
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were made. I said we would need to take turns to do this as not everyone would be in 

the video at the same time. As the child participants were minors, they required 

consent from their legal guardian. An information letter with a consent form attached 

was sent home with the children (see appendix H). I showed the children the 

information letter and asked if they could give it to their mum, dad, grandparent or 

person who cares for them to read and sign. I held up the form and showed the 

children the happy and sad faces and asked them to make a mark or circle one of 

these saying, If you are happy to help me learn about what you do at school and be 

videoed, show you are happy by circling the face, and if you do not want to join in 

mark the sad face.  

Following my commitment in the research design to position the children in 

my study as competent members, able to have a say about matters that affect them 

(United Nations, 1989), I followed the example of other researchers (Danby & 

Farrell, 2004) in gaining the children’s written consent. Their written consent was 

sought by asking them to mark or circle a happy face or a sad face on the same page 

as the parent consent (see appendix H). They did this at home with their parent. For 

Frederick, who had a visual impairment, I overlaid cardboard in the shape of happy 

and sad faces on his consent form so the shapes could be touched, in a similar way to 

Braille style. He actively indicated consent and he appeared to enjoy feeling the faces 

and pointed to the smiley face and said, Yes I will do that. In order to enable his 

involvement in the second part of the data collection process, the video-stimulated 

interview, I planned to ask his support teacher to be present to explain to him what 

was happening in the video-recorded episode and to play the episode several times so 

that he could listen to the interactions that occurred in the video-recording. As it 
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happened, Frederick was not a member of the extracts chosen for use in the video-

stimulated interview, and this change was not implemented. 

After the information letter was sent home, I was available the next morning 

and afternoon when the children were dropped off or collected from school to attend 

to any queries that parents had. Some parents commented to me that the children 

enjoyed the process of marking on the smile. A few parents sought general 

information about the study, such as how long it would take. On days when I was not 

present, the teacher Mrs. Nolan attended to any concerns that arose. Mrs. Nolan 

showed her support of the study by actively promoting the study, following up parent 

consents and ensuring parents that I had spoken with the children several times about 

the study. I am certain that her explicit support for my study was integral in obtaining 

consent from all families in the class.  

The parents of two children, Sawyer and Nathan, approached the teacher of the 

class with specific questions about the study and she informed me about this. I 

approached the parents individually to answer their questions. Sawyer’s mother 

expressed great interest in the study from her previous study of anthropology. She 

was keen to have copies of the video-recordings for her own study interests. I 

apologised and explained that this was not possible due to privacy issues and the 

ethical constraints of the study.  

Nathan’s mother told me that she was happy for her son to participate but he 

was unsure of what I wanted him to do. In response to this concern, I spoke again 

with the children in a group time session. This time, I asked the children to tell me 

what they thought the study was about. Becky said, you are looking at things here, 

like our philosophy and stuff. Sawyer replied, you are going to take photos and put 

the photos on a screen and print them. Georgia said, you are learning about our 
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school and what we are doing. Maverick added, you are going to take pictures of us. 

I explained the process again, making more explicit their role in the video-stimulated 

interview, we will watch the video of you playing on the TV and I want you to tell me 

about what is happening as we watch it. That way I’ll be able to find out more about 

it.  I reminded the children of the form with the faces on it. I then asked what 

questions they had. Nathan then put his hand up and told me, I just don’t know what 

you want me to do. To this, Max replied, She’s going to watch us with the camera, 

and then we get to be on TV and tell her about what we do at school. That’s all. I 

followed up by explaining the process again. The teacher added, it’s just like when I 

ask questions about what you are doing and if you have a plan for that. We don’t 

always want to ask you while you are playing, do we? Nathan then nodded and said, 

I think that’s okay, I’ll choose the happy face. I emphasised at this time that, if at any 

stage they felt uncomfortable with me videoing them or talking with me, I would 

stop and it was okay for them to change their mind.  

During the course of video-recording and interviewing children, I gained their 

ongoing consent by asking, for example, is it okay for me to watch you with my 

camera? and Are you happy to talk with me about what you are doing in the video? 

As Danby and Farrell (2005) suggest, children wield their competence as 

gatekeepers, not only through the simple act of giving their written consent, but by 

competently constructing their participation in the research process with the 

researcher. In other words, throughout the research process, the children are 

“gatekeepers of their own accounts” (Danby & Farrell, 2005, p. 61). For example, 

they can do this by not offering information about what they are doing, using pauses 

and silences or responses such as “I don’t know”. Chapter 8 describes one girl, Ella, 
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employing this strategy during a video-stimulated interview (Please note the symbols 

used below do not depict grammar. See transcription notation, appendix I). 

Maryanne: Well what well what are you trying to say  Ella? 276 
Ella: Maddy and Charlotte always  pl ays with me  and  Macy  277 

and Georgia . ((Accusatory sounding)) 278 
Maryanne: A:[h.] 279 
Maddy:   [No] we do:n’ t. 280 
Maryanne: And how do you feel about that? 281 
Ella: Becos they always - 282 
Maddy: Oka:y  I’m not going to listen  if you’re going to 283 

be like this Ella,= 284 
Ella: =>I don’t kno:w, I forgot[(all) I think-<] 285 
Maryanne:                          [How do you     ]fe: el 286 

about that Ella? 287 
Ella: I don’t kno:w . I forgo:t . 288 
Maryanne: A:h.(1.2) [mmmhh]289 

 
When asked about how she felt about playing a pretend game of school, Ella 

started to make a complaint about another child who is present, Maddy: Maddy and 

Charlotte always plays with me and Macy and Georgia. ((Accusatory sounding)) 

(lines 276-278). Maddy cut Ella’s turn telling her, Oka:y I’m not going to listen if 

you’re going to be like this Ella (lines 283-284). This worked to gag Ella. Ella 

immediately said, I don’t kno:w, I forgot(all) I think (line 285). She used, I don’t 

know, I forgot as her excuse to pass on her answer and stop any further questions 

from me.  

There were two data collection phases in the study. The first phase video-

recorded the everyday experiences of the children interacting within the setting. The 

second phase showed short extracts of the video-recorded episodes to the children 

and the teacher in video-stimulated interviews. These conversations were audio-

recorded. The next section details the data collection phases of the study, the role of 

researcher and data transcription. 
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Data Collection Methods 

Data were collected in two phases, Phase A and Phase B. Phase A consisted of 

video-recording children’s everyday experiences, talk and interaction within the prep 

setting. Two extended sequences (Psathas, 1992) were transcribed and analysed (see 

chapters 5 and 6). Phase B consisted of interviews with children and the teacher of 

the class. The stimulus was extracts of the video-recordings shown in a video-

stimulated interview (Pomerantz, 2005). After viewing extracts of the video showing 

themselves involved in their everyday interactions in the classroom and playground, 

the children were asked to comment on what was going on. In a separate interview, 

the teacher was asked to view and comment on the same video-recorded extracts. In 

so doing, both the children’s and teacher’s accounts of these episodes of interaction 

were explored. These video-stimulated accounts were audio-recorded and provided a 

data set for transcription and analysis. Detailed analysis was undertaken of two 

accounts (see chapter 7 and chapter 8).  

Phase A: Video-recording Children’s Everyday Interactions 

Video-recorded data, along with audio-recorded data, is a crucial tool for 

analysis when observing the talk in situ of social interactions. This is because video-

recorded data can enable many opportunities for listening and viewing the everyday, 

and complex, interconnectedness of talk in social interactions of children (Evaldsson, 

2005; Mehan, 1993). Those viewing the video data “can look again and again” 

(Keyes, 2000, p. 7). In taking this viewpoint, however, I acknowledge that other 

things may also be left out of the record. There is a recognition that, as soon as real-

life interaction is recorded in whatever way, a process of data reduction is taking 

place (Bloom, 1993).  
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When undertaking the video-recording for this study, I had to make decisions 

about what episodes of children’s interactions to video-record. The particulars of 

video-recording for this study are now discussed. 

Principles of video-recording 

The early childhood setting provides many opportunities for children to interact 

in a variety of social situations including being alone, with partners, in small groups, 

in whole groups or transitioning times through everyday situations. As my focus was 

on examining children’s social interactions, I selected episodes where children were 

in groups of two or more. My recent experience as a research assistant video-

recording play interactions of twin children was invaluable in helping me make 

decisions about what to video as well as the technical aspects of the video-recording. 

For example, I had learnt in this role that capturing longer sequences of interaction 

revealed more of children’s social interactions rather than capturing a “bit of 

everything”.  

Video-recording commenced a few weeks after I had started to “case the joint” 

(Haas Dyson & Genishi, 2005, p. 1). Video-recording was undertaken two or three 

days a week over a period of two and a half months. Continuous video-recording 

across the day occurred, for example, from the beginning of the day at nine o’clock 

until near the afternoon tea break at one o’clock. This covered two main sessions of 

the day, with activities such as morning greeting time, outdoor play sessions, whole 

group times, specialist lessons, outdoor play sessions and language times, transition 

times. Appendix J details a complete list of the timing and events of all the video-

recording that was undertaken. 

In order to address the research questions of the study, video-recording 

included as much of the children’s talk and interaction as possible. The aim was to 
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capture the participation of the children within the shared context classroom and 

playground. I focused on how a game was initiated, how it evolved and how it ended. 

Choosing what to video was based on pragmatics: if it looked interesting, I video-

recorded it (Danby, 1998a; Sacks, 1984a).  

I aimed to video-record interactions happening within a more stable setting, for 

example, video-recording children in the sandpit rather than video-recording a 

running game. As I spent more time in the school setting, my interest seemed to 

gravitate to the outdoor play session. During this time the children could make 

choices about who, what, where and how they would play. Often, the children 

formed small groups to construct games, selecting the play items from a trolley that 

were wheeled out of the storage shed by the outdoor helpers (two children). 

Typically, many games and interactions were occurring at any one time. There were 

many times when I wished I had another video-camera, because I could always find 

something else just as interesting happening with another group of children in 

another area of the playground.  

During the outdoor play session, many negotiations occurred as the children 

established who they would play with and what play items they would use. As they 

carried out the playing of their games, disputes arose about for example, “whose 

idea” was to be followed and how it would be played (see chapter 6). So intense were 

the children’s social interactions during this time that quite often these negotiations 

took up most of their outdoor time. It seemed to me that decisions made about what 

was to be “played”, who could play and how, was the core business at hand, and 

“playing” the game itself was not always accomplished.  

Initially, the teacher and teacher aide seemed self-conscious when I walked 

around with my video camera. After a few days of video-recording, the teacher 
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appeared to carry on with “business as usual”. Similarly, the children appeared to 

take little notice of my video-recording activities in the classroom. The teacher aide, 

however, never appeared comfortable with the video-camera on her. She would walk 

around me or the area I was videoing in order to avoid being recorded. However, I 

could never be sure of the impact, if any, my presence had in the classroom for the 

children, teacher and teacher aide. 

During video recording, I took on a detached observer role and made brief 

responses only if children instigated interaction, only reacting when the children 

spoke to me (Danby, 1997). I chose this role because my past experiences as teacher 

and observer of children highlighted that becoming overly involved in the play meant 

that there is potential for the adult to become the focus of the interaction. When this 

occurs, the adult input may change the direction the children were taking in their play 

and construct a different social order. Goodwin and Goodwin (1987) note also that 

acting as “a principal recipient of children’s talk” may greatly influence that talk 

(p. 202). In studying the everyday worlds of young children through an insider’s 

viewpoint, the role of the researcher is one that is often noted as problematic. This is 

due to the obvious distinction between children and adults from which raises the 

question, how can adults freely act within the social worlds of children? (Hutchby & 

Moran-Ellis, 1998).  

Researcher as Observer in the Study 

Mandell (1991) identified three roles that a researcher might take in studying 

the everyday interactions of children’s peer cultures. These are, first, the role of a 

detached observer who acknowledges the divide between adult’s and children’s 

social worlds; second, the role as semi-participatory, in which the researcher observe 

and responds but is on the fringe of activities; and third, the role of complete 
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involvement (Mandell, 1991, p. 39). Mandell (1991) favoured the latter role, 

advocating that when obtaining entry into the children’s everyday worlds, the 

researcher must actively involve themselves in and with the activities of the children. 

In Mandell’s (1991) research of the social exchanges between preschool children, 

she initially took on a reactive observer role. Over time however, Mandell’s (1991) 

role became one of being an active participant and, as such, a full member of the 

children’s social worlds. She achieved this by taking her lead from the children, and 

putting aside her ordinary forms of adult mastery and authority of verbal, social and 

cognitive skills. 

Only participating when approached by the children, Corsaro (2005) used a 

reactive participant role, rather than a role of complete involvement. In this role, 

Corsaro (1985, 2005) discusses how he was afforded the status of “one of them” 

when the children recognised him as child-like and he was accepted into the 

children’s peer culture. The children gave him a nickname, “Big Bill”; and he 

entered into peer activities with little or no disruption. The children observed that he 

lacked authority (“You’re not a teacher”, “You can’t tell us what to do” ); and 

insisted that he take part in more formal peer events such as birthday parties, with the 

provision of a cake/treat with his name on it, just as though he were one of the 

children (Corsaro, 1985, p. 30-31). Reflecting on his earlier Italian study, Corsaro 

and Molinari (2000) suggest that it was his “foreignness” and presentation as an 

incompetent adult due to his language difficulties, that prompted the children to take 

him under their wing and accept him in their peer culture.  

Taking on the role of least adult does not acknowledge the differing 

standpoints of children and adults. To not accept this generational order of adult and 

child ignores, in Mayall’s (2000a) experience, most children’s views that the central 
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characteristic of an adult is that they have power over children. Drawing on four 

studies exploring aspects of children’s everyday lives, Mayall (2000a) suggests that 

children’s daily lives are built around specific conditions surrounding the lives of 

each major social group, adults and children. Mayall’s approach to research sits in 

working with generational issues and asking children, directly, to help her as an adult 

understand children and childhood.  

In my study, the teacher introduced me and positioned me as a member of the 

classroom; however, the children were not so sure of my category. There were times 

during the data collection process when the children referred explicitly to me. For 

example, as I observed a small group of children interacting in the dramatic play area 

they were playing a game of dress up. One boy, Dean, interrupted the girls’ play, 

making threatening sounds and saying threatening things, such as I’ll kill you . As he 

did so, he looked directly at me standing nearby with the camera. After this, Brigid 

approached me and said, You know Maryanne, Dean is actually not very nice. This 

seemed to me that she was explaining his behaviour to me as I was an outsider to the 

interaction.  

On another occasion, I was video-recording an interaction while standing on a 

patch of grass. One of the children, Dylan, told me the rules of the class: Excuse me 

Maryanne you not allowed to stand on the grass, the grass is dying. 

During an incident of telling observed in chapter 5, Georgia announced that she 

was “telling” the teacher about Luke’s behaviour. Another child, Brigid noticed me 

standing and watching with my camera. She suggested they tell me, What about we 

tell Maryanne? (see chapter 5). This suggestion was not attended to by Georgia and 

she ran past me to “tell” the teacher. This action indicated that Georgia had 

categorised me in a role different to that of a teacher. I was seen as someone who 
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would not intervene or someone who was not an influential adult. As well, standing 

there with my video-camera it was clear that I was a witness to the interaction and 

talk that had just occurred.   

In the video-recorded interactions, I captured many interactions among the 

children, and between the children and the teacher. These episodes provided 

firsthand opportunities to investigate what the children were doing socially. I was 

interested also in how they accounted to an adult, and to each other, what happened. 

This interest led to Phase 2 of the data collection.   

Phase B: Video-stimulated Interviews with Children and Teacher 

The child’s standpoint is valued in childhood studies (Mayall, 2002). One way 

to explore the child’s standpoint is to listen to their accounts. Conducting 

conversational styles of interviews enables researchers to hand the agenda over to the 

children to organise the pace of the conversation and explore their topics of interest 

(Mayall, 2000a). During Phase B of the data collection, the children and teacher (at 

separate times) watched and commented on events within the video-recorded 

extracts. These interviews are considered to be social situations themselves, in which 

the talk and interaction produced is considered to be a construction of all participants 

involved.  

Video-stimulated interviews are popular in educational research (Allison, 1987, 

1990; Calderhead, 1981; Dunkin, Welch, Merritt, Phillips, & Craven, 1998; Gass, 

2001; Gass & Mackey, 2000; Keyes, 2000; Stough, 2001). Typically, this approach 

is used by researchers to discover what is happening within the classroom. For 

example, two Australian studies by Clarke (2003) and Pirie (1996) explored what 

primary school children had learnt in mathematics lessons. Using video stimulated 

recall, Pirie’s (1996) study described how video-recordings of the classroom were 
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watched by the children, and stopped at critical points (selected by the researcher) to 

ask the participants what they were thinking at that moment. Some “giggle time” 

allowed the children to overcome embarrassment or amusement before they made 

comments on each point (Pirie, 1996, p. 3). In Clarke’s (2003) study, the students 

were asked to comment on events of personal importance. Clarke (2003) asserts that 

the video-recordings provide specific and immediate stimulus that lead to effective 

recall by the participants of their feelings and thoughts at the time of the video-

recorded event.  

Tobin (2005) and Tobin, Wu & Davidson (1989) used video-recording as a 

catalyst for discussion in order to gain the perspectives of parents and teachers of 

preschool settings, rather than as stimulus for recall. In his previous study of 

preschool in three countries (Tobin et al., 1989), and his study of immigrant children 

in early childhood settings in five countries (Tobin, 2005), the replaying of video-

recordings of children’s interactions was effective for stimulating discussion and for 

understanding the perspectives of the parents and children of the preschool 

community (Tobin, 2005).  

Closely related is the use of still photographs of children at preschool to 

stimulate discussion with young children and increase their involvement in the 

research process (Christensen & James, 2000b; Clark, 2005; Einarsdottir, 2005; 

Smith, Duncan, & Marshall, 2005). During these studies, individual interviews and 

informal conversations were conducted as children looked at photographs of what 

they had been doing or as children took their own photographs of their activities in 

the learning setting. These conversations were found to be effective in stimulating 

reflection from the children about matters in which they were involved.  
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However, video-stimulated recall typically is not used in ethnomethodological 

studies. Working in the same frame as Pomerantz (2005), a feature of the study is the 

use of video-stimulated recall along with the fine grained detail of conversation 

analysis. Conversation analysts typically are wary of using participant video-

stimulated accounts with a few exceptions (Pomerantz, 2005). This is due, among 

other reasons, to scepticism of the methods used to gain self-reports and the validity 

of self-reports (Pomerantz, 2005). There is a preference for “naturally occurring” 

data to be used in the analysis of “talk-in-interaction” (Pomerantz & Fehr, 1997; 

Psathas, 1995; Speier, 1973). An interaction is defined as “naturally” occurring if the 

interaction would have taken place without the researcher’s presence. However, a 

substantial body of work exists that examines talk and interaction (audio or video-

recorded) from interviews. Accounts gained in this study have been treated as 

interactional accomplishments in their own right. The next section discusses 

interviews and accounts. 

Interviews as Interactional Accomplishments 

When considered from a talk-in-interaction perspective, an interview is 

acknowledged to be itself co-constructed by the participants. It is an event occurring 

within a specific moment in time and, therefore, is not considered a constant 

construct. It is influenced by the questions asked and how these are responded to by 

others. Baker, (1997b, 2004) outlines three points in the use of interview: First, an 

interview is a joint, interactional accomplishment of the participants. The interviewer 

and interviewee use their local understandings and draw upon what they may 

consider to be expected codes of behaviour in the interview. Second, the interview 

becomes a way to understand how participants frame, for the other participants, what 

can be spoken about, and how these are discussed. In other words, the actions of the 
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first participant affect what another participant can do in response. Third, the 

interview is seen primarily as a collection of accounts of participants interacting with 

each other, rather than a factual report of the participants’ thoughts and motives that 

may or may not have been occurring at the time of the observed video-recording. 

Accounts 

Accounts are produced from an interview. Accounts typically afford 

sociological cause or explanation for behaviour (Hester, 2000). This means that they 

are often used to clarify and give meaning to the actions of participants. However, 

accounts are most often abstracted from the context of the interview and used to 

provide a generalised cause for the action of a participant.  

On the other hand, an ethnomethodological approach understands accounts as 

“locally produced and organised for practical reasons” (Hester, 2000, p. 198). They 

are considered as “practical phenomena rather than as theorists’ devices” (Hester, 

2000, p. 198). In other words, accounts are co-constructed by the participants within 

a particular situation of interaction (Hester, 2000). The in situ aspect of interview 

means that “talk influences the context” and is “context specific” (Baker, 1997a, p. 

44).  

In examining audio-recorded video-stimulated accounts, this study implements 

a methodology that, within the field of conversation analysis, has been relatively 

unused. Within this field, there are few studies that document the responses of 

participants on viewing video sequences and none that include the views of young 

children. Pomerantz (2005) reports a study that collected video-recordings as well as 

audio-recorded video-stimulated comments of the medical interactions between 

doctor and adult patients. The research team found the comments enabled them to 

focus on events in the interaction that otherwise would have been overlooked. In 
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light of this, Pomerantz (2005) suggests that a main focus for the use of video-

stimulated comments is “to gain access to the thoughts, feelings, concerns, 

interpretations, reactions etc” that were found to be directed to by the participants in 

the initial event (p. 96). In this way, video-stimulated comments are an effective 

means of understanding “interpretations, aims and concerns to which the participants 

may have oriented” (Pomerantz, 2005, p.93). 

The next section outlines the procedures that were used in the study when 

holding the video-stimulated interviews. 

Carrying Out the Video-stimulated Interviews 

The video-stimulated interviews typically occurred within a week of the actual 

video-recorded event. I arranged my visits to the school so that I would spend two 

days a week at the centre video-recording and one or two afternoons conducting 

video-stimulated interviews. Whilst I was video-recording the children’s interactions, 

I reflected on what was being captured. After the video-recording took place, I spent 

many hours in the university media editing suite watching and editing segments of 

the video for use in the video-stimulated interviews. Appendix K is a complete list of 

the video-recorded extracts used for the video-stimulated interviews, the date video-

recorded and the date the interview was held.  

The interviews with the children were held during the rest time in the final 

session of the day. My laptop computer was set up on a small table around which 

four or five chairs were placed. On the table, I placed the digital voice recorder with 

an external flat microphone attached to it. This was fairly inconspicuous. The 

interviews were held on a verandah just outside the room. The children and I were 

able to be viewed clearly. This followed ethical considerations regarding the safety 

of the participants. At times, open visibility also meant that the children were 
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distracted by passer-bys or would say hello to friends or siblings as they walked by. 

Being positioned under a set of stairs also meant some background noise as children 

in other classes made their way for their various activities. 

Probing questions were used to stimulate a conversation during the interviews. 

Questions included for example, what’s happening here? Tell me about what you are 

doing here. Appendix L shows a list of questions that I used as a guide for the 

interviews. These questions were used to start conversations; however, my interest in 

the children’s talk and interaction meant I hoped topics would emerge from the 

children themselves. I followed the lead of the children. Similar questions were used 

for the teacher for example, what’s happening here? How were the decisions made 

about this experience? Appendix M shows a list of questions used to start 

conversations with the teacher.  

Initially, I thought that I would show the children a 10-minute extract to 

provide the context of the play. However, once underway I found this too long as 

there were too many events to focus on in that time frame. With the long video files, 

I also experienced some technical issues, such as not being able to find the exact 

starting point I wanted, the video freezing mid-way or trouble starting the video. 

These problems caused the session to be longer than necessary. The whole session 

took closer to 40 minutes rather than the anticipated 20 minutes. 

I then used shorter extracts that were two to three minutes long. They were 

more effective in keeping the children’s attention and in eliciting their accounts. 

However, there were drawbacks. I had to make decisions during the editing process 

of what to show and what not to show. In so doing, including some interactions 

excluded others of interest. Time constraints did not enable me to involve the 
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children in this process, and this frustrated me as I felt I was not being wholly true to 

the intentions of my study in gaining the children’s standpoint. 

The video-stimulated interview with the teacher took place on separate 

occasions to the interviews with the children. This was so I could gain a “reading” of 

the data from differing standpoints, from a “child” in the class and from the “teacher” 

of the class. Also, it is likely that the teacher’s presence in the children’s interview 

would have had an impact on what the children said and how they managed the 

interactions. Many observations made by the teacher gave me a starting place for 

more detailed analysis. For example, in several accounts the teacher’s focus of 

“ideas” brings my attention the importance of “whose idea” is in the children’s 

world. In one account, the teacher reported on the topic of “ideas”:  

• They (the children) kept formulating the project, because one idea 

there was a spinoff from one idea and they kept having spinoffs.  

• They know that you know we’re – and I do a lot of talking about this – 

that we’re here together, you’re not here on your own and so you 

can’t always just have your ideas played out. That you’ve got to test 

them and see if other people want your ideas or whether you might 

have to incorporate their ideas as well.  

In another interview, the topic of “idea” came up again: You could see a lot of 

that happening there then. You could see them (the children) bouncing ideas around. 

How about we try this, how about you be this, how about we build it this way, all 

bouncing ideas around there. This topic of “whose idea” was seen also as the topic 

of disputes among the children. This notion is further explored in detail in chapters 6 

and 7.  
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On other occasions, different readings of the original interaction were given by 

the teacher and the children, highlighting points of interest. For example, in the 

video-stimulated interaction in which the children were using items to “build a 

house”, the children went to “tell” the teacher four times. This was not my original 

interest in this interaction. However, as the teacher attended to these telling incidents 

in her interview, I explored this topic with her: 

Mrs Nolan:     It was i nteresting that day, (0.4) 1 
               cos um: (1.2) you ↑can’t (.) you 2 
               can’t (0.8) assu:me what’s going  3 
               on because you don’t k no:w [.hhh= 4 
Maryanne:                                 [Mm 5 
Mrs Nolan:     =just um: (0.6) what- prejudices  6 
               they’re coming to school with:  7 
               an:d um (1.0) what set  ide a:s  8 
               [they’ve got.  9 
Maryanne:      [Mhm? 10 
Mrs Nolan:     .hh An:d (0.3) so  (0.9) w hen they 11 
               have a problem like t hat, (0.6) 12 
               sometimes they try to sort it out 13 
               s ometimes they’ll just come to you  14 
               an’ .hhh and (0.4) bla:me  the other  15 
               children you know [they’re- they’re=  16 
Maryanne:      [Ye:s 17 
Mrs Nolan:     =not being fai:r? 18 
Maryanne:      Mm:. 19 
Mrs Nolan:     .hh Um .hh an’ sometimes you’ve- (0. 3) 20 
               you’ve gotta to do a lot of p ro:bing 21 
               (0.3) .hh an:d (1.0) you end up  22 
               discovering a’ it’s n- nothing to do : 23 
               with (.) wh at they’re actually te lling 24 
               you, .hhhh that um: (1.4) .hh s- it may 25 
               be ab out  .hh set ideas that they have? 26 
               That .hh the boys play t heir game and 27 
               the girls play their game? 28 
               (0.6) 29 
Mrs Nolan:     An:d 30 
Maryanne:      Mm: cos in that experience um a bit  31 
               later the- (0.5) G race and um Bijou 32 
               keep coming to you don’t they.= 33 
Mrs Nolan:     =They do. 34 
Maryanne:      And um: (0.7) telling on the boys. 35 
Mrs Nolan:     Telli[ng on the bo:ys.  36 
Maryanne:           [ihih hih hih .hhhh 37 
Mrs Nolan:     Yes that’s right. .hh ↑And so I 38 
               wasn’t quite sure what was going on  39 
               there, whether they thought the  40 
               gi:rls and boys can’t play together?  41 
Maryanne:      M:m. 42 
Mrs Nolan:     And yet they yet they ↑do play together  43 
               often but  °i- um w- with° this sort  44 
               of game because it’s usually the gir l’s 45 
               game where they .hh make c ubbies  46 
               [and: (0.4) have r- roo:ves over the ir= 47 
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Maryanne:      [Right 48 
Mrs Nolan:     =house and things like that. .h=  49 
Maryanne:      So you feel the boys were interferin g 50 
               with the girls’ territory there?  51 
               [Maybe that’s how the- (.) ↑girls viewed it. 52 
Mrs Nolan:     [Tch 53 
Mrs Nolan:     I think that’s how the girls might h ave  54 
               [viewed it. 55 
Maryanne:      [Ye:s. 56 
Mrs Nolan:     .hh But um I (0.2) .hh I  asked in the  57 
               end whether perhaps it was just that   58 
               (0.7) the boys were really w anting to 59 
               play wi th you. 60 
Maryanne:      Mm.      61 
Mrs Nolan:     An:d um (0.9) how about you know? 62 
Maryanne:      °Mm° 63 
Mrs Nolan:     You see if tha t works and you invite 64 
               them i n and give them something to do . 65 
Maryanne:      Y[es. 66 
Mrs Nolan:      [>Which they did end up< .hh end up  67 
               do ing. 68 
               (0.3) 69 
Maryanne:      Yes:. 70 
Mrs Nolan:     °Mm° ,hh ↑So you gotta really f- find 71 
               out what the wh ole story is. What they  72 
               come to you about (.) o ften is (.)  73 
               [very  different from what the story= 74 
Maryanne:      [hh hih hih hih 75 
Mrs Nolan:     really [is? 76 
Maryanne:             [Ye:s:, and um (1.5) it seeme d  77 
               to be som- that- coming to y ou seemed 78 
               to be recording (0.4) as w ell to the  79 
               Mrs Nolan. 80 
               (0.7) 81 
Mrs Nolan:     Yes : yes b’t they- they should know me  82 
               better. 83 
               (0.2) 84 
Maryanne:      [hn hih heh heh heh heh heh .HHH hih  85 
Mrs Nolan:     [ihah hah hah hah hah hah hah .hhh 86 
               $Becau(h)se u(hh)m hih they know tha t 87 
               I ’m not going to solve their problems 88 
               [f or them, [but I’m- .hh y’know s- = 89 
Maryanne:      [Mhm       [Mm  90 
Mrs Nolan:     =s ometimes give them ide as on how  91 
               t hey can solve the problem but I send  92 
               th em back t- to solve the problem  93 
               [again. 94 
Maryanne:      [Mm: Mm.95 

The transcript highlights the teacher’s agenda in the telling incidents outlined 

in chapter 5. Her main agenda was to restore the collaborative calm in the classroom 

and to have the children play nicely together. As my analysis of the telling incidents 

in chapter 5 shows, the teacher’s problem and the children’s problem were not the 

same. Solving the problem was not the girls’ agenda for the telling. The girls used 
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the teacher to seek third party alignment of their position. They were being “seen to 

tell”. As the children watched and commented on the same video-recorded 

interaction, they did not pay much attention to the telling incidents. The telling 

incidents were mentioned only at the end of the interview. I found this difference 

interesting and this led me to look more closely at the “telling” incidents in the 

original video-recording.  

Due to the scope of the study, the teacher’s accounts are not explored in great 

detail in this thesis. If one was to do so we would be sure to learn more about adult-

child relationships and this would give another reading to the data presented in this 

thesis. 

Initially, I chose to use video-recorded extracts that showed the teacher’s 

involvement with the children and the reflection and planning of learning 

experiences that had sometimes occurred. However, as I spent more time at the 

school, I became more interested in the children’s interactions. During the outdoor 

play session disagreements would sometimes manifest as the children made claims 

over items and spaces of the “shared” learning context. I noticed that the children 

invested a large amount of time disputing the construction and co-ordination of the 

events of their games. Interactions of this kind then became the focus of the edited 

video-recordings used to stimulate conversations. I also went back to earlier video-

recorded events which had included more of this kind of interaction and showed 

these in these interviews. As a result, a few of the interviews with the children and 

teacher were held a few weeks after the original video-recorded event.  

During the video-stimulated interviews, it was common for children to put their 

hands up to answer my questions, with some children even making noises and grunt 

such as huh huh and ooh ooh to gain my attention. This practice was observed in 
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whole group sessions with the teacher. I explicitly told the children not to put their 

hands up to speak saying, you can just talk, you don’t have to put up your hands. 

However, at times, I found myself having to select the speakers during the video-

stimulated interviews. This made the interview more disjointed and orchestrated by 

me than I had planned. It appeared at times as a typical answer-response type 

interview rather than a conversation. On reflection, this is not surprising given that 

the context for the interviews was in the school setting.  

Overall, the children usually showed interest and were keen to participate in 

the video-stimulated interviews saying, I wanna watch more TV. A few times during 

the interviews, I asked the children to give me an assessment of this method of data 

collection. This is what Toby, Sawyer and Maverick had to say.

Toby:        I felt good  1 
Maryanne:    You felt good, what made it feel good for you?  2 
Toby:        That we can look at all the videos tha t you’ve  3 
             taken 4 
Maryanne:    what did you think Sawyer 5 
Sawyer:      Good 6 
Maryanne:    You thought it was good? What did you think 7 
             Maverick about me showing the video of  what you’ve 8 
             been doing and then asking your opinio n, how does 9 
             it make you feel? 10 
Maverick:    I felt pretty good. I like it. 11 
Maryanne:    What do you like about it? 12 
Maverick:    I like watching TV except you don’t wa tch anything 13 
             you’ve seen before 14 
Maryanne:    You haven’t seen it before? 15 
Maverick:    No16 

Quite often, the girls asked, Can we keep watching? On the other hand, the 

boys sometimes appeared to tire of watching the video. They lay about on each other 

and, on one occasion, asked if they could go back to have a rest (it was rest time for 

others inside). As chapter 8 shows, the children managed the structure of the 

interview in strategic ways. For example, Maddy asks, Can we watch a bit more? at 

a point in the interview when another child had made a complaint about her. 
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Reflexivity 

The social process of the ethnographic research affects the research process 

itself, due to the simple presence of the researcher in the social process (Danby, 

1997). In Danby’s (1997) study of young children’s peer interaction in a preschool 

classroom, the children observed her at times not only as the researcher, but as a 

player in their play episodes or in the category of a “mummy”. This “reflexive” 

nature of the “observer observed and the researcher  researched” (Danby, 1997, p. 1) 

highlights the tangled nature of research involving children and adults. Research can 

only ever claim to report about people’s apparent actions and how these appear to be 

carried out (Silverman, 2001).   

The inclusion of the children’s video-stimulated accounts also shows the 

reflexive nature of research. Asking children to report on their everyday social 

occurrences in front of their peers and an adult influenced how and what was spoken 

about in the video-stimulated interview. On one occasion, Paddy was asked to 

comment on a video-recorded extract showing his dispute with Maddy while acting 

out the story of “the three pigs”. Paddy was interviewed alone, as he was the only 

boy in an interaction with a group of girls. I did this as I thought it might encourage 

him to talk freely about the events in the video-recording. It appeared to me that he 

had been excluded in the game and that gender relations may be at play. As the 

discussion moved to Maddy and “whose game” would be played, Paddy stood and 

suggested he go and get Maddy. I was surprised. He insisted and went off to ask 

Maddy to join him in the interview. Below is the transcript of this event.

Paddy:          How I go and g et he:r. 89 
                (0.5) 90 
Maryanne:       Go and get her now?  91 
Paddy:          °Mm° 92 
                (0.5) 93 
Maryanne:       O h. If you like? 94 
                (0.5) ((chair moving)) 95 
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Paddy:          °Yeah° I will. 96 
                (56.0) 97 
Maryanne:       Here comes (0.3) Paddy  and ↑Maddy. 98 
                Oh Maddy is it ↑alright if you:  99 
                have a chat to us about what you’ve  100 
                been doing? 101 
Maddy:          [Yep. 102 
Maryanne:       [Paddy wanted t o .hh t o a sk you,   103 
                we’ve just been talking about- (0.8 )  104 
                making: w hose (.) g a:me it is and  105 
                how we decide (0.6) who pl- which  106 
                ↑game to play. What do you- what are  107 
                y our thoughts about that. 108 
                (1.4) ((lines 110-136 omitted))109 
                (0.7) Maryanne:       So what happe ns when 136 
somebody’s  137 
                got a game and somebody else  138 
                (0.2) has a di fferent idea. 139 
                (0.9) 140 
Maddy:          We:ll ↑I don’t kno:w. 141 
                (0.2)  142 
Paddy:          >You c’n j’s< sha:re  (.) the game. 143 
                (0.2) 144 
Maddy:          Yeah. hih 145 
                (0.9) 146 
Paddy:          (Ha’ you-) Bu’ you ↑didn’t let me  147 
                share the game. 148 
                (2.0) 149 
Maryanne:       °Oh° Paddy (.) thinks you didn’t  150 
                let him sha:re. 151 
                (0.5)  152 
Maddy:          I d id let him share but I- .h I  153 
                said (0.8) y ou can have this first 154 
                and then he can have that first. 155 
                (0.7) 156 
Maddy:          S econd.  157 
                (0.4) 158 
Maryanne:       O:h d- is that what you think happe ned 159 
                Paddy? 160 
                (0.6) 161 
Paddy:          N o:. She didn’t tell me ↑that. 162 
                (0.4) 163 
Maryanne:       No:? 164 
                (0.6) 165 
Maryanne:       O[:h.  166 
((lines 166-178 omitted))167 
Maryanne:       What happens usually? 179 
                (1.4) 180 
Paddy:          Someti:mes we ch- we play a vote  181 
                but now- .h but not any more. 182 
                (0.7) 183 
Maryanne:       Mhm? 184 
                (1.3) 185 
Maryanne:       ↑Mm.  186 
                (0.7) 187 
Maryanne:       .h So: ().7) how do yih- (.) deci de 188 
                (0.4) then.  189 
(Paddy):        °(I’m not) (----[-------) 190 
Maryanne:                       [What d’you think  191 
                you’ll do (0.3) [ ↑next time = 192 
(      ):                       [Mm 193 
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Maryanne:       = there’s (.)somebody’s got an  194 
                idea and somebody else has a-  195 
                [ano ther idea?] 196 
Paddy:          [Sh are the  ga]me. 197 
                (0.5) 198 
Maddy:          Just let them do it. 199 
                (0.4) 200 
Maryanne:       Do you think you’d let them ↑do  201 
                it? 202 
                (0.2) 203 
Maddy:          >Yeah<. 204 
                (0.7) 205 
Maryanne:       You think you should ↑share the game? 206 
                (0.8) 207 
Maryanne:       ↑Mm::.  208 
                (1.1) 209 
Maryanne:       Kay. 210 
                (1.5) 211 
Maryanne:       Is there anything else you wanted t o  212 
                say to Maddy Paddy? 213 
Paddy:          Uh:: h (1.1) .h >how ‘bout we< h ow  214 
                ‘bout n ext ti:me (0.4) how ‘bout the 215 
                f irst game is (0.8) Maddy’s game an’ 216 
                second game I  can choose.217 

Paddy reported to Maddy that she didn’t let him share the game (lines 146-

147). Paddy next suggested that he should have the next turn to choose the game, Uh, 

how about we how about next time how about the first game is Maddy's game, and 

second game I can choose (lines 214-217). This was a highly political move by 

Paddy. He used the context of the video-stimulated interview to address a shared 

history that exists in his social interactions with Maddy. Paddy used my presence in 

this interview as an alignment for his complaint to Maddy. He drew on class rules 

such as sharing and taking turns to accomplish his agenda of getting his idea played 

out in future games.  

The same video-stimulated interview also made evident that “all was not as it 

met the eye”. In “the three pigs” game, the girls were seated in a circle on the ground 

playing a pretend game of a “birthday party”. Paddy, standing at the back away from 

the circle, appeared to be totally excluded by the girls. It seemed to me that he was 

being excluded by the girls and not able to play. In the interview I asked Paddy what 

was happening. 
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Maryanne:       Jack came along. What was happening  1 
                at the end here? Let’s forward to t he 2 
                end and we can have a look. 3 
                ((Video plays)) 4 
Maryanne:       You followed them over here, does 5 
                that mean you were ↑playing the game 6 
                now? 7 
                (0.5)  8 
Maryanne:       No:? 9 
                (0.7)  10 
Paddy:         (I’m) singing because they ↑were  11 
                singing?  12 
                (0.8) 13 
Paddy:          (I w’s) playing the game.  14 
Maryanne:       But (you) you weren’t s inging so 15 
                you weren’t playing the game¿ 16 
                (0.6) 17 
Maryanne:       (Uh ↑huh)?/(No ↑:o?)  18 
                (0.3) 19 
 

In his explanation, Paddy accounts for his actions as “playing the game” (line 

14). In his words, his non-participation was not because of the girl’s apparent 

exclusion, but rather because he was participating in the game, and his response to 

me makes relevant the “rules” of the game. This notion of rules and codes of conduct 

seemed to inform children’s social interaction and is taken up in more detail in 

chapter 8 when another group of children watch and comment on a pretend game of 

“school”. 

The Transcription Process 

Transcription, is a description combining what is visible and is heard (Honan, 

Knobel, Baker, & Davies, 2000). The transcription process involves decisions about 

two subjects, what is transcribed (interpretive decisions) and how it is transcribed 

(representational decisions) (Bucholtz, 2000). In making these decisions, the 

transcriber considers their own expectations or beliefs about the interaction and its 

members, the intended audience of the transcript and its purpose. The choices made 

by the transcriber enable the reader to understand the context of the talk-in-
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interaction in which it should be read and understood (Bucholtz, 2000). These topics 

are now considered.  

The first decision is about what will be transcribed. Transcripts are shaped by 

particular interests (Bucholtz, 2000). During transcription, certain extracts are 

selected from the data corpus. It is this selective nature of the transcription process 

that leads to its consideration as a theoretical practice (Ochs, 1979; Silverman, 2000). 

As Baker (1998) explains, transcription “assigns a social, political, or moral order to 

the scene being transcribed” (p. 110). 

The second decision is about how the data are transcribed. Simply choosing 

how to present the data on the page is an interpretive act (Ochs, 1979). Placing 

utterances in sequential order does not fully capture the verbal and non-verbal 

behaviour of young children. This is because participants do not always respond 

straight away to one another. Overlaps, silences and lapsed responses are common 

(Ochs, 1979). The relation between verbal and non-verbal data is also important. Eye 

gaze, pointing, touching and other such behaviour helps the analyst understand what 

the participants are talking about (Ochs, 1979).  

Conversational data in the study were transcribed using the system developed 

by Gail Jefferson (2004b) (see appendix I). Punctuation marks depict the 

characteristics of speech production, not the conventions of grammar. When 

transcribing children’s play contexts, difficulties arise to the way children use their 

voices to take on roles, imitate, perform, and act out fantasy (Hamo, Blum-Kulka, & 

Hacohen, 2004). A change in voice is described and then placed in double 

parenthesis. Notation of actions and non-verbals are also noted in double parenthesis. 

Still photographs within the transcript are used to offer the reader a visual 

representation of the interaction as it occurs. 
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Analytic Procedures 

There are many ways of analysing conversational data. For example, Ten Have 

(2007) has published a second edition of his well-used guide for “doing” 

conversation analysis. Schegloff's (2007) publication, Sequence Organization in 

Interaction, is a “primer in conversation analysis” (p. xi). This comprehensive guide 

explains in detail features of conversation analysis that make up its organisation with 

many examples which give it a tutorial feel. Schegloff’s (2008) home page, 

http://www.sscnet.ucla.edu/soc/faculty/schegloff , includes a transcription tutorial on 

speech delivery including intonation, emphasis and stretches. Antaki (2008) also 

offers an online tutorial detailing aspects transcription, analysis and notation used in 

conversation analysis which can be found at http://www-

staff.lboro.ac.uk/~ssca1/sitemenu.htm.  

In the study, data were analysed following Pomerantz and Fehr’s (1997) five 

step model as I found this way useful to break down the extended sequences of talk 

used. The five steps included first, select a sequence of talk and interaction. Second, 

“characterize the actions in the sequence” by identifying if were a greeting, a request 

or a sharing of news etc. Third, consider the way a speaker presented the action in 

relation to the alternatives from which they could choose. For example, we can ask 

someone to help in different ways with each establishing a different kind of 

inference. “Give us a hand” invites another to help whilst hearing “Don’t just stand 

there” one might infer that the other person should have offered to help without 

being asked. Fourth, the timing and taking of turns are considered and last, the ways 

the action were carried out and the implications of this to the relationships or 

identities of the participants (Pomerantz & Fehr, 1997). 
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Reliability and Validity 

The transcription of the video and audio-recorded data was carried out 

according to the procedures of conversation analysis. This process offers a high 

degree of consistency in the analysis and builds the reliability of the study 

(Silverman, 1993). I engaged in data analysis sessions with other researchers and 

attended professional development to improve my skills in transcribing data and 

using conversation analysis.  

Having technical equipment of high quality minimises the effects of inaudible 

data due to poor quality and location of microphones (Perakyla, 1997, 2004). I used a 

small hand held video-recorder with a directional microphone attached. The video-

recorder was compact and not “visibly” intrusive. The sound on the video-recording 

is fairly clear and loud. In the video-stimulated interviews, I used a flat-bed 

microphone to pick up the children’s voices. Their position meant that there were 

occasions when the background noise interfered with the clarity of the recording.  

Validity has to do with the interpretations of the observations (Perakyla, 1997, 

2004). The nature of conversation analysis is that participants of the conversations 

are contextually oriented. This means that participants locally interpret the talk as it 

occurs in situ. Any further additions to the talk-in-interaction are seen as the 

participant’s interpretation of the prior utterance (Perakyla, 1997, 2004; Sacks et al., 

1974). In this way, the interpretations of the analysts can be double checked because 

the turn-taking system or adjacency pair (Sacks et al., 1974) has, as a consequence of 

its design, a proof procedure. By referring to the interpretation of the participant 

based on the first utterance, analysis is undertaken in a valid way.   

The issue of generalisability in conversation analytic research is limited due to 

the small cases included for this kind of fine-grained work (Perakyla, 2004). Usually 
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one or two sites are studied or a small amount of data is included for conversation 

analysis. However, considering how various practices are possible in other situations 

makes my study generalisable across various settings (Perakyla, 2004).  

Chapter Summary 

This chapter has presented the research design of the study, explaining the data 

collection process. In designing the research, I positioned children as competent and 

active social members of their worlds. In so doing, the study follows a competence 

frame and strongly acknowledges children as active participants. A participatory 

method aimed to access the children’s talk and interaction. In data collection, video-

stimulated recall, a method not often used in the field of ethnomethodology, was 

employed to gain children’s accounts of their video-recorded interactions. Using 

video-stimulated recall in conjunction with conversation analysis, as I have done in 

the thesis, shows children to be competent in their management of social 

relationships, as well as when accounting for same. 
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5.CHAPTER FIVE 

“I’m telling”: Interactional Trouble in the Playgro und 

This chapter is the first of four data chapters in the thesis. Each explore an 

“extended sequence” of interaction (Psathas, 1992, p. 99). Detailed sequential 

analysis of an entire episode of interaction enables the identification and explication 

of “complex systems of action” (Psathas, 1992, p. 99). In an extended sequence, the 

entry of participants, moves in topic, interconnectedness of participants’ talk and 

actions in the interaction are scrutinised (Psathas, 1992). In so doing, important 

details that may be significant in the “ongoing production of singular sentences in the 

talk and interaction” can be noticed (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998, p. 120). Whalen 

(1995), suggests that a “single case analysis” enables understanding about the 

context of the interaction taking place, and that this may have some bearing in 

examining single occasions within the complexities of an extended sequence 

(p. 321). Sacks is well known for using this technique. As Sacks (1984a) explains, 

treating some actual conversation in an unmotivated way, that is 

giving some consideration to whatever can be found in any particular 

conversation we happen to have our hands on, subjecting it to 

investigation in any direction that can be produced from it can have 

strong payoffs. (p. 27) 

The single case or extended sequence is dealt with as one body or unit of work. 

The use of single case analysis provides “empirical, not conceptual analysis” for 

observing the social action that occurs in people’s everyday lives on a “case by case, 

action by action basis” (Schegloff, 1987, p. 102). This first data chapter explores a 

dispute sequence that leads to interactional trouble amongst a small group of children 

in the playground. Disputes happen frequently among young children. Within dispute 
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situations, the phrase “I’m telling” is sometimes uttered by one of the participants. 

When adults, including teachers, hear this phrase, they may typically understand that 

a child wants a dispute resolved. In other words, “telling” may be a way for children 

to end disputes by calling in an adult to intervene. Telling may be used also as a way 

for adults to keep informed of what is happening in the play. For example, an adult 

(such as a teacher) may instruct a child to keep them informed with statements such 

as, “You tell me if it happens again”. Telling may also be suggested as a strategy for 

intervening in bullying scenarios (Kochenderfer & Ladd, 1997; Rigby, 2002; Rigby 

& Barnes, 2002) 

However, when children’s disputes are viewed from an interactional 

perspective, other considerations come into play and telling can be seen in another 

way. From this standpoint, disputes become the point when the social order of 

children’s worlds is the most observable (Maynard, 1985b). In this way, the act of 

telling may be viewed as a political act as it is “through conflict children build 

discrete, local forms of social organisation” (Maynard, 1985b, p.218). Telling, 

emerging from dispute situations may be seen, then, as a resource through which 

children manage these social interactions and their social order. 

Telling is when children report on the behaviours of other children to an adult, 

such as the teacher. This study uses the term telling to incorporate a variety of terms 

that may be given to telling including dobbing, tattling, tattle-taling, snitching or 

blabbing. In my study, I investigate the issue of telling in detail by studying the 

video-recorded interactions of children in the act of telling the teacher. As well, 

video-stimulated interviews are used to gain an understanding of the participants’ 

aims (Pomerantz, 2005). The following data analysis demonstrates that telling is a 

carefully orchestrated interactional set of events as well as, for some children, a 
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popular interactional strategy. In other words, telling was frequently chosen as a 

preferred device for managing interactional trouble that occurred with their peers in 

the playground. 

There has been steady interest in disputes as a topic of investigation. For 

example, in her study of the social organisation of African-American children in a 

neighbourhood children’s group, Goodwin (1990) found that disputes are productive 

arenas in which children, with other children, construct, test and realign the current 

arrangement of social identities within a peer group. Similarly, Danby and Baker 

(2001, p. 344) suggest that disputes are “significant interactional events… because 

they accomplish the negotiation of social practices”. Sheldon (1992b) has examined 

the gendered construction of preschool children’s disputes and found that girls use a 

double voice discourse. This means that the speaker pays attention to another 

member’s view point, while pursuing her own agenda (Sheldon, 1992a, 1992b). 

Cromdal (2004) studied the various design features of oppositional actions in 

disputes between bi-lingual children. He found that children did not seem to treat 

oppositional actions as dispreferred and used code-switching (switching between 

languages) at peak points in a dispute, as well as to engage opponents in further 

disputes. Evaldsson (2005) studied pre-adolescent boys of a multiethnic peer group 

during recess free time. Video-recordings of the boys showed their participation in an 

insult exchange. Evaldsson (2005) found that insulting is an activity that is not 

mitigated rather worked at collaboratively and sequentially. This is done by recycling 

arguments, shifting emphasis in talk, “substituting insult terms and pronouns” and 

“code crossing” (Evaldsson, 2005, p. 782). This study showed that through the 

staging of insults, the boys achieved political work of renegotiating their social class 

and ethnic identities in the group. Most recently, Church (2009) studied in-depth 
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young children’s disputes. She identified three distinct types of dispute outcomes: 

resolution, abandonment and teacher intervention. A dispreferred turn was a 

pertinent feature of the resolution of disputes.  

A three-part structure of disputes has been observed by Maynard (1985b) and 

Cromdal (2004). This three- (at the very least) move oppositional structure involves 

an event or action, then an oppositional move toward that action and, finally, a 

counter-action that is aimed at the initial opposition (Cromdal, 2004). However, 

Maynard’s (1985a) study on how children start arguments, suggests that a complex 

series of moves, both verbal and non-verbal, can also lead to opposition. For 

example, non-verbal actions can be seen as adversary. In the analysis to follow, two 

of the telling incidents follow a basic three-move structure, while the others follow 

Maynard’s (1985a) conjecture. In other words, it is not what is said, but also actions 

that are performed at that specific time that if opposed, can be seen as a dispute. In 

this understanding, of importance are the “interactional environments” which “gave 

rise to them in the first place” (Maynard, 1985a, p. 15). That is, the locally 

constructed culture, prior alignments and “history” of the participants are significant 

in understanding how opposition is occasioned (Maynard, 1985a, p. 22). Having 

access to these relationships gives a deeper understanding of the interaction in the 

here and now (Maynard, 1985a). Although disputes may lead to “telling” an adult, 

such as the teacher, little has been investigated or written about the act of telling 

from an interactional perspective.  

Interactional Politics 

Typically, children are not thought of as politically minded in the adult sense. 

This is because they usually have little exposure to political conventions such as 

voting or following a particular political campaign (Maynard, 1985b). However, 
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studies of children’s multi-party disputes have shown that, within their own 

interactional world, children manage their social interactions in ways that can be seen 

as politically motivated. For example, Maynard’s (1985b) review of American first-

grade children’s disputes in reading groups suggests that children use political 

activities such as collaboration and alignment in order to achieve their own social 

agendas. In his study, when two children are unsuccessful in getting a third child to 

share the crayons, the children utilise an outside figure of authority as a strategy to 

gain confirmation and partisan support for their position. In this instance, to end the 

dispute is not the main concern of the children’s action of telling. Rather, the teacher 

is solicited as a collaborative third party who, in the privileged position as teacher, 

can lay down rules without question (Maynard, 1985b). In Danby’s (1998b) study of 

a dispute between two girls and a boy, John called in the teacher. The teacher asked, 

“Is there a problem?”, to which one of the girls indicated confidently that there was 

no problem (Danby, 1998b, p.196). Inviting an alignment from an outside party is a 

way of soliciting collaboration with that person (Maynard, 1985b). However, in 

Danby’s (1998b) study, the teacher’s questioning worked to weaken John’s position 

in the dispute rather than support his claim that there was a problem.  

From the child’s standpoint, telling the teacher can be seen as “risky business” 

(Danby, 1998b, p.195). Telling the teacher may result in the teacher’s participation in 

the interaction, which can be risky for everyone. Once the teacher is involved, the 

interactional agendas can no longer be manipulated according to the children’s 

agenda. In the interactional space of a classroom, the teacher is in a role of authority, 

and as such has power to overturn decisions made by individuals. Involving the 

teacher may not be a desired action by all children and, when used, may work to 

weaken a child’s position rather than strengthen it (Danby, 1998b).  



104 Participation and Social Order in the Playground 

 

The Careful Orchestration of Telling 

Close examination of video-recordings of children’s interactions within my 

study reveal three features of telling that, until now, have been mostly unnoticed or 

disregarded. First, telling can be seen as having a sequential pattern. This means that 

the act of telling itself, rather than being a random and disordered event, involves a 

series of four distinct phases. Second, within this sequential pattern, particular rules 

and negotiation surround each telling incident. As part of this, there is shared local 

understanding evident in the interactions of telling. This shared understanding is 

necessary for the continued construction of telling. Third, because of these features, 

what may seem to be a combination of mayhem and unruliness actually involves 

events that are ordered and intricately managed by its members, the children.  

The Sequential Pattern of Telling 

While the sequential pattern of telling may have been overlooked, the ritualistic 

behaviours of other aspects of children’s interaction have been highlighted by some. 

For instance, Danby and Baker’s (2001) examination of preschool boys’ interactions 

in the block area showed that a number of escalating phases were used to construct 

group membership affiliation and masculine behaviours. This pattern of behaviours 

was sequentially and routinely followed as a way of membership into the block area.  

In my study, by closely examining one video-recorded episode of play in 

which incidents of telling occurred; four distinct phases can be identified in each 

incident of telling (see Table 5.1). As telling typically follows disputes, the first 

phase of a telling is the dispute itself. When a dispute is not resolved or a party does 

not give in or agree with the other party’s requests, the dispute is advanced. Often an 

action or event, such as the breaking of a classroom rule or threat of harm to others, 
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is nominated as the reason for the telling. This event becomes a valid reason for the 

telling, and acts as a stimulus for the telling to progress to the next stage. The second 

phase is the pre-telling. In this phase threats of telling or a discussion between 

members about telling the teacher may occur. The third phase involves the actual act 

of telling. In this phase, a valid reason for the telling is presented to the teacher and 

the teacher’s response is heard. This may be in the form of advice. In this phase, a 

report of an appropriate line of action for resolving the dispute may be offered to the 

teacher. The fourth phase includes the events that follow the telling or in other 

words, the post-telling. In this phase, the teacher’s response or advice may or may 

not be acted upon.  

Table 5.1 

The Four Distinct Phases of Telling and their Characteristics 

Phase Event Characteristics and Rules 

Phase 1 Dispute Three-move oppositional structure (Cromdal, 2004; 
Maynard, 1985b) or performance of adversarial non-verbal 
actions (Maynard, 1985a) 

Phase 2 Pre-telling Announcement of telling. Valid reason for telling. 

Phase 3 Telling Appropriate prior action may be reported. 
Teacher responds, often with advice. 

Phase 4 Post-telling Teacher’s advice may or may not be acted upon. 

The “Rules” of Telling: What is a Rule? 

Rules can be seen as cultural resources with which participants, including 

children, engage as they manage their interactional events with each other (Cobb-

Moore, Danby, & Farrell, 2009; Maynard, 1985a). Through the use of rules, 

participants can accomplish a number of practical actions (Tholander, 2007). 

Heritage (1978) describes rules as context dependent. This means that the 
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“particulars” of the rules are dependent on the “parameters of the setting and what 

would count as appropriate or inappropriate behaviours within them” (Heritage, 

1978, p.93). For instance, children produce and reproduce rules according to the 

situation as well as use adult imposed regulations to accomplish their own social 

agendas (Cobb-Moore, et al, 2009). As Maynard (1985a) explains, rules should be 

examined to show how they are used to achieve “social ends” within a group’s local 

culture (p. 24). 

Two types of rules are used in the sequential practice of telling. First, 

classroom rules are used or manipulated by the children as resources to manage their 

interactions with others (Cobb-Moore et al., 2009). These class rules are rules that 

outline, for the members of the class, the expected behaviour as a member. Typically 

the teacher has influence over, or decides the class rules. Class rules are often 

ethically or safety based. Sharing, listening to others and keeping others safe from 

harm are common examples of class rules. These rules are “explicit”, for example 

“you must not climb on the fence” (Cobb-Moore et al., 2009, p.5). Explicit rules can 

be heard and understood, and those involved can follow them, challenge them, 

disobey them or ignore them (Cobb-Moore et al., 2009) 

Second, the pattern of telling involves rules that are constructed by the 

participants, for the purposes of telling. These rules are not openly stated, but rather 

are “implicit” (Cobb-Moore et al., 2009, p.5). However, because their construction is 

characteristic and denotes the telling pattern, they are oriented to by those involved. 

Shared local understandings are implied. These shared understandings may be 

developed during prior exchanges or they may be motivated by the wider moral code 

of the classroom or beyond. 
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In the telling incidents explicated below, implicit rules are constructed by the 

participants, and oriented to in order to successfully accomplish the act of telling.  

The implicit rules are peer focused and aimed at enabling the process of telling to 

continue. For example, having a valid reason “for telling” is a rule necessary for the 

continued construction of telling. In order to have a hearing from the teacher, a valid 

reason is needed. When telling, there are things that can be told on, and things that 

cannot. The valid reason for telling is a behaviour or set of behaviours which might 

be considered by the teacher, reason enough for the teacher to listen to the telling. 

The breaking of classroom rules is a common example of what might be considered a 

valid reason for telling. Invoking harm or threatening the safety of others is another. 

When behaviours such as breaking of class rules occur, a valid reason is provided. 

This valid reason then becomes a stimulus for children to continue with the 

sequential pattern of telling, and progresses the telling to the next phase, usually the 

declaration of telling or telling phase. 

Another implicit rule constructed for the purposes of telling, is the report of an 

appropriate prior action before telling. In other words, those involved in the telling 

may report to have attempted to resolve the dispute before coming to the teacher. 

Whether or not resolution actually has been attempted, indicating to the teacher that 

this has occurred provides further justification for the telling. The following data 

analysis shows how the children competently use this rule as a strategy to ensure 

they gain a hearing from the teacher. In one telling incident, the children are found to 

have told the teacher that they did attempt to resolve the dispute in an appropriate 

way before telling, when in fact they did nothing. Offering a report of an attempted 

resolution to the teacher also acts as a stimulus for the teacher to offer advice in how 
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to solve the dispute. In so doing, the pattern of telling is continued into the post-

telling phase, following the ordered sequence discussed above.  

An Extended Sequence – Building a House 

This following analysis studies, in depth, one episode of sustained interaction. 

By studying an extended sequence, complex systems of actions can be explicated 

(Psathas, 1992). An extended sequence is found in a video-recording of one 28 

minute episode of sustained interaction. The episode is set in the playground of the 

preparatory program during outside free play time. This is a time, during class time 

where the children can choose resources and areas to play within the playground. Six 

children, a group of girls (Georgia, Brigid, Maddy and Becky) and two boys (Luke 

and Toby), had come together to build a house. Using foam strips (approximately 

two metres long) they played on a path that divided their playground with the school 

sports oval. This was a public path that, for reasons of safety, was not usually 

accessible to the public during school hours. Georgia, Brigid, Maddy and Becky used 

the strips to build a house at one the beginning of the path, while Luke and Toby 

were building towards the other end of the path, about two metres from the girls.  

In the video-recorded interaction, “telling the teacher” is used repeatedly as an 

interactional strategy by two girls, Georgia and Brigid, to manage their disputes with 

Luke and Toby. During this episode of building the house, Georgia and Brigid went 

to the teacher to “tell” four times. In each act of telling, an ordered sequence of four 

distinct phases is observed. The following analysis names these four incidents of 

telling chronologically. Each incident is then examined to show the four sequential 

phases of dispute, pre-telling, telling and post-telling phases. Identified also are the 

rules constructed and used in these phases, such as valid reasons and reports of 

appropriate prior actions. It is shown how these act as stimulus points for the telling 
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to be advanced to the next phase. A level of shared understanding is evident between 

the members of these telling incidents. This shared understanding will be shown to 

be necessary for the continued construction of telling. Identifying the pattern of 

children’s telling incidents shows that within what can be seen as a chaotic event 

there is order and organisation from moment to moment (Danby & Baker, 2001). 

Building the House  

Telling Incident One  

Phase one: The dispute “That is not the gross one.” 

 

Figure 5.1. The setting and children involved. 

Visual images of the children’s actions have been added alongside the 

transcript to improve access for the reader into the worlds of the children during this 

interaction. The first figure, Figure 5.1, shows the setting and children involved. 

They are using foam strips to build a house on the path between playground and the 

school sports oval. In front (left to right) M is Maddy, B is Brigid, G is Georgia and 

By is Becky. The two boys are at the back, T is Toby and L is Luke. 
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Toby:  Guys  how about we just make(one house)for everyone((Tob y 70 
directs his gaze to the girls. Luke is moving the s trips 71 
behind Toby)) 72 

Luke: Yeah me and Toby73 

 

Figure 5.2. Line 74. 

(1) ((Luke takes two strips away from girls to an a rea 2 74 
metres away; Toby follows))   75 

Georgia: Well that means we only GO:T ? (0.4) we ONLY GET TW:O . 76 
that’s unf:air � ((Georgia stands looking at boys; Brigid 77 
looks on; Maddy stands and comes over))that’s=Toby that’s 78 
REALLY UNFA:IR COS YOU’VE Get MORE THAN US WE ONLY GET 79 
TWO. A[nd twos only a little bit     ]((puts hands on 80 
hips)) 81 

Maddy:       [No we (don’t even) have a swim]ming p ool ((Maddy 82 
looks at Georgia))(0.2) 83 

Luke:  You can’t get- da:t’s che:at- that[’s not= 84 
Toby:  = [I only get fo: ur look 85 

how much you guys get four= ((pointing))  86 
(0.5) 87 

Luke:  =Watch one two three (.) four (0.4)s:ee ((Lu ke points and 88 
counts)) 89 

 

Figure 5.3. Line 88. 

Georgia: N o WE DON’T GET F OUR WE ONLY GET TW:O because (0.8)   90 
[we only get two] 91 

Toby:  [We’ll share with them.]  92 
Luke:  [Share?] 93 
Toby:  [Shari]ng.(0.6) Th o:se tw o share with them (0.4) ‘kay? 94 

95 

 

Figure 5.4. Line 99.
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((Toby points at the two strips Luke is holding, 95 
indicating for Luke to take the strips back to Geor gia 96 
and Brigid who are watching boys)) 97 

Luke: They’re [yours  98 
((Luke brings two strips over to the girls and Brig id 99 
takes them from him. She puts the strips down)) 100 

Georgia:         [That’s really unfa:ir   (0.5) ((looks at strips, 101 
then at girls)) 102 

Luke:  THAT’S you:rs ? these two are you: rs 103 
 (0.6) 104 
Toby: But you get the [soft thing   ] 105 
Georgia:                  [<Why did they] give us t he gro:ss  106 

ones.>((Georgia looks at Brigid))  107 
Luke: The GRO: SS? ones that’s not the GRO: SS ONES? ((Growly, 108 

comic voice))  109 
Georgia: They’re gross ? a: nd this one under here is  110 

gro:[ ss (0.7)   TOO . ((Georgia points at dirt marks on 111 
strips)) 112 

Toby:     [Here y’go 113 

 

Figure 5.5. Line 110.

Luke: THIS? IS NOT THE GROSS  ONE!? ((Growly, throaty, 114 
comic voice))  115 

Toby: There you go ((Toby drops a piece of material  over)) 116 
Maddy: Watchout Ma:nn ((To Maryanne)) 117 

((Georgia and Brigid stand and look at Luke)) 118 

 

Figure 5.6. Line 119.

Luke: That’s ou:r-((Luke stands close to them with arms folded; 119 
Then he walks away looking over his shoulder folds his 120 
arms then walks away with his arms folded, looking over 121 
his shoulder at Georgia and makes a spitting action )) 122 
((Georgia stands still with her arms by her side lo oking 123 
at him)) 124 

 
This dispute phase begins when Toby invites others to make a house. The use 

of the word guys and everyone (line 70) and gaze to the girls suggests that his intent 
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was for all playing, including Luke, Georgia, Brigid, Maddy and Becky to join with 

him in this task. 

Toby:  Guys  how about we just make(one house)for everyone((Tob y 70 
directs his gaze to the girls. Luke is moving the s trips 71 
behind Toby)) 72 

Luke: Yeah me and Toby 73 
(1) ((Luke takes two strips away from girls to an a rea 2 74 
metres away; Toby follows))   75 

 
The next turn is taken immediately by Luke. His reply (line 73), yeah me and 

Toby, is a reply to Toby’s invitation. However, the use of specific names in this turn 

indicates to Toby and the girls, his plan for the house to be exclusively built by Toby 

and himself. By omitting the others’ names, Luke executes an indirect action of 

exclusion (Goodwin, 2002). Luke’s turn (73), combined with his action of moving 

away from the girls’ area, is an attempt to marginalise Georgia, Brigid and the other 

girls present. In this turn, Luke’s reveals his own social agenda to the girls. That is 

for the play to be exclusive of the girls. 

The subtlety of Luke’s action of taking away the strips is not lost on Georgia. 

She disputes this by commenting on the number of foam strips left for her and the 

other girls (lines 76-81). 

Georgia: Well that means we only GO:T ? (0.4) we ONLY GET TW:O . 76 
that’s unf:air � ((Georgia stands looking at boys; Brigid 77 
looks on; Maddy stands and comes over))that’s=Toby that’s 78 
REALLY UNFA:IR COS YOU’VE Get MORE THAN US WE ONLY GET 79 
TWO. A[nd twos only a little bit     ]((puts hands on 80 
hips)) 81 

Maddy:       [No we (don’t even) have a swim]ming p ool ((Maddy 82 
looks at Georgia))(0.2) 83 

This extended turn involves stops and starts, emphasis and a change in 

intonation from high to low. Georgia restates her complaint and upgrades it by 

adding the qualifiers unfair (line77), really unfair (line 79). The qualifier, really, is 

an “extreme case formulation” as it describes the extent of the fairness of the boy’s 

action and indicates to them, as receivers, that it is an unacceptable way to act 

(Pomerantz, 1986, p.219). Typically, extreme case formulations are used when the 
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hearing audience is thought to be unsympathetic (Pomerantz, 1986). In this case, the 

boys are the hearing audience who, in their adversarial position, would not be 

sympathetic to Georgia’s complaint. The statement, YOU’VE GOT MORE (line 79); 

also acts as justification for her position of opposition. Maddy’s interjection overlaps 

with Georgia’s turn (line 82). Although the girls differ in their approach, Maddy’s 

action here can be seen as an unsolicited support for Georgia’s position. Unsolicited 

support is when a third party offers support or agreement for another, without being 

invited (Maynard, 1986).  

There is a small pause following this turn, and then Luke replies with a 

complaint of his own, you can’t get that that’s cheat- that’s not (line 84). This 

commentary by Luke can be seen as an “indirect response”(Goodwin, 1990, p.153) 

to Georgia’s complaint. In indirect responses, participants do not respond directly to 

the action of another, rather they may make a comment about it (Goodwin, 1990). 

Toby cuts off Luke in the next line (85) as he offers Luke unsolicited support by also 

disagreeing with Georgia, No I only get four look how much you guys get four (lines 

85-86). 

Luke:  You can’t get- da:t’s che:at- that[’s not= 84 
Toby:  =     [I only get fo: ur look how much you guys get four= 85 

((pointing))  86 
(0.5) 87 

Luke:  =Watch one two three (.) four (0.4)s:ee ((Lu ke points and 88 
counts)) 89 

Georgia: N o WE DON’T GET F OUR WE ONLY GET TW:O because(0.8)90 
 
Toby’s disagreement here (line 85) picks up on Georgia’s discourse of fairness 

and includes justifications for his actions, I only get four and you guys get four 

similar to Georgia. Repetition is a form of format-tying (Corsaro & Maynard, 1996; 

Goodwin & Kyratzis, 2007). In format-tying, by repeating what someone else said, 

the talk works to align with another speaker even as several utterances are offered 

(Goodwin & Kyratzis, 2007). Corsaro and Maynard (1996) suggest that format-tying 
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is used to aggravate disputes and in so doing make the production of the dispute 

mutually shareable. In the next turn (88), Luke further aligns himself with Toby by 

taking up Toby’s discourse and counting the number of strips, watch one, two, three, 

four (line 88). This alignment of Toby and Luke is shown by a series of breaks and 

continuations of turns, known as latching (Cromdal, 2004). Cromdal, (2004) 

observes that within disputes, children exploit resources of sequencing such as 

latching and overlapping of turns.  

The next turn is taken immediately by Georgia (line 90). Georgia does not back 

down; instead, she pushes back, restating her initial complaint (Heritage & 

Raymond, 2005). She does this with a raised voice and emphasis, No WE DON’T 

GET FOUR WE ONLY GET TW:O because  (line 90). This turn occurs when the 

dispute has been fully established and sees Georgia using her talk to highlight her 

opposition. Rather than being preceded by a delay, her oppositional turn is produced 

immediately (Goodwin, 1990). As well, her turn contains a preface, No, that 

announces, right at the beginning of the turn, that opposition is being produced 

(Goodwin, 1990). These actions support Goodwin’s (1990) observation that children 

in dispute orient toward the continuation and promotion of a dispute rather than to its 

resolution. Cromdal (2004) agrees, finding that oppositional actions do not seem to 

be dispreferred. 

Toby’s response is immediate and can be seen as a retreat. He suggest to Luke, 

we’ll share with them (line 92). This suggestion acts to repair the trouble between the 

two groups of children. Luke takes the next turn and partially restates Toby’s 

suggestion of sharing with an upward, questioning tone, share? (line 93). 

 

Georgia: N o WE DON’T GET F OUR WE ONLY GET TW:O because (0.8)   90 
[we only get two] 91 

Toby:  [We’ll share with them.]  92 
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Luke:  [Share?] 93 
Toby:  [Shari]ng.(0.6) Th o:se tw o share with them (0.4) ‘kay? 94 

((Toby points at the two strips Luke is holding, 95 
indicating for Luke to take the strips back to Geor gia 96 
and Brigid who are watching boys)) 97 

Luke: They’re [yours  98 
((Luke brings two strips over to the girls and Brig id 99 
takes them from him. She puts the strips down))100 

 

Partial repetition of talk is a feature identified by Goodwin (1990), and used to 

locate a trouble source in another’s talk. Luke’s partial repetition of share (line 93) 

indicates that Toby’s suggestion, we’ll share with them (line 92) is the cause of an 

interactional trouble. Toby elaborates on this with a specific instruction, tho:se two 

share with them ‘kay (line 94), including an upward tone. In their study of calls to 

Kids Help Line in Australia, Danby, Baker and Emmison (2005) showed how okay is 

used to indicate that the information is received and that it is of a matter that the 

hearer could attend to. In so doing, Toby maintains his new position and alignment to 

Georgia. Beach (1993; 1995, p.122) observed that okay responds to prior talk and 

also “prefigures movements toward next-positioned matters”. In so doing, they are 

pivotal in shaping the trajectory of the conversation (Beach, 1995). Similarly, 

Condon (2001) observed that okay often initiates a decision-making event in 

conversation. By using okay at this point, Toby indicates his change of position to 

Luke and signals that Luke must now make a decision about his position in the 

interaction that is to follow. His use of okay, here as a tag, seeks agreement, yet also 

shapes the trajectory of Luke’s next turn as it suggests to Luke that he should agree 

with Toby’s new position of sharing with the girls. In the next lines (98 and 99) Luke 

indicates his changed position in the dispute and realignment to Toby’s new stance of 

sharing by saying, they’re yours (line 98), and bringing two more strips over to 

Georgia and Brigid (line 99). Even though this is an act of sharing, the use of the 

term yours (line 98), indicates there is still some division between the two groups. 
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Despite Luke and Toby’s attempts to resolve the dispute, Georgia, however, 

does not accept their change of position. Instead, Georgia restates her complaint of 

the situation being unfair and upgrades it with really (line 101) (Heritage & 

Raymond, 2005). Luke takes the next turn repeatedly telling Georgia that the strips 

are hers (line 103), doing so with a raised voice and high intonation. By replying to 

Georgia so emphatically, Luke appears to be doing his best to manage her complaint 

and end the dispute. However, when Georgia takes the next turn, she introduces a 

new complaint to the interaction – as well as being unfair the strips are gross, why 

did they give us the gro:ss ones (lines 106-107). Georgia’s use of they and us 

indicates a divide between the boys and girls. 

Georgia:         [That’s really unfa:ir   (0.5) ((looks at strips, 101 
then at girls)) 102 

Luke:  THAT’S you:rs ? these two are you: rs 103 
 (0.6) 104 
Toby: But you get the [soft thing   ] 105 
Georgia:                  [<Why did they] give us t he gro:ss  106 

ones.>((Georgia looks at Brigid))  107 
Luke: The GRO: SS? ones that’s not the GRO: SS ONES? ((Growly, 108 

comic voice))  109 
Georgia: They’re gross ? a: nd this one under here is  110 

gro:[ ss (0.7)   TOO . ((Georgia points at dirt marks on 111 
strips)) 112 

 
Luke takes the next turn and uses a growly and comic voice as he disagrees, the 

GROSS ones that’s not the GROSS ONES (line 108). By repeating Georgia’s 

complaint in a growly and comic voice, Luke successfully recast the identity of her 

complaint and turns her own words against her (Goodwin & Kyratzis, 2007; 

Reynolds, 2007). He does this by making her words sound ridiculous. They take on a 

new meaning. Once again, Georgia pushes back (Heritage & Raymond, 2005) and 

maintains her position by restating her complaint, They’re gross and this one under 

here is gross too (lines 110-111), pointing at the dirty marks on the strips as 

justification for her continued disagreement.  

Luke: That’s ou:r-((Luke stands close to them with arms 119 
folded; Then he walks away looking over his shoulde r 120 
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folds his arms then walks away with his arms folded , 121 
looking over his shoulder at Georgia and makes a 122 
spitting action)) 123 
((Georgia stands still with her arms by her side lo oking 124 
at him))125 

 

The dispute is advanced at this point by Luke, who breaks the rules by doing a 

spitting action at Georgia (lines 120-122). This action is significant as it acts as a 

stimulus to advance the dispute into the next phase, the pre-telling. This action is 

evidence that an implicit rule, constructed by participants for the accomplishment of 

telling, is that a valid reason is needed. For instance, in the telling incidents pre-

existing rules of the classroom including sharing and not climbing on fence, were 

drawn upon in the children’s management of interactional trouble (Cobb-Moore et al, 

2009). It is the action of spitting that gives Georgia a valid reason to go to the 

teacher.  

Telling Incident One (continued) 

Phase two: Pre-telling “Let’s just tell.” 

Brigid: Look we making our building [((fall)) 125 
Georgia:                               [No let’s just tell on Mrs 126 

Nolan ‘cause(.) because-I’ll tell you why because 127 
(0.5)°Lu:ke  a ctually° 128 

 

Figure 5.7. Lines 129-130.

(2)((Georgia comes over close to Brigid and makes a  spit 129 
action and sound, with hands on hips)) 130 

Georgia: °spit°. 131 
((Georgia nods looking at Brigid, throws hands in a ir, 132 
shakes head and moves away)) 133 
(3) 134 

Brigid:  Then te= 135 
Georgia:  =we need to tell on them ‘cause he didn’t  (t)listen  136 

to us. 137 
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Brigid:  What about we tell Maryanne ((researcher)) ? 138 
((Georgia runs up the hill and Brigid follows to te ll 139 
teacher))140 

 

Figure 5.8. Lines 139-140. 

In this pre-telling phase, Georgia announces her intention to tell on Luke, 

whom she identifies as breaking the rules by spitting (lines 126-131). Georgia makes 

the announcement of telling in Luke’s presence. The interactional intent of 

announcing to tell the teacher in Luke’s presence suggests that Georgia is giving 

Luke an opportunity to change his line of action or comply with her agenda. 

However, it seems only Brigid is to know what the actual trouble is with Georgia 

telling of the interactional trouble in a much quieter voice and accompanied by a re-

enactment of his action (lines 129-131).  

At this point, an unspoken rule, constructed for the purpose of telling the 

teacher is made apparent. This rule is that a valid reason is required. This valid 

reason warrants the action of telling the teacher and acts as a stimulus for declaring 

that she is telling the teacher. Georgia shows cause for why she could go tell the 

teacher in her declaration about Luke’s behaviour, Luke actually spit (lines 128-131). 

This valid reason is accompanied by a re-enactment by Georgia (lines 129-130). This 

re-enactment serves to further legitimise the suggestion of telling thus strengthening 

her case that she has a valid reason for telling.  

When Luke does not respond to Georgia’s announcement of her complaint, 

Georgia restates her intention to tell the teacher. She adds another complaint, he 

didn’t listen to us (lines 136-137). Luke, as the recipient of this upgrade, can 
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acknowledge or ignore the upgrade thus advancing or dissolving the dispute 

(Maynard, 1986). However, as Luke does not respond, the conflict is moved into a 

dispute. Georgia’s response (lines 136-137) suggests that she has taken Luke’s action 

of no response to indicate that they are now in dispute. As Maynard (1985a) suggests 

actions can be viewed as adversarial. She carries out her announcement to tell the 

teacher. 

Brigid:  Then te= 135 
Georgia:  =we need to tell on them ‘cause he didn’t  (t)listen  136 

to us. 137 
Brigid:  What about we tell Maryanne ((researcher)) ? 138 

((Georgia runs up the hill and Brigid follows to te ll 139 
teacher))140 

 
At this announcement and re-enactment, Brigid starts to respond (line 135) and 

Georgia cuts her off (line 136). One hearing of this is that Georgia was expecting 

opposition from Brigid to tell on Luke, so Georgia’s next turn is a restart in which 

she supplies another valid reason for telling the teacher, ‘cause he didn’t t- listen to 

us (lines 136-137). The use of the pronoun us is used to create a unified and thus, 

stronger position (Sacks, 1992a). It also works to emphasise the divide in the parties. 

In this utterance, Georgia has provided another reason to justify the telling, an 

interactional intent of this being so that Brigid will agree with her and supports her 

suggestion. Another hearing is as a warrant that indicates Brigid approves of the 

telling. 

Brigid takes the next turn, suggesting they tell the researcher, what about we 

tell Maryanne (line 138), who is standing by with the camera. However, Georgia 

does not attend to this suggestion, instead running up the hill towards the teacher 

(line 139-140). In taking this action, one can infer that her understanding of the 

researcher’s role in the interactional space is one of bystander and observer, and not 

as an authority. Georgia wants her action to matter and so continues with her 
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decision to tell the teacher. Telling the teacher may be seen as a way for Georgia to 

gain alignment for their position. The teacher is an outside party who is most likely 

solicited because her category in that interactional space is one of power (Maynard, 

1985b). Involving a powerful figure for use as a collaborator can be viewed as a 

strategic move on Georgia and Brigid’s part, given that Luke is continually 

indifferent or ignorant of their complaints. 

Telling Incident One (continued) 

Phase three: Telling “Luke spit at us.” 

Georgia: (Luke spit at us) ((standing in front of t eacher)) 141 
Mrs N: Did you say something to him?(0.2) 142 

 

Figure 5.9. Lines 141-142.

Georgia: Yes we said (0.5)don’t- we said please don ’t do it but he 143 
didn’t listen to us 144 

Mrs N:  (Well)How about you try saying Luke- (0.2) he mightn’t 145 
know-he mightn’t know what you don’t want him to do =Say 146 
Luke please don’t spit. (0.5) Try that, saying his na:me  147 
and try saying please don’t spit. 148 
((Georgia and Brigid run back down hill to boys))149 

 

In this telling phase, Georgia follows through with her announcement that she 

will tell the teacher. Brigid and she approach the teacher and Georgia states the 

problem to the teacher (line 141). The teacher’s next turn (line 142) is to pose a 

question to Georgia and Brigid. The teacher’s action here seems to be to gain more 

information about the event that is being reported by the girls. Georgia answers with 

yes and then elaborates by telling the teacher that she told Luke not to do it (spit) 

(line 143). As bystanders of the interaction, we know that actually, this version of 
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events is not what occurred at all. However, the teacher does not know this. Georgia 

did not respond to Luke’s spitting at all or say please don’t do it to Luke.  

Here then we can identify another implied rule locally constructed for the 

purposes of telling. This is to report to the teacher by members of the dispute, that an 

attempt has been made to solve the problem. A report of an appropriate prior action, 

that was done before the trouble is told to the teacher, gives further justification for 

the telling. This is evident in the way the teacher orients to how Georgia has 

managed the situation so far (line 142). In providing an answer to the teacher’s 

question (line 143), Georgia’s action suggests that reporting an appropriate prior 

action is helpful and often necessary in gaining a hearing from the teacher. 

Georgia: Yes we said (0.5)don’t- we said please don ’t do it but he 143 
didn’t listen to us 144 

Mrs N:  (Well)How about you try saying Luke- (0.2) he mightn’t 145 
know-he mightn’t know what you don’t want him to do =Say 146 
Luke please don’t spit. (0.5) Try that, saying his na:me  147 
and try saying please don’t spit. 148 
((Georgia and Brigid run back down hill to boys))149 

 
In these lines (143-144), Georgia incorporates a new complaint in her telling, 

as well as spitting at them Luke didn’t listen. In so doing, Georgia effectively adds 

another complaint. The teacher orients to the second complaint, that Luke didn’t 

listen and not so much the original complaint, of being spat at. In her response, he 

mightn’t know what you don’t want him to do (lines 145-146), she offers some 

justification for Luke’s action of not listening. Her next response is in the form of 

advice giving. She offers a way to solve the problem of him not listening, by 

suggesting they say his name, Luke. This advice is repeated when she wraps up her 

turn (lines 147-148). Schegloff and Sacks (1974) have identified that a common 

feature of closings is the renewal of advice and the stretching out of closing, and this 

is evident in the sequence examined above.  
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Telling Incident One (continued) 

Phase four: Post-telling “Luke please don’t spit.”

 

Figure 5.10. Line 149.

((Georgia and Brigid run back down hill to boys)) 149 
Georgia: But I don’t think (0.2)((running))but I do n’t think that 150 

will work 151 
 (1) 152 
Brigid:  LU: KE PLEASE DON’T SP :IT  153 

((Brigid moves ahead calling Brigid calls to Luke w ho is 154 
using strip to make an arch for the house; Georgia waits 155 
with girls)) 156 

 

Figure 5.11. Lines 158-159.

 (2) 157 
Luke:  What? 158 
Brigid:  Can you please don’t spit. 159 
Toby:  hum? Luke 160 
Luke: [(I don’t say that ….)] 161 

((Luke keeps building with strip, Toby walks over t o 162 
Brigid, holds her shoulder and points toward the ot her 163 
girls; Brigid joins Georgia who is waiting with Mad dy and 164 
Becky)) 165 

 

Figure 5.12. Lines 162-163.

Georgia:  [Yeah  he didn’t listen.] ((to Maddy and Becky as Brigid 166 
approaches them)) <That’s what he did?> ((Brigid ru ns off 167 
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toward teacher; Georgia slumps her shoulders; throw s 168 
hands in the air))169 

 
On returning from telling the teacher, Georgia comments on the effectiveness 

of the teacher’s advice, but I don’t think that will work (lines 150-151). According to 

the teacher’s advice they are to ask Luke not to spit. In this action, Georgia can be 

seen to be constructing the events that are to come. By suggesting Luke will not 

listen, Brigid is provided with a point of orientation for the next exchange. The focus 

of the interaction that is to come with Luke has been shifted to Luke’s listening 

behaviours.  

When they arrive back, Brigid moves forward to where Luke and Toby are 

building, while Georgia hangs back. Georgia’s hanging back at this point seems to 

provide evidence that the purpose of telling the teacher was to solicit alignment from 

a figure of authority in the dispute and not for the teacher’s resolution (Maynard, 

1985b). With a raised voice and strong physical action of hands on hips, it is Brigid 

who delivers the advice given to her by the teacher, Luke please don’t spit 

(line 153). Her earlier actions of announcing and running to tell the teacher 

demonstrated to Luke that she now has a powerful ally on her side, the teacher. The 

girls seamlessly cross the lead roles in this incident. 

Brigid:  LU: KE PLEASE DON’T SP :IT  153 
((Brigid moves ahead calling Brigid calls to Luke w ho is 154 
using strip to make an arch for the house; Georgia waits 155 
with girls)) 156 

 (2) 157 
Luke:  What? 158 
Brigid:  Can you please don’t spit. 159 
Toby:  hum? Luke 160 
Luke: [(I don’t say that ….)] 161 

((Luke keeps building with strip, Toby walks over t o 162 
Brigid, holds her shoulder and points toward the ot her 163 
girls; Brigid joins Georgia who is waiting with Mad dy and 164 
Becky)) 165 

Georgia:  [Yeah  he didn’t listen.] ((to Maddy and Becky as Brigid 166 
approaches them)) <That’s what he did?> ((Brigid ru ns off 167 
toward teacher; Georgia slumps her shoulders; throw s 168 
hands in the air)) 169 
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The long pause (line 157) following her turn, indicates that Brigid was 

expecting a response. In the understanding of “adjacency pairs”, what happens in the 

second turn relates to what happened in the first turn (Heritage, 1984b; Schegloff & 

Sacks, 1974)). In this exchange, Luke’s turn takes a long time (2 secs) to come. 

When it does finally come, Luke’s response of what (line 158) was not fitting with 

the type of statement used by Brigid in her turn (a reprimand), and is itself a 

question. This is recognised by Brigid because in her next turn (line 159) she 

changed her statement slightly to make it more in the form of a closed question. 

Luke’s following turn is now shaped by Brigid as it has to be an agreement. In this 

exchange, however, Luke seems to ignore Brigid altogether. Toby seems to query 

Luke, hum? Luke (line 160) but it is not clear whether this utterance is Toby asking 

Luke to reply to Brigid, or a reference to the building work they are engaged in. 

Toby then comes over to Brigid and seems to direct her back over to the girls’ area 

(lines 162-164). In the next turn, Georgia comments to Maddy and Becky that Luke 

did not listen (lines 166-167).  

Telling Incident Two 

Phase one: The dispute “Luke please don’t spit.”

((Georgia and Brigid run back down hill to boys)) 149 
Georgia: But I don’t think (0.2)((running))but I do n’t think that 150 

will work 151 
 (1) 152 
Brigid:  LU: KE PLEASE DON’T SP :IT  153 

((Brigid moves ahead calling Brigid calls to Luke w ho is 154 
using strip to make an arch for the house; Georgia waits 155 
with girls)) 156 

 (2) 157 
Luke:  What? 158 
Brigid:  Can you please don’t spit. 159 
Toby:  hum? Luke 160 
Luke: [(I don’t say that ….)] 161 

((Luke keeps building with strip, Toby walks over t o 162 
Brigid, holds her shoulder and points toward the ot her 163 
girls; Brigid joins Georgia who is waiting with Mad dy and 164 
Becky)) 165 
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Georgia:  [Yeah  he didn’t listen.] ((to Maddy and Becky as Brigid 166 
approaches them)) <That’s what he did?> ((Brigid ru ns off 167 
toward teacher; Georgia slumps her shoulders; throw s 168 
hands in the air))  169 

 
This dispute is part of the post-telling of the first telling incident. As such, it 

does not appear as a direct form of dispute. However, it is Luke’s vague response 

(line 158), and lack of further action, that is the source of the interactional trouble. 

As well, the previous alignments and relationships are enacted in the present activity 

(Maynard, 1985a). By commenting on Luke’s behaviour, he didn’t listen (line 166), 

Georgia gives a commentary of Luke’s actions. A commentary, “producing talk that 

comments on the prior move” is one way to respond to a prior action that is viewed 

by the receiver as argumentative (Goodwin, 1990, p.153). Georgia, by commenting 

on Luke’s action, indicates to Luke that his actions have been received as 

argumentative. This can be seen as an “indirect response” (Goodwin, 1990, p.153). 

At this point in time, Georgia’s commentary works to advance sequence of telling. 

The next utterance, that’s what he did (line167), provides justification to Maddy and 

Becky and Luke, for Brigid and Georgia’s next actions: advancing to the telling. 

Telling Incident Two (continued) 

Phase two: Pre-telling “That’s what he did.”

Georgia: [Yeah he didn’t listen.] ((to Maddy and Be cky as Brigid 166 
approaches them)) <That’s what he did?> ((Brigid ru ns off 167 
toward teacher; Georgia slumps her shoulders; throw s 168 
hands in the air)) 169 

   
 

Figure 5.13. Lines 166-170. 

((Georgia follows Brigid to teacher))170 
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In this incident, the pre-telling does not come with an announcement of telling. 

However, Georgia comments to the other girls, Maddy and Becky, on Luke’s 

response to Brigid’s request. Luke’s actions, he didn’t listen (line 166), is seen as the 

valid reason for telling the teacher. This gives them a warrant for telling the teacher. 

For Brigid, this acts as the stimulus point for returning to the teacher, progressing the 

dispute into the next phase, telling. This sequence gives more evidence to the 

suggestion that a valid reason is an implicit rule (Cobb-Moore et al., 2009), jointly 

constructed by the participants, in order to ensure the continued accomplishment of 

telling the teacher.  

Telling Incident Two (continued) 

Phase three: Telling “He didn’t listen.” 

?:  (He didn’t listen)((Georgia and Brigid stand in  front of 171 
teacher)) 172 

Mrs N:  What’s that? 173 
Brigid:  He didn’t listen 174 
Mrs N:  He didn’t listen sti:ll.  175 
Brigid:  No, ((looks at teacher)) 176 

(1.2)((Georgia stands hands on hips looking at teac her; 177 
teacher assistant stands nearby and looks on)) 178 

 

Figure 5.14. Lines 177-178.

Mrs N:  Okay then say can try saying um Luke did yo u 179 
hear what we said . (0.4) and see if he answers you then 180 
(0.2) and say Luke please answer  us. 181 
((Georgia slumps shoulders and turns)) 182 
((Georgia follows Brigid down hill to Luke))183 

 
In this sequence, Georgia and Brigid return to the teacher for another telling. 

The focus of the telling this time is that Luke didn’t listen to the previous interaction 

(line 171) (post-telling). This valid reason is given to the teacher, enabling Georgia 
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and Brigid a hearing from the teacher. This statement also acted as a stimulus to 

advance the pre-telling phase into this next phase of telling.  

The teacher’s use of okay here (line 179) can be viewed as a change of state 

token as observed by Danby et al. (2005). Heritage (1984a) observed a similar 

function in the use of “oh”, that of a change of state token or acknowledgment of 

receipted news. In the sequence of telling above, okay (line 179) is used by the 

teacher to indicate that she has heard the girls’ complaint. Like the use of “oh”, okay 

observed in the sequence above is used in a place which is at a time when the giving 

of a chunk of information is possibly complete (Heritage, 1984a). This utterance 

comes before the teacher’s delivery of advice on what the next move should be for 

the girls. In so doing, this utterance works to change the nature of the interaction 

between herself and the two girls. She was the receiver of news, but using okay 

indicates that she then changed her role into the giver of advice in the following lines 

(lines 179-181). It has been noted that okay shapes what happens next in an 

interaction sequence (Beach, 1993, 1995), and the use of okay, here, also signals to 

the girls that her advice was to follow. The teacher’s advice gives them a strategy to 

proceed with on their return. 

Telling Incident Two (continued) 

Phase four: Post-telling “I don’t think Luke will actually listen.” 

((Georgia follows Brigid down hill to Luke)) 183 
Georgia:  I don’t think Lu:ke  will actually li:s ten.((to Brigid 184 

within earshot of Luke))  185 
((Brigid walks over to boys who are spreading out a  sheet 186 

187 



128 Participation and Social Order in the Playground 

 

 

for the house; Georgia hangs back)) 188 

 

Figure 5.15. Lines 186-187.

Brigid:  Luke [did you listen] [what we said?] 188 
Luke:   [Yep] 189 
Toby:   [Hey guys?] look what we’re doing we’re mak ing a 190 

bed for you two guys? 191 

 

Figure 5.16. Lines 190-191.

Luke: No : we’re making a bed for To:by’s wa: rm 192 
 (1) 193 
Toby: No we’re making a bed for them? 194 
Luke: No: o 195 

(0.2) 196 
Toby:  °Yeah° ((Boys continue to talk about whose b ed)) 197 

((Georgia and Brigid join Maddy in building house))198 
 
Once again as Georgia and Brigid walk back to see Luke and Toby, Georgia 

comments on the effectiveness of the teacher’s advice, I don’t think Luke will 

actually listen (line 184). This time, however, this comment comes within the boys’ 

earshot. Once again, in this turn, Georgia can be seen to be constructing the events 

that are to come. Brigid and Georgia continue to orient to whether Luke listens or 

not. By including Luke in the hearing of this comment, Georgia attempts to manage 

his behaviour. The continued division between the two parties suggest that Georgia’s 

agenda is to have the two boys removed from the building game.  

The post-telling sequence here shows the boys responding to the girls’ question 

(line 188). Luke’s reply (line 189) overlaps Brigid’s question.  
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Brigid:  Luke [did you listen] [what we said?] 188 
Luke:    [Yep] 189 
Toby:   [Hey guys?] look what we’re doing we’re mak ing a 190 

bed for you two guys?191 
 

This is quickly followed by Toby’s overlapped declaration, look what we’re 

doing we’re making a bed for you two guys (lines 190-191). This overlap is evidence 

that Toby is keen to gain the conversational floor and bring harmony to the 

interaction between the girls and Luke and himself. His quick response supports the 

theory that the girls’ action of telling the teacher as a way of gaining a powerful ally 

for their side was successful. Telling the teacher is a “risky business” because the 

outcome is one that is relatively unknown (Danby, 1998b, p.195). This idea is 

reinforced here in Toby’s quick response and attempt make amends with the girls.  

The exchange with Luke that follows (lines 181-187), shows that Toby’s offer 

to the girls was not something he pre-discussed or collaborated about with Luke.

Luke: No : we’re making a bed for To:by’s wa: rm 192 
 (1) 193 
Toby: No we’re making a bed for them? 194 
Luke: No: o 195 

(0.2) 196 
Toby:  °Yeah° ((Boys continue to talk about whose b ed)) 197 

((Georgia and Brigid join Maddy in building house))  198 
 
Luke quite firmly disagrees with Toby about the nature of the bed, as indicated 

by the elongated no (line 192), which starts his sentence. The pause that exists 

between Luke’s disagreement and Toby’s response also highlights an interactional 

trouble that has been created here. When his response does come (line 194), it is 

quieter and this quietness suggests that, as he reaffirms what they are making, he 

may be out of line with Luke here. The higher tone that comes at the end of the 

sentence shows that this utterance is almost a question that could be refused, and 

suggests that Toby may have to back down on this suggestion. In his attempt to make 

amends with the situation with the girls, Toby has now to restore the social 

relationship with his ally Luke. This social order is now dependent on Luke’s next 
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turn. Unfortunately, the video moves away from this interaction to follow the girls, 

so we do not know if this peer dispute progressed.  

Telling Incident Three  

Transcription note – time elapse. 

Between telling incident two and three, the boys and girls joined together for a 

short time (3 minutes) to build a house. However, before the building could progress 

further, Georgia announces, We need mo:re ro:of because otherwise it will be sunny 

for us. And we only have those two ones-Why did you guys-who letted the boys have 

one of these cos then we could not make a roof cos look? we only have two and then 

it we’ll be hot with the sun on us. We need to go in the sha:dy bit (these lines are 

omitted from the transcript). After others comment on this idea, this bid to move 

back is successful and Maddy, Becky, Georgia and Brigid move strips back to the 

area they were before. Toby and Luke gave their foam strips to the girls, with Toby 

saying, hey guys? how about you guys make a house? and me and Luke will go out to 

pl:ay(.)and you can call us when you’re done=when you’re finished making it (these 

lines are omitted from the transcript). Georgia’s use of us, we  and the boys here 

suggests gender alliances at play.  However, when the boys returned (approx 10 

minutes later), a series of taunts were expressed by the boys and then this interaction 

that took place.  
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Telling Incident Three (continued) 

Phase one: The dispute “We’re stuck now.” 

 

Figure 5.17. Lines 436-439.

Luke: haha ((laughing)) Hey girlies? ((Luke and Tob y come from 436 
running around; they approach Maddy, Becky and Geor gia’s 437 
house; the strips are across the fences blocking th eir 438 
entry to their space)) 439 

Toby:  We go around the other side? 440 
Luke: [we’re]goin in the side 441 

 

Figure 5.18. Line 442

Toby: [We go] around the other side so can we come in? ((Luke 442 
runs through the house, under strips past Georgia))  443 

Toby: Yeaha ha hhhnow we’re stuck now. Now we’re st uck .hhh 444 
((Becky lifts up strips that lie across the fences to let 445 
Toby get through house)) 446 
((Georgia watches Luke and Toby; Luke jumps up on f ence 447 
wire)) 448 

Georgia:  Doyawant me to tell on him-doyawant me to  tell 449 
on him ‘cause he- 450 

Brigid: and Luke don’t climb up the gates cause oth erwise you’re 451 
not allo:wed  to 452 
((Luke jumps up on wire of fence))453 

 

Figure 5.19. Line 453.
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Georgia: Oh? Ohh. you’ve got-gotted one  chance? and that’s all? 454 
((Immediately moving in the action of going to teac her))455 

 
Luke and Toby start this interaction with the girls in an excited manner. They 

laugh and address the girls as girlies (line 436). This action is not responded to; 

however, Maddy, Becky and Georgia stop their house building and look at them. 

Toby and Luke continue in their excited manner, commenting on their own actions. 

Luke runs through the girls’ house, to get to the area where they had been building 

previously. Toby asks the girls’ permission to enter the house, providing the girls 

with a reason for him needing to go through their house, we’re stuck now. Now we’re 

stuck (line 444). By lifting up the strips to enable Toby access through the girls 

house, Becky seems to be indicating her position here, that it is okay for Toby and 

Luke to come in and continue playing.  

However, Georgia is standing watching Luke and Toby closely. When Luke 

jumps up on the wire of the fence (line 447), she immediately takes a turn in the 

interaction. Her turn (449-450) is a question that seems to be directed to the other 

girls present, doyawant me to tell on him-doyawant me to tell on him ‘cause he- (line 

449-450). Although it is not stated, Georgia’s use of tell, here, assumes that this will 

be understood without question by the others. The shared understanding of those 

within this interaction is apparent in her omission. Her prior actions, in incidents one 

and two, orient others to the understanding that the most probable receiver of the 

news is the teacher.  Shared understanding is necessary when one looks at the 

possible trajectory of Georgia’s question. It appears that she was going to give a 

justification to the others present for what possibly may be her next action, to tell the 

teacher, however this is cut off. 

(Georgia watches Luke and Toby; Luke jumps up on fe nce 447 
wire)) 448 

Georgia:  Doyawant me to tell on him-doyawant me to  tell 449 
on him ‘cause he- 450 
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Brigid: and Luke don’t climb up the gates cause oth erwise you’re 451 
not allo:wed  to 452 
((Luke jumps up on wire of fence))453 

Georgia: Oh? Ohh. you’ve got-gotted one  chance? and that’s all? 454 
((Immediately moving in the action of going to teac her))455 

454 
Brigid cuts her off with a reprimand that openly states the class rules for Luke, 

and Luke don’t climb up the gates cause otherwise you’re not allo:wed to (lines 451-

452). The next action sees Luke jumping on the fence (line 453), defying the class 

rule that was explicitly stated to him in the turn prior. At this point, Georgia 

comments on the result of his action, Oh? Ohh. you’ve got-gotted one chance? and 

that’s all? (line 454). That Luke only had one chance wasn’t explicitly stated to 

Luke. This provides evidence of the level of shared understanding necessary for the 

accomplishment of telling. A locally constructed rule is that only has one chance 

after being told the classroom rule. This statement from Georgia, (line 454), can also 

be seen as unsolicited collaboration for Brigid’s position in the dispute (Maynard, 

1986). The non-verbal action of jumping on the fence highlights Luke’s oppositional 

position, and this action advances the dispute into the pre-telling phase.  

Telling Incident Three (continued) 

Phase two: Pre-telling “You’ve got-gotted one chance and that’s all.” 

((Georgia watches Luke and Toby; Luke jumps up on f ence 447 
wire)) 448 

Georgia:  Doyawant me to tell on him-doyawant me to  tell 449 
on him ‘cause he- 450 

Brigid: and Luke don’t climb up the gates cause oth erwise you’re 451 
not allo:wed  to 452 
((Luke jumps up on wire of fence)) 453 

Georgia: Oh? Ohh. you’ve got-gotted one  chance? and that’s all? 454 
((Immediately moving in the action of going to teac her)) 455 

 

Figure 5.20. Line 455.
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 (0.2)  456 
Toby: My friend Brendan,  457 
Luke:  JUMP ?� 458 
Toby: You know? my friend? Brendan can jump (.) run  (.) run 459 

from those stairs (.) and get up- 460 
((Luke jumps up on wire of fence)) 461 
((Georgia turns away and then back again moving tow ard 462 
teacher; Luke moves over to Toby)) 463 

Luke: I di-didn’t jump ?I didn’t jump? ((Looks at Toby; throws 464 
hands in air)) 465 

 

Figure 5.21. Line 464.

Toby: One time Bren dan- 466 
((Luke turns and jumps up two more times on wire of  467 
fence)) 468 
((Brigid leads; Georgia and Becky follow to run up to 469 
tell teacher))470 

 
Georgia makes clear her agenda in the statement that opens this pre-telling 

phase, Doyawant me to tell on him-doyawant me to tell on him ‘cause he- (lines 449-

450). Georgia is responding here to Luke’s action of jumping on the fence (lines 447-

448), where he breaks the class rules. By orienting to telling, Georgia constructs the 

interaction that follows for the interactants, Luke and Brigid. Brigid cuts her off with 

direct statement that openly states the rules for Luke, and Luke don’t climb up the 

gates cause otherwise you’re not allo:wed to (lines 451-452). The next action sees 

Luke jumping on the fence (line 453), defying the class rule that was explicitly stated 

to him in the turn prior.  

((Luke jumps up on wire of fence))453 
Georgia: Oh? Ohh. you’ve got-gotted one  chance? and that’s all? 454 

((Immediately moving in the action of going to teac her))455 

At this point, Georgia moves toward the teacher, Oh? Ohh. you’ve got-gotted 

one chance? and that’s all? (lines 454-455). As well as highlighting the shared 

understanding of telling regarding only one chance after the explicit statement of 
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class rules as mentioned in the dispute phase, this statement is also used by Georgia 

to announce her plan to tell. The meaning of this statement then is two fold, Luke’s 

action is seen as a breaking of the class rules. It is also a cue for Georgia to tell the 

teacher on him.

Luke: JUMP ?� 458 
Toby: You know? my friend? Brendan can jump (.) run  (.) run 459 

from those stairs (.) and get up- 460 
((Luke jumps up on wire of fence)) 461 
((Georgia turns away and then back again moving tow ard 462 
teacher; Luke moves over to Toby)) 463 

Luke: I di-didn’t jump ?I didn’t jump? ((Looks at Toby; throws 464 
hands in air))465 

 
Following Georgia’s announcement to tell the teacher (line 454), Luke denies 

the action of which he is accused (458). By denying it, Luke is responding to 

Georgia’s threat of telling. He has taken her announcement (line 454) as an 

indication that she is going to tell. By responding to her, Luke also identifies himself 

as the primary addressee of the talk (Heritage, 1985). He contests that he has broken 

the rules of the class, yet at the same time, he breaks the rule again. He says to Toby, 

JUMP? (line 458), using a questioning tone and follows this with another jump on 

the fence (line 461). When Georgia leaves the area to go to the teacher; Luke can be 

seen to further contest that he has broken the rules saying to Toby, I didn’t jump? I 

didn’t jump ((Looks at Toby; throws hands in air)) (line 464-465). One hearing of 

Luke’s denial of breaking the class rules is that it is an attempt to make amends for 

the interactional trouble that has been constructed between himself and Georgia. It 

appears also that jumping as a topic has been picked up by Toby, and it has now 

become the topic of his conversation with Luke (line 459). Toby continues his story, 

seemingly indifferent to the comments and actions of Georgia and Brigid.  
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Telling Incident Three (continued) 

Phase three: Telling “Luke climbed up the gate.” 

((Brigid leads; Georgia and Becky follow to run up to 469 
tell teacher)) 470 

Brigid:  (Luke climbed up the gate) 471 
((Brigid, Georgia and Becky stand in front of teach er)) 472 

Mrs N:  Luke climbed up the gate did he, and what d id you tell 473 
him what the gate was-474 

 

Figure 5.22. Lines 473-474.

Georgia: Um we said don’t do it anymore that’s what  we tell him  475 
Mrs N:  I wonder if all-all this trouble is that-that they’ d 476 

really like to play with you 477 
Georgia:  Naa It’s not because-. It’s not ((Georgia  looks at 478 

teacher; shaking her head))479 

 

Figure 5.23. Lines 478-479.

Mrs N:  mmm?mmm. It might be worth trying? (.) 480 
((Georgia shakes head; Brigid moves through teacher  and 481 
others toward the hill; Becky stands looking at tea cher)) 482 

Mrs N: What do you think? Worth trying to see if um  you can get 483 
them to join in with you and ((Georgia turns and wa lks 484 
off)) then you mightn’t have any more trouble (0.2)  485 
((Becky stands there))486 

 
Unspoken rules, constructed for the purpose of telling, are employed here. A 

valid reason for telling is evident in this telling. The teacher is told, Luke climbed up 

the gate (line 471). This statement gives Brigid justification to get a hearing from the 

teacher because Luke has broken the class rules. This valid reason warrants the girls’ 

action of telling the teacher. 
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Another rule constructed for the purpose of telling, is the report of attempts to 

solve the problem before coming to the teacher. This rule of telling is evident when 

an appropriate prior action is offered to the teacher. Georgia tells the teacher, Um we 

said don’t do it anymore that’s what we tell him (line 475). By offering the teacher 

an account of an appropriate prior action, it is clear that Georgia and Brigid attend to 

the teacher’s frame of reference: that attempts must be made to resolve disputes 

before involving the teacher. This is a rule that has been locally constructed by the 

participants for the successful accomplishment of telling. The children show 

awareness that the teacher operates from a different agenda to theirs and this is 

recognised in this line of reporting (line 475). 

Georgia: Um we said don’t do it anymore that’s what  we tell him  475 
Mrs N: I wonder if all-all this trouble is that-tha t they’d 476 

really like to play with you 477 
Georgia:  Naa It’s not because-. It’s not ((Georgia  looks at 478 

teacher; shaking her head))479 
 
By swiftly moving into the teacher’s frame of reference to report an 

appropriate prior action, Georgia and Brigid show understanding of the teacher’s 

agenda and competently use this as a way to get a hearing from the teacher. They are 

operating competently on two levels. The first level is that of their hidden social 

agendas. The other level is underpinned by the sequential phases of the telling which 

involves particular interactional rules constructed for the purposes of telling. 

Similarly, Danby and Baker (2001) showed how a group of boys in block area in a 

preschool, very competently recognised that the teacher was operating from a 

different agenda to theirs as they swiftly moved their talk to operate within this 

frame.  

The teacher’s agenda starts to emerge in the statement, I wonder if all-all this 

trouble is that-that they’d really like to play with you (line 476-477). This statement 

(476-477) also works to remind Georgia and Brigid of appropriate class conduct. The 
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guidelines that accompany this preparatory year, the Early Years Curriculum 

Guidelines (Queensland Studies Authority, 2006, p. 21 and 61), state that children 

are to “learn how to cooperate, share and play collaboratively” and that the teacher’s 

role is to “clearly describe fair and peaceable ways to interact, collaborate and 

resolve conflicts with others”. The teacher orients to a collaborative and fair play 

frame in her reply to Brigid’s telling.  

Georgia quickly replies to the teacher’s suggestion, by disagreeing with her, no 

it’s not because – it’s not (line 478). In this reply, Georgia orients to the teacher’s 

frame of playing collaboratively and now uses this to show that she is not in the 

wrong here and that is not the problem. Georgia tries to find a reason to support her 

disagreement of the underlying problem, however does not supply the teacher with 

one. 

Mrs N:  mmm?mmm. It might be worth trying? (.) 480 
((Georgia shakes head; Brigid moves through teacher  and 481 
others toward the hill; Becky stands looking at tea cher)) 482 

Mrs N: What do you think? Worth trying to see if um  you can get 483 
them to join in with you and ((Georgia turns and wa lks 484 
off)) then you mightn’t have any more trouble (0.2)  485 
((Becky stands there))486 

 
The teacher continues with her underlying agenda of a harmonious and 

peaceful class in her statement, it might be worth trying? (line 480). This turn 

requires the girls to pick up on the teacher’s underlying message and reminder of 

appropriate class conduct, even though this is not explicitly stated. When a negative 

response is received in the next turn, the teacher recycles her advice (Goodwin, 

1990). This time the teacher brings her underlying suggestion out into the open and it 

is revealed to the girls, worth trying to see if they can join in with you (line 483-484). 

At this point, the teacher’s agenda becomes more evident and her response moves 

from a commentary to a suggestion that the girls should follow. The message is that 

the girls should allow the boys to join in with them.   
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Telling Incident Three (continued) 

Phase four: Post-telling “We told on ya.” 

((Georgia follows Brigid back down hill from teache r; 487 
Georgia joins Maddy in the house; Becky follows. Br igid 488 
walks over and stands in front of Toby and Luke)) 489 

Luke:  My brother had blood all over his face befor e- 490 
Toby:  When, um when (.)Luke, when um (.)- 491 
Brigid: We told on ya492 

 

Figure 5.24. Line 492.

((Luke and Toby carry on with their conversation 493 
standing near the fence and do not answer; Brigid s tands 494 
slightly in front of Luke watching them)) 495 
(12) 496 
((Brigid moves back from Luke)) 497 
(4) 498 
((Luke jumps up on wire of fence) 499 

 
This sequence shows the events that occur when Brigid and Georgia return 

from the telling the teacher. Georgia hangs back in this interaction, giving weight to 

the suggestion made earlier that her interactional intent of telling was to gain 

collaboration from a figure of authority (Maynard, 1986). Brigid moves ahead to 

where Luke and Toby are talking.  

The teacher’s suggestion of playing with the boys in a harmonious manner is 

not attended to or acted upon by Brigid or Georgia. Brigid moves in front of the boys 

and interrupts their talk by stating, we told on ya (line 492). The implications of 

telling the teacher are conveyed in this statement. This statement shows the level of 

shared understanding that is necessary for the interactional accomplishment of this 

telling incident.  

Brigid stands watching Luke and Toby after this turn for 12 seconds. During 

this time, Luke and Toby do not attend to her but rather, they carry on with their 
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conversation. Brigid’s actions here suggest that she is waiting for a response to her 

announcement of the telling. No response is forthcoming from the boys. Brigid 

moves back from Luke and Toby (line 497) still watching them. After 4 more 

seconds, Luke jumps up on the fence again (line 499). 

Telling Incident Four 

Phase one: The dispute “‘Cause Luke you’re not allowed to.” 

Brigid: We told on ya 492 
((Luke and Toby carry on with their conversation 493 
standing near the fence and do not answer; Brigid s tands 494 
slightly in front of Luke watching them)) 495 
(12) 496 
((Brigid moves back from Luke)) 497 
(4) 498 
((Luke jumps up on wire of fence)) 499 

Toby:  I tell you what those 10 cracked head opens were 500 
from.(.)10 f:lying head first off a building on a s kate 501 
board and going headfirst into a pole (.) and c’men t -502 
That’s how he cracked his head open 503 

Luke: And my brother (.) and my brother did did wen t- 504 
Georgia: They’re telling about a house. 505 
 ((Luke jumps on wire of fence; Toby copies))  506 
Brigid:  ‘cause Luke you’re not allo:wed to 507 

 

Figure 5.25. Line 507.

Georgia: It’s a story about monster house.  508 
Luke: No no it’s- ((Luke jumps up on fence again; B rigid 509 

watches him then turns to Georgia)) 510 
Brigid:  He did it again511 

 

Figure 5.26. Line 509. 
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Telling incidents three and four merge into each other as the post telling 

becomes the dispute stage. In the dispute phase of this incident, the source of trouble 

seems to be the result of Brigid and Georgia’s surveillance activity on Luke’s 

behaviour. Luke’s action is a class rule breaking action that acts as a stimulus for 

Brigid and Georgia to tell the teacher. It is not an advancement of a verbal dispute as 

account one and two were, as through Luke’s action, Georgia and Brigid advance 

this dispute.  

Luke’s actions of continually jumping on the fence could be interpreted as 

antagonistic in nature – almost as if he is daring Brigid to tell. He used what Brigid 

and Georgia were continually oriented to, that is his action of continually breaking 

the class rules, to show his adversarial position. On the other hand, Luke’s actions 

occur as he is in conversation with Toby who is recounting his brother’s experience 

of cracking his head and are almost used as a demonstration of his story. Another 

hearing of his actions, then, could also be part of his conversation with Toby, and are 

used to demonstrate the actions in his recount of a vivid experience that occurred by 

his friend and not something in which Luke and Toby are including Brigid and 

Georgia. 

After 12 seconds elapse, Brigid moves back from Luke and Toby (line 497), 

still watching them. After 4 more seconds, Luke jumps up on the fence again (line 

499). Shortly after he repeats this with Toby copying his movements (line 506). 

Although Toby has broken the class rule as well, Brigid does not attend to his 

behaviour or address him. In the next turn, Brigid reminds Luke of the class rule 

again, starting her statement with Luke’s name and not Toby’s, ‘cause Luke you’re 

not allowed to (line 507).   

((Luke jumps on wire of fence; Toby copies))  506 
Brigid: ‘cause Luke you’re not allo:wed to  507 
Georgia: It’s a story about monster house.  508 
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Luke: No no it’s- ((Luke jumps up on fence again; B rigid 509 
watches him then turns to Georgia)) 510 

Brigid:  He did it again511 

The next line (508) however, hears Georgia not Luke reply, it’s a story about 

monster house (line 508). One hearing of Georgia’s comment about the boys’ 

behaviour is that it is an attempt to make amends of the interactional trouble between 

Luke and Brigid. She is offering a reason that Luke did not attend to Brigid’s 

announcement of telling. It also indicates to Brigid at this point, that she is refusing 

her solicit for collaboration and invitation to enter into a multi-party dispute with 

Luke (Maynard, 1986). Her indication to Brigid here is evidence that the negotiation 

of a groups social organisation is in a state of constant flux (Maynard, 1985b). Brigid 

continues to watch Luke and turns to Georgia when he jumps up on the wire again.  

Telling Incident Four (continued) 

Phase two: Pre-telling “He did it again.” 

Luke: No no it’s- ((Luke jumps up on fence again; B rigid 509 
watches him then turns to Georgia)) 510 

Brigid: He did it again 511 
Toby:  Luke Luke his- [his legs, I show you 512 
  how far, you should have-  513 
Georgia:  [O:ka:y(.)Te:ll:ing time] 514 

((Georgia gets up and walks toward end of path shou lders 515 
slumped; Brigid turns back to Toby)) 516 

   

Figure 5.27. Lines 514-516.

Toby: -seen how far his feet- ((continues his talki ng to Luke)) 517 
Luke:  Jumping 518 

((Luke jumps up on wire of fence)) 519 
Brigid: Luke <You’re not allo:wed  to> 520 
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Figure 5.28. Line 520.

((Luke jumps again on wire of fence turning to 521 
Toby)) 522 
((Brigid walks over to Georgia))  523 
((Toby and Luke jump on fence wire as Toby continue s to 524 
tell story about how the brother cracked his head))  525 

Luke: I didn’t jump? 526 
527 

 

Figure 5.29. Lines 527-528.

((Georgia walks off slowly to teacher; stomping fee t up 527 
stairs; her shoulders slumped over; Brigid follows 528 
running; Georgia starts running)) 529 

Maddy: We’re not allowed to climb over the fence up  the fence 530 
((talking to Becky as Georgia and Brigid leave))531 

 
In this sequence, Brigid is keeping watch over Luke’s actions. When Luke 

jumps on the wire of the fence again, Brigid reports this to Georgia, He did it again 

(line 511). Brigid’s action here can be seen as a political act, in which she is 

soliciting collaboration from a third party (Maynard, 1986). The two-party dispute 

now becomes a multi-party dispute as Georgia indicates to Brigid her acceptance of 

the solicit for support by announcing, Okay, telling time (line 514) (Maynard, 1986). 

Starting with a receipt of news token (Danby et al., 2005), this utterance is delivered 

in a stretched out manner. Although Georgia appears reluctant in the acceptance of 

her collaboration, the alignment between the girls in the dispute with Luke has been 

reaffirmed.  
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Brigid restates the rule of not jumping on the fence to Luke, Luke <You’re not 

allo:wed to> (line 520). This can be seen as an announcement of telling, and an 

opportunity for Luke to mend the situation. As she walks over to Georgia, Luke 

acknowledges their actions as an announcement of telling. He denies his action of 

jumping on the fence saying, I didn’t jump (line 526). His denial may be seen as an 

attempt to restore the interactional trouble; however, Georgia and Brigid do not take 

up this opportunity.  

Georgia’s body language and actions of slumped shoulders and stomping feet 

seem to indicate an unwillingness to tell the teacher at that point in time (line 527-

528). However, because telling can be seen as a political act that indicates her 

alignment with Brigid, she carries through with it (Maynard, 1985b). There is a 

moral obligation to adhere to this alignment. This topic of moral obligations is taken 

up in more detail in chapter 8. 

Telling Incident Four (continued) 

Phase three: Telling “Luke did it again.”

((Georgia and Brigid reach Mrs Nolan)) 532 
Georgia: Luke did it again 533 
Mrs N:  Did you try to get him to join in with your  534 

game? (.) 535 
Brigid: n::o ((shakes head; Georgia shakes head too )) 536 
Mrs N:  What could he do in the game? (points her a rm up)537 

 

 

Figure 5.30. Line 537.

 (0.1) 538 
Brigid: Well (.)well (.) he didn’t really listen   539 
Mrs N: (He) didn’t really listen. I think they prob ably want to 540 

join in with you. (0.2)Yeah. 541 
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((Georgia and Brigid shake their heads and move awa y 542 
using bats to hit totem tennis ball)543 

 
In this telling, Georgia and Brigid tell the teacher that Luke did it again (line 

533). Although it is not stated exactly what he did, the inference here is that he broke 

the class rule, showing the implied knowledge between the girls and the teacher. This 

statement, Luke did it again (line 533) is a stimulus for the teacher to now offer her 

position.  

Next (534), the teacher does a check as she asks if the girls carried out the 

advice she gave them, did you try to get him to join in with your game? (line 534). 

Brigid responds n::o (line 536), the elongated negative token suggesting a trouble 

(Pomerantz & Fehr, 1997). Both girls shake their heads. The teacher sticks to her 

agenda of creating a harmonious classroom and tries again to orient Brigid and 

Georgia to what she sees as the underlying cause of the dispute between the girls and 

the boys. She does this by recycling her advice to the girls in the next turn, what can 

he do in the game? (line 537). Goodwin (1990) explains that recycling of positions is 

used in the sustainment of an argument. The oppositional positions between herself 

and Georgia and Brigid are now evident. This line also works to ask the girls to 

report on their intentions following the telling.  

After the teacher’s turn, there is a slight pause. Brigid takes the next turn (539). 

In this turn she provides an indirect answer to the teacher’s question and states, well, 

well, he didn’t really listen (line 539). This turn (539) starts with a delay prefix, well, 

indicating a trouble. Well has been identified by Pomerantz (1984) as a known 

preface for disagreement. Brigid’s response can also be seen as a commentary on 

Luke’s behaviours and is an “indirect response” to the teacher’s position (Goodwin, 

1990, p.153). In this response, Brigid provides a valid reason for the teacher’s advice 
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not being enacted, he didn’t really listen (line 539). The understanding here is that 

the girls did try to get them to play but he wouldn’t listen.  

The teacher partially repeats Brigid’s response, he didn’t really listen (line 

540). This partial repetition of talk suggests a trouble source in another’s talk 

(Goodwin, 1990). Next, she recycles her argument of getting the boys to play with 

them (line 540-541). Georgia and Brigid shake their heads and move off to another 

area 

Telling Incident Four (continued) 

Phase four: Post-telling “Move away.” 

((Georgia and Brigid shake their heads and move awa y 542 
using bats to hit totem tennis ball)) 543 

 
Figure 5.31. Lines 542-543. 

This last phase, the post-telling, sees Georgia and Brigid shake their heads and 

move away to another area of the outdoor area. They do not return to the building the 

house space. One reading of this is that the telling had become too “risky” with the 

teacher insisting on the boys and girls playing collaboratively (Danby, 1998b).  

Reflections on Video-stimulated Accounts 

The video-recorded interaction explicated above, was shown to a small group 

of children within two weeks of the event occurring. Those children involved in the 

original interaction, Toby, Luke, Brigid, Georgia, Becky and Maddy viewed the 

video-recording. In a separate interview, the teacher viewed the video-recorded 

interaction. The interviews were audio-recorded. The video-stimulated accounts 
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emerging from the interviews were used to identify matters for investigation that 

otherwise might go unnoticed (Pomerantz, 2005).  

In the teacher’s video-stimulated account of these incidents, the teacher orients 

to the telling part of the interaction, commenting on the children’s constant telling. 

They should know me better (transcript provided in chapter 4) is the teacher’s 

response as she observed this interaction on video. In this comment, it may be 

interpreted that the teacher’s understood that the girls expected her to get involved. 

The teacher sees the telling as an invitation by Georgia and Brigid to come over to 

their game and end the dispute with Luke. As the teacher stood her ground and did 

not come over to the area, time after time, Georgia and Brigid kept coming back with 

to tell. Perhaps they knew the teacher better than she thought! From past experience 

to do with her general attitude and discourse of participation in the classroom, 

Georgia and Brigid knew the teacher was one to stand back and offer advice from 

afar. With this understanding in mind, the teacher can be seen then as a strong 

collaborator to solicit alignment for their case.  

Toby and Luke refer to the telling incidents, commenting, I think that me and 

Luke had a problem with them (transcript not provided here). Toby takes the 

opportunity within the interview situation to make a case, in front of his peers, that 

he acted as a co-operative classmate by stating that he and Luke did not take the 

strips and let the girls have them, deciding instead to make a house using other 

materials, the sheets. Perhaps he thought that his behaviour was under scrutiny and 

he used the research conversation to defend his actions. Brigid, however, disagreed 

with this account, and suggested it was her idea to build a house together. Brigid’s 

initial comment was, this was because we didn’t actually really want to share and 

then she corrected herself and said it was Toby and Luke who did not want to share. 
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When Toby contested this idea of the boys not sharing, Brigid insisted that Toby did 

not remember the incident, commenting as much to the researcher, he didn’t 

remember that’s all. Toby, however, held strong to his position and disputed this 

suggestion commenting that it wasn’t very long ago and that he remembered it well.  

In these four telling incidents above, telling may be seen as an act in which the 

girls participated more often than boys. This finding supports Goodwin’s (1990) 

suggestion that girls engage in indirect forms of conflict more often than boys. In her 

study of boys and girls in an African American neighbourhood in the USA, Goodwin 

(1990) found that reporting to and by a third party is an action that girls carried out 

more often when in a dispute. Similarly, it has been suggested that girls are more 

likely than boys to get a hearing from the teacher, with boys often ridiculed by peers 

for telling (Danby, 1998b). This aligns with Thorne’s (1993) earlier work.  

Rather than taking the view that telling is a thing typically done by girls, by 

asking “which boys or girls, where, when, under what circumstances?” (Thorne, 

1993, p.108) telling can be seen in another way, that of seeking alignment. In this 

telling account, similar to Maynard’s (1985b) study of disputes in reading classes, 

one can view “telling the teacher” as soliciting collaboration from a third party. In so 

doing, the children have gained alignment for their position and they have done so 

with an outside party whose category in that interactional space is one of power.  

This analysis adds to understandings of rules. As Maynard (1985a) explains 

rules are used by participants of a local culture in “an interactive situation to achieve 

indigenous social ends” (p.24). In the telling incidents, pre-existing rules of the 

classroom were used as resources in the children’s management of their interactions. 

In the four telling incidents outlined above, rules of the classroom were used to carry 

out the children’s interactional agendas in two ways. First, class rules were used by 
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the girls as valid reasons and acted as a stimulus for their telling action. For instance, 

in the telling incidents rules of the classroom including sharing, listening and not 

climbing on the fence were drawn upon. The breaking of these class rules by two 

boys (Luke and Toby) provided Georgia and Brigid with tools of justification for 

their act of telling the teacher. It gave them a valid reason which ensured a hearing 

from the teacher. This valid reason acted in the incidents as a stimulus for 

declarations of telling.  

Second, the breaking of the class rules by Luke and Toby, was itself a way of 

organising and managing others. Typically, rule-breaking and its associated risks, has 

been viewed as a way boys bond (Thorne, 1993), In her studies of boys and girls in 

schools in the United States of America, Thorne (1993) observed that boys 

collectively break the rules more often than girls do. In the telling incidents, breaking 

the class rules may be seen as a way for boys to manage their interactional social 

orders with others. Luke’s initial breaking of the class rules resulted in Georgia and 

Brigid’s telling the teacher. It could be said, then, that Georgia and Brigid’s action of 

telling indicated to Luke a particular trajectory of social interaction with the girls. In 

so doing, the contributions by the participants were both context-shaped and context-

renewed (Heritage, 1984). By continually breaking the class rules, Luke ensured that 

Georgia and Brigid were not present in the play space for some time as they told on 

the teacher. With social identities being constructed “moment by moment” (Danby & 

Baker, 2001, p. 354) this was a powerful means for Luke to ensure his social agendas 

could be accomplished while Georgia and Brigid were not present. In so doing, the 

act of telling is truly an event jointly constructed by all parties involved.  

Georgia and Brigid drew on an authority figure, the teacher, as a collaborative 

third party, who, in the privileged position as teacher, can lay down class rules 
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without question (Maynard, 1985b). The teacher’s role, then, is also of interest in 

these telling incidents. From the teacher’s view, the content of the telling is attended 

to by the teacher with great importance and concern. This is perhaps due to a 

perceived understanding of the role of teacher is to solve a problem, ensure the safety 

and justice for all. Although invited by the girls on several occasions, the teacher 

maintains her role of bystander. Knowing this would be a typical response of the 

teacher to telling, Georgia and Brigid act on this, using it to suits their social agenda. 

They can be seen, by the boys, to be reporting on the rule breaking behaviour to the 

teacher. However, Luke’s continual rule breaking acts suggests that he also knew 

that the teacher’s response would be minimal. By continually breaking the rules, he 

jointly constructed the social interaction of that moment, and this resulted in the 

telling. The teacher did offer advice during each telling incident; however, because 

the teacher’s response was out of Luke’s hearing, Georgia and Brigid had no 

obligation to take it up. The failure to follow the teacher’s advice is especially clear 

in telling incident three. In this incident, the teacher suggests the girls play with Luke 

and Toby to solve the “trouble” that keeps occurring. However, Georgia and Brigid 

go back to the boys with their response of we told on ya (line 492) without any 

mention of the teacher’s suggestion of allowing the boys to join in their play. This 

episode shows then, how children skilfully use resources, including other people, in 

the fulfilment of their own enterprises (Maynard, 1986).   

A shared history of the participants had implications for the continued 

opposition that occurred in the interaction between the girls and the boys. For 

instance, the continued use of pro-nouns we, them, us, the boys, and they by both 

parties indicated a division between the two parties. The prior alignments that were 

established in the earlier telling events informed how actions, verbal and non-verbal 
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of the latter telling incidents were received. For example, the girls attended to Luke’s 

continued actions of jumping on the fence and took these to be adversarial. Maynard 

(1985a) suggests that knowing more about the history of participants is necessary to 

understand the organisation that is negotiated within interactions at the present time.  

Chapter Summary 

The interactional features of telling are sites of significant negotiation. Until 

now, the intricacies of telling have been mostly unnoticed or disregarded. In this 

chapter, the fine grained work of conversation analysis was used to explicate the 

telling incidents of young children’s interactional trouble in the playground. In so 

doing, this paper added to understandings of disputes and rules. First, telling is a 

sequential pattern of behaviour. It involves a series of four ordered phases. These 

phases include first the dispute in which non-verbal or verbal actions were opposed, 

the pre-telling, the telling and the post-telling. Second, it is observed that several 

rules are constructed by the participants, and pre-existing rules are drawn upon to 

frame the phases of the telling pattern. One unspoken rule, constructed for the 

purpose of telling, is that telling requires a valid reason. This valid reason became a 

stimulus for the next stage of telling to progress. Another implicit rule, constructed 

for the accomplishment of telling, is that to ensure a hearing from the teacher the 

teacher’s agenda, of dispute resolution, must be adhered to. This means children 

report that they have made an attempt to resolve the dispute in an appropriate manner 

before coming to the teacher. As noted in the analysis above, this resolution attempt 

may actually have not been undertaken, however if reported as been done, the 

teacher is more likely to listen to the telling. Within these constructed rules, a level of 

shared understanding is necessary for the continued construction of telling. Third, 

because of these features, interactions that may appear as a combination mayhem and 
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unruliness, actually involve events that are ordered and intricately managed by its 

members. In so doing, the interactional accomplishment of telling was shown to be a 

series of complex alignments, re-alignments, taking of positions and implied 

knowledge from the teacher and children involved. 
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6.CHAPTER SIX 

“I Made the Whole Thing Up”: Ideas as Possessables 

Ownership of the ideas in the playground is complex and these matters are 

seriously attended to by children. A matter of ownership is often a topic for disputes 

among young children (Corsaro, 1985). This may be due to items in a playground 

being considered potentially “anybody’s” that is, the collective group of children 

who attend. However, the ownership of ideas in the social world of children has not 

yet been closely examined.  

This chapter is concerned with the ownership of ideas in the playground in the 

organisation of children’s social interactions. First, the concept of “ownership” is 

considered. Drawing on Sacks’ (1992a) notion of “possessables” and Sharrock’s 

(1974) theory “on owning knowledge”, ideas are presented as “possessables”. 

Second, using points of interest made obvious in the next chapter from the children’s 

accounts in the video-stimulated interview, one episode of video-recorded interaction 

is explicated. This fine grained analysis follows how the “owner of the idea” for the 

game is jointly constructed by the participants as an influential and powerful 

position. In so doing, this chapter builds on an understanding of the social order and 

interactional events as “an always-underway project” (Danby & Baker, 2000, p. 91). 

The analysis makes evident that, within the context of common space such as the 

playground, importance is placed on claims to possession of ideas. Children jointly 

construct ideas to be “possessables” (Sacks, 1992a, p. 607). This joint construction is 

accomplished through a sequence of justifications and the concept of “whose idea” 

becomes an interactional justificatory resource.  
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Owner of the Idea: A Highly Sought After Position  

When children use the phrase, “that’s my idea”, they claim ownership. Being 

the owner of the idea for the game is an influential and highly sought after position. 

This was made evident from the dispute around this topic by two participants Paddy 

and Becky in the video-recorded interaction examined in this chapter. Being “owner” 

involves having “ownership rights” in and over items and affairs, for instance the 

interactions that follow (Cobb-Moore, Danby, & Farrell, 2008; Sacks, 1992a; 

Sharrock, 1974). The following analysis reveals that a claim to ownership of the 

ideas of a game means subsequent ownership of the interactional events and 

decision-making that follows. A member, as owner of an idea, has ownership over 

the game to be played, the rules that are followed, who can play, the place where 

they will play and what items will be used. The owner of the idea assumes a position 

of authority, with the right to declare rules and these rules must then be followed by 

others (Sacks, 1992a).  

In claiming ownership, rules and justifications are used by children as 

resources to be drawn upon in their interactions (Cobb-Moore et al., 2008; Sacks, 

1992a). In their Australian study of a dispute between three boys (aged 4 – 6 years) 

over the ownership of a wooden block, Cobb-Moore et al. (2008, p. 13) outline four 

types of “justificatory devices” that drew on unstated rules of the class. These 

justificatory devices used were that of “transferred ownership”, in which the member 

claims ownership because the first owner gave it to them; “first possession”, in 

which the member claims ownership because they had the item first, 

“custodianship”, in which the member claims they were taking care of the item for 

the original owner; and “drawing on third party verification”, in which the member 

provides evidence to support their original claim (Cobb-Moore et al., 2008, pp. 16-
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25). Within interaction over ownership, the notion of an idea as a “possessable” 

(Sacks, 1992a, p. 608) becomes evident. An “idea as a possessable” then, is a 

concept co-constructed by the participants and employed as a resource in disputes to 

justify their position in the happenings of the playground. 

Ideas as Possessables 

As Sacks explains (1992a, p. 607), “possessitives” are those items that appear 

to be from the group of things that have an owner, such as house or car. In contrast, 

“anybody can come to own” a possessable. This is because possessables do not come 

from the group of items that are seen as “owned” by someone. A “possessable” item 

may not be a tangible item (Sacks, 1992a, p. 607). It is due to the intangible nature of 

a possessable, and because an owner may not be immediately obvious, that owners 

have to be watchful of possessables. While a possessable can be used by anyone, the 

owner of the possessable holds the value in the possessable item. For example, a 

shell may not be thought of as valuable, however, if you were the person who found 

a shell that you thought was beautiful, it would be considered valuable to you.  

Ideas can be thought of as possessables because they are constructed to be 

valuable and highly prized commodities. Disputes of intellectual property are based 

on the value of an original idea and the concept of ideas as possessable items. While 

anybody can have an understanding or the use of an idea, only the one who originally 

conceived the idea can be named as its owner. 

Someone can hold knowledge and have an understanding of it, however, is not 

the owner of it (Sharrock, 1974). While others can have understanding of that 

knowledge, “the knowledge is always owned by that who is named” (Sharrock, 

1974). The naming of knowledge, or “naming after”, then, implies a relationship 

between a name and the “owner of the knowledge” (Sharrock, 1974, p. 47). For 
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example, the Baka medicine is the medicine of the Baka tribe. It is named not only 

after the Baka tribe; it is seen to belong to them. However, others may make use of 

the knowledge of the medicine (Sharrock, 1974). This does not mean they are now 

the owners of the medicine, rather they are seen as borrowing the medicine of the 

Baka tribe.  

Similarly, Danby (1998b) outlines in her study of children’s social interactions 

in the block corner how the girls performed a game of ritualised and threatening 

behaviour that they imitated from the boys’ game in the block area. Since the girls 

were not the original owners of the behaviour and were not seen to practice it 

regularly, they were “visiting (rather than owning) the discourse of masculinity” 

(Danby, 1998b). Being in possession of an item, but not being the owner of the item, 

denotes the way a person can be described. In Danby’s (1998b) study, the girls are 

seen as “practising” the boys’ behaviour for their own social purposes. They also 

might be described as “imitators”. As Sharrock (1974) points out, “once we treat 

objects as being owned we can describe the activities of those other persons by 

reference to the owned character of the object and perhaps reconceived their 

relationship to the owner” (p. 50). In other words, the characteristics of the persons in 

possession of the object, but not the owner, can be understood (Sharrock, 1974). As 

well, their relationship to the owner can be categorised (Sharrock, 1974). Sharrock 

(1974) explains that if the person has permission to use the item, they can be 

described as a borrower. If the item was left in another’s possession for caring, their 

role becomes that of caretaker. If the original owner has not given permission for 

another to have the possession, than they can be seen as a thief (Sharrock, 1974).  

In the next section of this chapter, the extended sequence of video-recorded 

interaction is explicated. This interaction involved a dispute over “whose idea” for 
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the game would be used. The analysis in this chapter is informed by the close 

examination of the children’s accounts from the video-stimulated interview, 

presented in chapter 7. In the video-stimulated interview, three participants (Paddy, 

Becky and Jack) watched and reported on the initial video-recorded interaction. 

Examination of their accounts showed particular points during the video-stimulated 

interview, during which the three participants, both carefully reported on the actual 

events in the video-recording and drew attention to issues within the interaction. In 

so doing, they were successful in orienting me to particular matters. It is what was 

said, and also what was carefully avoided or glossed over, that provided evidence 

and a starting point from which to start more detailed analysis.  

Setting the Scene: That’s My Idea 

It is the beginning of outdoor time, a time during which the prep children go 

into the playground and choose from play items and activities to create their own 

games. Balls, hoops, material, cushions and buckets are wheeled out on trolleys from 

the shed by the designated daily outdoor helpers (two children). While the children 

select items from these trolleys to use in their games, the teacher stands back and 

observes the children making decisions about who they will play with, where, what 

and how they will use the items. As they interact, the teacher moves around the 

groups of children observing and asking questions about their games. In this episode, 

Paddy and Becky are at the top of the stairs that lead to the bottom part of the 

playground. They have chosen plastic cones (witches hats), a large tunnel and some 

tennis balls. 
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Figure 6.1. Setting up – Paddy (left) and Becky (right) place cones in a line. 

Paddy and Becky place cones (witches hats) in a line along the top of the stairs 

(Figure 6.1). As they take turns to lay out the cones, they appear to be working in 

unison. Paddy places the tennis balls on top of the cones. As he does, he initiates a 

first pair part (Schegloff & Sacks, 1974), in the form of an announcement, DADAH 

ice-cream cones? (line 7). In this utterance, Paddy refers to the items that he and 

Becky are laying out. This first pair part lays claim to the game that follows.  

Extract 1.“These are ice-cream cones.”

Paddy:  ((Paddy puts a tennis ball on top of one of  the witches 5 
hats)) 6 

→Paddy: DADAH  i ce-cream cones?  7 
→Becky:  Yeah. Just move this  one 8 
Paddy:  Wan-want the ice-cream cone? They are i ce-cream cones. 9 

((Paddy puts another tennis ball on top of the witc hes 10 
hat))Th-th these are ice-cream cones. ICE-CREAM CON ES? 11 
PICK YOUR ICE-CREAM CONES?12 

 
Becky’s response, yeah (line 8), is her next turn part (Schegloff & Sacks, 

1974). She delivers it quickly and immediately follows with an instruction, Just move 

this one (line 8). This is done without further acknowledgment of Paddy’s suggestion 

of the idea for their actions. Delivered this way, yeah (line 8) is a minimal 

acknowledgement token (Jefferson, 2002).  



Chapter Six: “I Made the Whole Thing Up”: Ideas as Possessables 159 

 

Paddy continues to announce the ice-cream cones, calling out, Wh-want the 

ice-cream cone? They are ice-cream cones. Th-th these are ice-cream cones. ICE-

CREAM CONES? PICK YOUR ICE-CREAM CONES? (lines 9-12). Becky’s 

response is not audible.  

Extract 2. “Where do you wanna put this tunnel?”

→Paddy:  ((moves over and picks up the folded up tun nel))We got 13 
this tunnel. Where do you wanna put this tunnel? (( looks 14 
at Becky)) 15 

→Becky:  Face it back.  16 
Paddy: Huh?  17 
→Becky:  F acing that way 18 
Paddy:  Th at way? 19 
→Becky: Yeah so start  all over there and face it back 20 
→Becky:  Yeah so un do the thing .  21 
Paddy:  Ah that’s easy22 

Paddy as he picks up the folded tunnel and asks Becky where she wants it, we 

got this tunnel where do you wanna put this tunnel? (lines 13-15).In asking Becky 

about the tunnel, Paddy hands over the control of its placement to Becky, while still 

his use of we means he still holds ownership of the “idea” of the tunnel. In the lines 

that follow (16, 18, 20, 21), Becky gives specific instructions to Paddy about the 

placement of the tunnel. The tunnel becomes a focus for the children as they work to 

undo the strings that hold it together. Dominic and Dylan come over to help 

however; they are also unable to untie it. Becky takes the tunnel to the teacher for 

help. This leaves Paddy on his own with the items that he has made claim to, ice-

cream cones.  

With Becky gone, Paddy returns to the idea of the ice cream cones, standing 

behind the cones and calling loudly, Wh-want the ice-cream cone? They are ice-

cream cones. Th-th these are ice-cream cones. ICE-CREAM TRUCK WITH ICE-

CREAM CONES? (Figure 6.2). He walks down to the bottom part of the playground 

where Dominic and Dylan have returned and are wheeling wheelbarrows. They tell 
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Paddy that they too are ice-cream trucks (Figure 6.3). Paddy tells them that he has a 

bigger ice-cream truck. He draws on an upgrade (Heritage & Raymond, 2005) to 

justify his claim to the idea. He then moves back up the hill to where he has laid out 

the cones. 

 

Figure 6.2. This is the ice-cream truck (Paddy calls out). 

 

Figure 6.3. These are ice-cream trucks too (Dominic and Dylan). 

Extract 3. “This is a school.”

. 36 

. 37 

. 38 
Paddy: An This  is a ice-cream trucks ((drag tunnel across))  39 
→Becky:  This is a school ((continue to drag tunnel with Paddy, 40 

down the stairs;Matt looks on) 41 
→Becky: No It’s the scho:ol. (.) that’s the way down  ((points 42 

down the stairs 43 
Becky:  This is (.) This is the ramp (.) put balls there44 
 
(Approximately two minutes elapse). 

On Becky’s return, Paddy repeats his idea to her saying, An This is a ice-cream 

trucks (line39). Paddy’s talk here “maps” (Sacks, 1992b, p. 490) to Becky the game 

he has consolidated while she was gone. Sacks (1992b) observed that children 

frequently use the technique of mapping, or outlining, a game, or a set of categories, 

objects or actions that relate to a game. Children use mapping at various times in 
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games, such as at game initiation, when there are changes to a game or when new 

members enter into the interaction (Sacks, 1992b).  

By outlining the game, Paddy further lays claim to the ownership of the idea of 

the game. Here the notion of the “next expectable event” to follow is drawn upon 

(Sacks, 1992b, p. 497). As Sacks (1992b) explains, even simple games are made up 

of two parts or actions. It follows that the next expectable game event is that Becky 

becomes a player in that game. Every ice-cream truck requires the category of ice-

cream truck seller, a role Paddy has undertaken, and another category, that of a 

customer.  

Paddy’s actions here also indicate that he is seeking alignment and 

confirmation for his idea for the game from a third party (Maynard, 1985b). By 

approaching Becky, Paddy offers an opportunity for Becky to get on board with his 

idea for the game and to form an alignment. Becky replies to Paddy with a change in 

topic (Schegloff & Sacks, 1974), this is a school (line 39). As Schegloff and Sacks 

(1974, p. 101) explain, “a mentionable” that involves a topic change is held off until 

there is enough reason for the “mentioning of the mentionable”. When Paddy 

continually puts forward his idea of topic for the game, the ice-cream truck, Becky is 

presented with an opportunity to shift the conversation towards her idea of “school” 

as the topic for the game. According to understandings about topics, if an appropriate 

time to mention a “mentionable” is not taken when it presents itself, the speaker is at 

risk of not being able to bring up the topic at all, as “they may lose their status as 

mentionables” (Schegloff & Sacks, 1974, p. 303). The school idea can be considered 

a “mentionable” because it contrasts the idea that Paddy is offering. 

In Becky’s turns (lines 42 – 44), she recycles (Goodwin, 1990) her position in 

the interaction and her idea for the game at hand, No It’s the scho:ol. (.) that’s the 
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way down, This is the ramp (.) put balls there (lines 42-44). As well as Becky 

pushing her idea, she is enlisting Paddy’s involvement by giving him a specific task 

to do, put balls there (line 44). 

 

Figure 6.4. This is the ice-cream truck (Paddy points). 

Extract 4. “But I made this up.”

Becky: This is (.) This is the ramp (.) put balls t here. 44 
. 45 
(Approximately two minutes of talk omitted from tra nscript). 46 
Paddy:  This is the ice-cream truck 47 
Becky:  no:?  48 
Paddy:  tis  49 
Becky: No  50 
→Paddy:  No-no-but-no-no [but I] ((points to Becky))  51 
→Becky: [But I] made this up ((raises hands and plac es them 52 

apart)) 53 
→Paddy:  Either I  put those ba:lls  on so I : (.) <made those  up54 

Paddy holds his position on the idea for the game by repeating, this is the ice-

cream truck (line 47). Becky disagrees, using an elongated, no: (line 48). Paddy 

continues to hold his position replying simply, tis (line 49). Becky responds again, 

this time emphasising no (line 50). This exchange now becomes a dispute. A dispute 

has typically a three-part structure that involves, first, an event or action, then, an 

oppositional move toward that action and, last, a counter-action aimed at the initial 

opposition (Cromdal, 2004; Maynard, 1985b). As Goodwin (1990) observed in her 

study of African-American neighbourhood children, recycling, or repeating an 

utterance to indicate a position, is a technique often used by children to promote 

augmentation in disputes. Similarly, Evaldsson (2005), in her study of pre-adolescent 

immigrant boys in Sweden, shows how the recycling of arguments work to build 

alignments within a group.  
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Paddy:  This is the ice-cream truck 47 
Becky:  no:?  48 
Paddy:  tis49 
 

At this point, the two members “dispute the case without the aid of a third 

mediating party” (Goodwin, 1990, p. 192). Paddy’s repetition and a series of cut offs 

in the next line, no in no-no-but-not-no but I (line 51), may be seen as a place marker 

used to occupy the conversational floor while he formulates his argument (Schegloff 

& Sacks, 1974). Neither Becky nor Paddy, at this point, uses an explanation to justify 

their position. However, Paddy’s utterance at the end of this line, but I (line 51), 

seems to indicate, by its trajectory, that a justification is to come.  

Becky overlaps her talk with Paddy, and uses his own words. Her following 

statement, [But I] made this up (line 52), is a bid, drawing on the justification of first 

ownership of the idea (Cobb-Moore et al., 2008). It relies on Becky’s claim to 

intellectual property, the idea, and provides justification for her position in the 

dispute. Eisenberg and Garvey (1981) suggest that justifications are used by 

members in an attempt to end an argument. As Becky delivers this line (52) she 

gestures to the items being used in the game. This substantiates her claim as she 

provides evidence for her bid for ownership.  

Paddy takes up Becky’s line of arguing in the next turn and uses it to formulate 

a counter argument drawing on the justification of first possession (Cobb-Moore et 

al., 2008), either I put those ba:lls on so I: (.) <made those up>(line 54). His turn is 

framed in the same way as Becky’s, although his justification relies on the initial 

action of placing the balls on the cones on in the opening set-up sequence. 
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Figure 6.5. I made this whole thing up (Becky points to all items). 

Extract 5. “I made this whole thing up.”

→Paddy:  Either I  put those ba:lls  on so I : (.) <made those  up 54 
→Becky:  Yeah I made this whole thi:ng  up ((stands next to the 55 

items;  spreads arm around pointing to all items)) 56 
→Paddy:  But -but  I made the tunnel  up too ? (0.2) but-but I had 57 

these bef ore you. ((points))(0.4)That’s my idea  (.) too 58 
so 59 

Becky’s next line (55) starts with Yeah. Although this term typically signals 

agreement, it is used at this point as a minimal acknowledgment token (Schegloff, 

1982). It indicates to Paddy that his news has been receipted. Becky’s continues her 

line of argument over topic and ownership of the game saying, Yeah I made this 

whole thi:ng up (line 55). This counter justification for the right to ownership can be 

seen as an upgrade (Heritage & Raymond, 2005). In other words, Becky’s argument 

and claim to ownership has been upsized. Now, as well as the tunnel being her idea, 

Becky claims the entire game as her idea. As Becky delivers line 55, I made this 

whole thi:ng up, she uses her body stance and gestures to strengthen her case by 

positioning herself next to the equipment and spreading her arm to indicate the items 

to which she refers. Her stance, position and gestures work together at this point to 

provide evidence and account for her justification of the whole thi:ng. An upgrade of 

this kind is known as an “extreme case formulation” (Pomerantz, 1986, p. 221). 

Extreme case formulations are used by participants to declare the strongest case in 

the face of challenges or contradictory justifications (Pomerantz, 1986). In so doing, 

the participant’s claim of justification is emphasised. Becky, in saying she made the 



Chapter Six: “I Made the Whole Thing Up”: Ideas as Possessables 165 

 

whole thing up (line 55), provides validation for what can be seen as an ultimate 

claim to ownership of possession.   

It is at this point that ideas for a game can be thought of as “possessables” 

(Sacks, 1992a, p. 607). When thinking about possessables, a member’s possession of 

the idea and claiming ownership of the idea for the game is a significant claim. 

Through their joint production of “identities and relationships” (Danby & Baker, 

2001, p. 91), the concept of “owner of the idea” is constructed as an effective 

resource that children draw upon in the organisation of their social endeavours The 

implication here is that the “owner of the idea” is the owner of the nominated game 

that is to be played, where it is to be played, the  rules to be followed, who can play 

and what will be used.  

The trajectory of the next turn (line 57) is structured for a counter argument. 

Paddy must make a claim that is more extreme than Becky’s claim of ownership of 

the whole thi:ng (line 55). Paddy starts with a place marker saying, But-but  (line 57) 

repeatedly as he does a word search (Jefferson, 1993). Paddy’s first attempt of a 

counter argument makes a bid of ownership of the tunnel which, until now, has been 

under Becky’s custodianship, But-but I made the tunnel up too? (line 57). He then 

pauses slightly and performs a reformulation and a self-initiated repair in line 57-58, 

but-but I had these before you. One interpretation of this reformulation is that Paddy 

realises that his first justification was not sufficient in overriding Becky’s upgraded 

claim of made the whole thi:ng up (line 55). Paddy’s initial claim of ownership of the 

use of the tunnel is not bigger than making the whole game up. Paddy’s 

reformulation is followed by a justification of another kind. In this reformulation, 

but-but I had these before you (line 57-58), Paddy draws on the right of first 

possession which states that because he was the first owner of the items the items 
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belong to him (Cobb-Moore et al., 2008). This is followed by a pause and another 

justification. This time Paddy draws on ownership of the idea, That’s my idea(.) too 

so (line 58-59). By claiming ownership of the idea, Paddy makes a counter argument 

that is more extreme than Becky’s claim of ownership of the whole thi:ng up (line 

55) because it states explicitly that the game is his idea. “Whose idea” is now the 

“possessable” item in question (Sacks, 1992a, p. 607). As well, Paddy has many 

claims, which may help in substantiating his position as owner of the game. 

Paddy and Becky continue being locked in dispute over “whose idea”, with no 

indication that either of them will back down on their position, and with “no clear 

form of settlement” in sight (Goodwin, 1990, p. 192). At this point, Jack interrupts 

the dispute by asking for balls to use for his game 

.  

Figure 6.6. Can I have a tennis ball? (Jack approaches). 

Extract 6. “Jack comes along.”

Jack:  Can I have a tennis ball? ((Jack runs up sta irs and 60 
comes over next to Becky; Becky takes balls)) 61 

Paddy:  Wh::y?- 62 
Jack:  Oh please? ((looks up fists clenched by side )) 63 
Paddy: ((shakes head)) 64 
Becky:  How about we get two 65 
Paddy:  Wh:y. ((Becky gives balls to Paddy; Paddy s tands tapping 66 

balls together)) 67 
Jack:  Paddy you’re not allo:wed to ((Jack approach es Paddy)) 68 
Paddy: But-but-but  69 
Jack:  If you made (.) mine ((Paddy hands Jack one ball)) 70 
Paddy:  It’s a bowling? thing.((cranky sounding voi ce)) 71 
Becky:  Well this is my school ((Becky kicks tunnel  away and 72 

moves away))73 
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Figure 6.7. Becky kicks the tunnel. 

With the arrival of a new member, Paddy and Becky initially align with each 

other, and both resist giving Jack any balls. This new alignment makes apparent how 

the social order of a group is in a constant “state of flux” (Danby & Baker, 2000, p. 

343, 2001). A moment ago Paddy and Becky were in dispute. Now, the arrival of a 

third party means the pair must realign. “If the group is organised in a two-to-one 

setup, or one-on-one, then it would be quite crucial to the members who this new 

candidate joins up with, and it could of course, be quite crucial to him who he joins 

up with” (Sacks, 1992a, p. 176). Jack says, if you made (.) mine (line 70), which 

suggest that he has an idea for the game. Paddy takes this opportunity to change the 

idea for the game, it’s a bowling? thing (line 71). This change of topic from truck to 

bowling can be interpreted as mediating with the new member. This is a politically 

strategic move for Paddy as it is an opportunity to align with a third party (Maynard, 

1985b). In this alignment, Paddy forms a majority with Jack. Becky then recycles her 

idea for the game, well, this is my school (line 72). She sees her position weakened 

by the new alignment of Paddy and Jack. She kicks at the tunnel and walks away in 

an apparent display of defeat (lines72-73, Figure 6.7). 

 
Figure 6.8. How about we do this? (Jack moves tunnel down stairs). 

Extract 7. “How about we do this?”
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Jack:  No? how  about-how about? we (.) do this . (.) NATHAN I’VE 74 
GOT A GOOD IDEA WHAT WE COULD DO WITH THE ROLLING B ALL 75 
((Jack looks down hill toward Nathan))    76 
((Jack moves tunnel down stairs; Becky returns move s 77 
over to Jack)) 78 

Paddy:  oh ye?::ah. 79 
Paddy: and and= 80 
Jack:  =and it goes down there ((Jack rolls ball th rough 81 

tunnel)) 82 
Paddy:  Ye?:::ah. 83 
Jack:  Yeah 84 

Jack takes this moment of a weakened alignment between Paddy and Becky to 

put forward his idea. He uses a pre-announcement (Schegloff, 1980) to gain the 

attention of Paddy and Becky in his utterance No? how about-how about? we (.) do 

this (line 74). The insertion here of his pre-announcement can be viewed as a “floor 

seeker” (Sacks, 1992a, p. 680). Floor seekers are used in spaces that come in 

unoccupied transition spaces, otherwise they may be ignored (Sacks, 1992a). In other 

words, the floor seeker is placed after a completed prior turn and before another one 

arises. This floor seeker is a “signal” that lets the listeners know that what is to come 

is not a single utterance and that they should attend until the whole sequence of 

speech is given (Sacks, 1992a, p. 682).  

At this point, Jack offers an alternate suggestion of what to play, How about-

how about we do this, NATHAN I’VE GOT A GOOD IDEA WHAT WE COULD DO 

WITH THE ROLLING BALL (line 74-75, line 81). Jack’s suggestion at this point 

may be seen as politically motivated (Maynard, 1985b). He has chosen a point in 

time when two parties are in dispute to change the topic and offer his own idea for a 

game. Jack’s choice of words in this turn (line 74-75), using how about at beginning, 

places the interactional object, in this case the change in topic, in play (Heritage, 

2002). Jack’s line, how about (line 74), can be seen as an “interrogative frame at the 

beginning of a turn constructional unit” (Heritage, 2002, p. 1441). Framing a 

question in this way makes the utterance strongly designed for a yes answer, making 
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it more “assertive” and less “questioning” than if used as a tag question (Heritage, 

2002, p. 1441). If used as a tag question in which, for example, if how about that 

would be placed at end of the utterance, then the how about would be the focus and 

questions framed in this way often receives a negative response (Heritage, 2002). In 

line 75, Jack seeks out the alignment for his new idea from another party, his friend 

Nathan, whom he was playing with before he came over. Before announcing his new 

idea, he ensures he has this sympathetic other party present. His new idea and topic 

change for the game is presented and he acts out how to play this new idea for the 

game.  

This topic change presents Paddy and Becky, as disputing parties, an 

opportunity to side with Jack. In this turn (line 74-75), Jack places his own bid for 

the floor (Schegloff & Sacks, 1974) and the chance to form a majority stake hold in 

the game (Sacks, 1992a). The negotiation of an idea among a few members can be 

linked to Sacks” (1992a) understandings of the alignment of members of a group 

according to topic. Sacks (1992a), in his study of the discussions of hot-rodders by 

teenagers in therapy sessions, suggested that when negotiating a line of conversation 

to be followed, it is in the best interests of members of the group to align and join 

with another or others in the group. In so doing, a majority may be formed within the 

group. This is a desirable position as it indicates an alignment to the leader (Sacks, 

1992a). The leader of the majority is “the most powerful” member of the group as a 

whole, and one who is most likely to get ideas carried out (Sacks, 1992a, p. 170). In 

this video-recorded episode, Paddy’s response to Jack, oh yea:h (line 79), displays 

his agreement of Jack’s change of game, as well as his alignment with him.  
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Extract 8. “I’ve got another idea.” 

Jack:  =and it goes down there  ((Jack rolls ball through 81 
tunnel)) 82 

Paddy:  Ye?:::ah. 83 
Jack:  Yeah  84 
→Paddy:  I got an idea And I’ve got another idea 85 
Jack:  What?  86 
Paddy:  I’ll put these on the side so it won’t fall  off?  87 
Jack: Ye:ah 88 

 
Paddy’s utterance, I got an idea  (line 85) can be seen as a pre-announcement 

or an attention getter (Ochs Keenan & Schieffelin, 1976; Schegloff, 1980). A pre-

announcement is one strategy that members, including children, do to gain the 

attention of others or “to shift attention to themselves” (Ochs Keenan & Schieffelin, 

1976, p. 357; Schegloff, 1980). A pre-announcement lets the receivers know what 

type of utterance is to come or what they are required to do for it (for example, listen 

to this) (Schegloff, 1980). In this utterance, we can see Paddy “recycle” his utterance, 

I got an idea (line 85) in his next utterance, I’ve got another idea (line 85) (Jefferson, 

1993, p. 1). In this instance, Paddy inserts a prefix another (line 85). This utterance 

can be seen as Paddy “bidding for the floor” (Schegloff & Sacks, 1974). To do this, 

he uses the recycling and inseting as well as a pre-announcement device (Schegloff, 

1980). Paddy’s pre-announcement device and the sequence of recycling and 

upgrading are successful. In the next line, Jack attends to Paddy’s pre-announcement 

by asking him a question, What? (line 86). The next utterance, I’ll put these on the 

side so it won’t fall off? (line 87), sees Paddy outlining his idea to line up cones at the 

side of the tunnel so the tunnel won’t roll away. As he does, he displays his 

continued alignment to Jack’s idea, while taking some ownership for part of the idea. 

Paddy is now once again a stakeholder (in part) to the idea, elevating his place in the 

social order. This also works toward Paddy claiming to ownership of the idea being 

played, and reinforces once again the notion of ideas as possessables. 
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The Owner of the Idea as a Central Tool 

This analysis showed a joint construction by the participants of the game in 

which the owner of the idea for the game holds an influential and powerful position. 

The analysis makes evident that, within the context of common space such as the 

playground, children jointly construct ideas to be “possessables” (Sacks, 1992a, p. 

607). In their joint construction of the social order, high importance is placed on 

claims to and upholding of, possession of ideas. This joint construction is 

accomplished through a sequence of justifications. 

This analysis showed a sequence of justifications and counter justifications 

used to upgrade claims to the ownership of the game. Justifications were used by 

children to maintain a stance (Cobb-Moore et al., 2008) and drew on “explicit”, as 

well as “implicit” or not openly stated rules, to support claims (Cobb-Moore et al., 

2009, p. 5). As seen in the telling incidents in chapter 5, unstated rules are 

constructed by the members of an interaction themselves. They are used to outline 

the implied social behaviour within an interactional space.  

Justifications are usually used to bring an argument to an end (Eisenberg & 

Garvey, 1981; Goodwin, 1990). When two participants in a dispute hold strong with 

a specific stance, resolution is not clear (Goodwin, 1990). The sequence described in 

this analysis makes evident how two children jointly constructed the notion of “ideas 

as possessables”. In so doing, the “owner of the idea” became a justificatory device 

that was employed as a central resource in their organisation of play.  

This chapter explicated a video-recording of children interacting in the 

playground. Although this chapter is presented first, the starting place for the 

analysis in this chapter emerged from observations made in the next chapter, chapter 

7. In chapter 7, the participants of the dispute watched and reported on this video-
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recorded interaction. The children’s careful reporting on the actual events of the 

video-recorded interaction in the video-stimulated interview highlighted the way the 

participants co-constructed “identities and relationships” (Danby & Baker, 2000, p. 

91) within the course of the interview. The video-stimulated accounts are shown to 

be an accomplishment of the participants who were present at the interview. 

According to Pomerantz (2005), attending to what participants orient to in their 

video-stimulated accounts helps the researcher identify subjects of significance to the 

participants of the video-recording. Paddy, Becky and Jack’s agenda during the 

video-stimulated interview became the “ownership of ideas in the playground” and 

this focus is now taken for close analysis.  

Chapter Summary 

This chapter showed how disputes over “whose idea” are significant for the 

joint construction of peer alignment and social orders. It illustrates how “intricate and 

complex the work of constructing social order is” (Danby & Baker, 2000, p. 91). 

Adults commonly overlook the important social work that children engage in during 

their negotiations in setting up, planning and making decisions over what is to be 

played. This is typically glossed over as not significant and, in many cases, is carried 

out by adults, including teachers. This analysis in this chapter showed that the 

children’s interaction involved intricate negotiation and strategic moves in deciding 

“whose idea” would be used.  

This chapter proposed that knowledge or an idea can be a “possessable” 

(Sacks, 1992a, p. 608). Sacks’ (1992a, p. 607) discussion on “possessitives” and 

“possessables” has not been related to children’s ideas. Ownership of ideas in the 

playground has not appeared before in examining children’s social interactions. The 

school playground is a common and shared space to all its participants, including 
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children and teachers. Within the playground materials, places and items to be used 

are potentially “anybody’s” that is, the collective group of children who attend the 

prep class. The issue of ownership is often contested. Due to the environment being 

anybody’s; a focus on possessables becomes integral to the children’s everyday 

encounters. Claiming ownership of the idea in the playground infers ownership for 

the idea of the game and the interactional matters that follow. Ownership provides 

members with an entitlement to do things and to make decisions about what can be 

done (Sharrock, 1974). This is an essential concern within the establishment of 

children’s participation in their social worlds of the playground. 

Considering that this interaction occurs in a space where the resources are 

explicitly identified by the teacher as “shared”, the children’s own intellectual 

property, the ownership of “ideas”, becomes a valuable commodity to children. 

Beside their uniform, lunchbox and bag, their “ideas” were virtually the only things 

they could claim to “own”. This is why “ownership of ideas in the playground” is so 

critical for children’s participation and social order. 
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7.CHAPTER SEVEN 

“That’s My Idea”: Accounting for Ownership in the P layground 

Accounting on events have many purposes for people (Sacks, 1992a). In the 

giving of an account, members account for how they perceive an activity. In so 

doing, several member versions can be gained from accounting on the same 

interactional event as it is dependent on who is accounting. Accounts then, do not 

uncover what “really” happened, rather they show how participants “see the 

situations in which they are acting” (Sacks, 1991, p. 201).  

Being “entitled” to account on an occurrence is related to “owning” the 

experience (Sacks, 1984b, p. 425). A speaker’s telling of an experience is restricted 

by the notion of “right to tell the story” (Sacks, 1984b, p. 425). For example, a 

person involved in a car crash has more entitlement rights when telling about the 

incident than someone who heard about the crash on a news report. How a story is 

presented, within  conversation indicates the importance of the story as well as the 

speaker’s “entitlement” to it (Sacks, 1984b, p. 424). To gain a suitable response from 

a listener, a speaker is limited in when or how the story is told in conversation so 

they are not seen to be making too much out of a story without sufficient rights to it 

(Sacks, 1984b).   

Interactional “work” is carried out through accounts (Silverman, 1987, p. 240). 

The examination of accounts, using a talk and interaction perspective, is not 

concerned with the motivation or intention of the members (Silverman, 1987). 

Accounting for an event is an opportunity for the speaker to define and redefine a 

moral position and stance to an audience (Sacks, 1992a). For example, Drew (1998) 

investigated the reports of transgressions and misconduct to others. Examining 



176  Participation and Social Order in the Playground 

 

complaint sequences in everyday telephone conversations from a corpus of Britain 

and American calls, he found that participants typically used accounts to do “moral 

work” in complaint sequences (Drew, 1998, p. 322). In other words, speakers may 

present themselves as acting in a particular manner in their report or aligned with 

someone else or a certain belief. Speakers may use rich descriptions to express their 

disapproval of the behaviour of others and to orient others to these transgressions 

(Drew, 1998). For example, a person accounting indignantly on another person 

smoking while others were eating dinner indicates to the recipients his or her views 

on people who smoke. 

The aim of the analysis presented in this chapter is not to compare accounts, 

with the actual event that occurred. This analysis is not intended to test the recall of 

the participants nor to discover whether the member’s account of an event is “correct 

or faulty” (Heritage, 1984, p. 140). An analytic approach of this kind assumes that 

the participants’ accounts were given in a “social vacuum” (Antaki, 1988, p. 72). 

Rather, this analysis gave a closer reading to the social interactions of the 

participants in the interview using a talk-in-interaction perspective (Sacks, 1992a). 

These accounts are considered as interactionally built comments on joint 

experiences. 

This chapter investigates a small group of children accounting for their actions 

in front of their peers and the researcher. Five children viewed a video-recorded 

interaction of a game they had played in the playground, a few days earlier. This 

video-recorded episode was closely examined in the previous chapter. The video-

recorded interaction showed a dispute about “whose idea” for the game is to be 

followed. Following the video recording, the children were asked about what they 
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had just seen. This conversation was audio-recorded. It is the children’s account that 

is the focus of this chapter. 

Analysis in this chapter makes evident how the children accounted for the 

interactional matters they observed in the video. They did this in front of their peers 

and me after viewing the video-recorded playground interaction together. The 

interview shows the development and trajectory of the accounts in sequential order. 

The accounts are examined to find what the participants oriented to, and how they 

did this, during the interview. Making known what the participants said as they 

watched a video-recording of themselves interacting makes known matters for 

investigation that otherwise might go unnoticed (Pomerantz, 2005).  

Accounts are understood to be accounts from the joint interaction of the 

participants, and are not considered to be a factual report by the participants (Baker, 

1997b, 2004).  In this chapter, the conversation in the interview is itself co-

constructed by the participants, myself, the researcher and the children. The 

conversation is influenced by the questions asked and how the children engage with 

me, and with each other. The participants reveal variance of what happened from the 

actual events of the original video-recorded interaction. The accounts show how the 

participants framed and co-constructed how and what could be spoken about. The 

downplaying of particular events, and specific orientation to others, shows how the 

social organisation of a group is revised and altered as participants confront sensitive 

issues or conflict (Danby & Baker, 2000; Maynard, 1985b). In so doing, the 

observations made in this chapter demonstrate how the work of social order is 

intricately tied to the in situ context of the interaction (Francis & Hester, 2004; 

Speier, 1973). 
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This chapter first provides a brief description of the episode of play reviewed 

by the children. Chapter 6 explicates this episode of play and a full transcript is 

available in appendix N. I advise the reader to now read the transcript in full. 

Following this brief description, the children’s account of what happened is 

examined.  

Setting the Scene: A Dispute over “Whose Idea” 

It is the beginning of outdoor time. The children are using the playground to 

create their own games. Balls, hoops, material, cushions and buckets are wheeled out 

on trolleys from the shed by the designated daily outdoor helpers (two children). 

Paddy and Becky are at the top of the stairs that lead to the bottom part of the 

playground. They have plastic witches hats (cones), a large tunnel and some tennis 

balls. As Paddy sets up the items, he claims these are ice-cream cones. Becky 

disagrees saying, No this is a school. Their exchange becomes a dispute over “whose 

idea” will be taken up for the game to follow.  

 

Figure 7.1. Setting up – Paddy (left) and Becky (right) place cones (witches hats) in a line. 

At the outset, “whose idea” for the game was the subject of dispute amongst 

the children. During the interview that followed after the children had watched the 

video, the children continued to argue about “whose idea” was employed in the 
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game. This contestation highlights the ongoing negotiation and realignment of the 

social order that occurs within children’s social interactions (Maynard, 1985b).  

When I asked the children what was happening in the video, Paddy accounted 

for the dispute by presenting the interaction as an everyday event. He glossed over 

the dispute with Becky and drew attention to other issues within the interaction. In so 

doing, Paddy was successful in orienting the researcher to other matters. From these 

points in time, more detailed analysis proceeded. The children’s accounts are now 

explicated to show how the participants worked to construct, frame, re-construct and 

re-frame their accounts, and their identities, within the context of the interview.  

[VIDEO PLAYS – DESCRIPTION OF VIDEO: 0.00 Becky brings tunnel over and 

Paddy says this is for the ice cream truck 2.00 Becky and Paddy argue over what the 

game is. Jack approaches asking for a tennis ball 2.30] 

Accounting for Sensitive Issues 

 Setting the Agenda: 

Account 1. “We’re talking.” 

Maryanne: Oh what’s ha: ppening. 1 
(1.0) 2 

Paddy: Ah::::::: 3 
 (0.4) 4 
Maryanne: P[addy? 5 
→Paddy:  [(W’l) dat is jus’ me an’ Becky, .hh 6 
 (0.3) I w’s we both are talk .hh um  7 
 (flirs’) (are tal) (0.3) ah:::: .hhhh 8 
 (0.2) [I: 9 
Maryanne:       [You were talking? 10 
 (0.3) 11 
→Paddy: (Yi-) Dat w’s my idea because I di’n’t  12 
 wanna had this idea den I: .h (.) den 13 
 I took it then Becky wanted me to do it  14 
 .hh so .hh den I do it den I made those  15 
 .hh [ba::ll s:wings. So I- .h (.) °s-° 16 
Maryanne:     [°O:h° 17 
Paddy: then- then I pu- then I made dem  18 
 .h this- (0.9) m:y- wan’ it  19 
 [out. <That-  ] 20 
Maryanne: [So it was you]r ide:a? And then: (.) 21 
  wha:t happened. 22 
  (0.2)23 
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In response to the video ending and taking on the role of interviewer, I then 

follow with a broad question, Oh what’s ha:ppening? (line 1). Paddy responds first 

to my question with Aa:::::::  (line 3). This acts as a place marker while he does a 

word search (Jefferson, 1993), and successfully holds the floor. His next remarks can 

be seen as a “commentary” (Pomerantz, 2005, p. 104) on the discussion between 

Becky and himself that he had just observed in the video. The commentary is 

delivered in a disjointed manner with many stops, starts and repairs. As can be seen 

in the previous chapter that examined the actual playground interaction, this 

exchange of ideas between Becky and Paddy is actually a dispute. Paddy, however, 

describes this interaction, not as a dispute, but says dat is jus’ me an’ Becky, .hh (0.3) 

I w’s we both are talk .hh um  (flirs’) (are tal) (0.3) ah:::: .hhhh, (lines 6-8 ), 

understood to mean talking. The use of jus(t) (line 6), downplays the interaction and 

is used in this case as an extreme case formulation (Pomerantz, 1986). Extreme case 

formulations are used by participants to legitimise a claim in a situation of expected 

adversary (Pomerantz, 1986). In other words, Paddy supported his claim that the 

interaction was an ordinary event by adding just. 

Paddy presents his exchange with Becky, not as a dispute but as though he was 

carrying out an everyday event, such as talking. Reporting on a corpus of reports of 

paranormal experiences, Hutchby and Wooffitt (1998) found that participants 

typically present what they were doing before the paranormal event as “very 

mundane or ordinary activities”, regardless of whether the activities they were 

involved in at the time were in fact “ordinary” or “mundane” (p. 191). In accounting 

on paranormal events, participants designed the first part of their account to be 

“mundane” in order to ensure that the following sequence of information was viewed 

as unusual or paranormal (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998). Jefferson (2004a) discusses 
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the recurrence of media reports in which people’s “first thoughts” are asserted as a 

normalising feature when accounting for an extraordinary event (p. 139). The work 

achieved here by Paddy, in presenting his interaction with Becky as a normal 

everyday event, such as talking, downplays the event and what is presented after is 

viewed as of interest by the recipients. A common feature of an account is “the 

ordinariness of what happened” rather than the actual event itself (Sacks, 1984b, p. 

414). Similarly, in Danby and Baker’s (1998b) study of preschool children’s 

disputes, when the teacher comes to investigate, the girls account for the problem by 

saying we’re just talking to him.  

Paddy also introduces the of topic “idea”, that is just me and Becky, we both 

are talking. (lines 6-7) That was my idea because I didn’t wanna had this idea, then I 

took it, then Becky wanted me to do it (lines 12-14). This becomes the main focus 

reported upon by the group. In the five-minute conversation that follows, Paddy, 

Becky and Jack account for how the ownership of ideas was decided in the video-

recorded interaction. When Paddy refers to the topic of “whose idea” it was for the 

game, he makes a bid for ownership of the idea saying, that was my idea (line 12). 

The bid for ownership is followed by an explanation, I didn’t want to have this idea, 

then I took it then Becky wanted me to do it (lines 12-14). In his talk here, Paddy 

constructs an “idea” as an entity, as something that can be owned and something of 

which he had ownership. Paddy’s talk can be seen as validating what he did in the 

video-recorded interaction. First, it was his idea, but he didn’t want to take 

ownership of it, but he did take ownership of it because Becky wanted him to do it 

(lines 12-14). This could be interpreted as Becky giving Paddy a warrant to take 

ownership.  
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Account 2. “That was my idea.” 

Paddy:         (Yi-) Da t w’s my  idea because I di’n’t  12 
               wanna had this idea den I: .h (.) de n 13 
               I  took it then Becky wanted me to do it  14 
               .hh so .hh d en I  do it den I made those  15 
               .hh [ba::ll s:wings. So I- .h (.) °s -° 16 
Maryanne:          [°O: h° 17 
Paddy:         then- the n I pu- then I  made dem  18 
               .h this- (0.9) m:y- wan’ it  19 
               [out. <T hat-  ] 20 
Maryanne:      [So it was you]r ide:a? And then: (. ) 21 
               wha: t happened. 22 
               (0.2) 23 
Paddy:         Then [B- tha’ was Becky’s i[dea. 24 
Maryanne:           [Be-          [Becky had 25 
               an idea?  26 
               (0.4)  27 
Maryanne:      An’ then what ha: ppened. 28 
               (0.3) 29 
Paddy:         Then: den d’ we jus made it like  30 
               d a: (h)t.= 31 
Maryanne:      =You did Be: cky’s id ↓ea did you:?.32 
 

Paddy now names Becky as the owner of the idea for the game Then B- tha’ 

was Becky’s idea. (line 24). In so doing, he implies that he acted in a reasonable 

manner by following Becky’s idea, even though he reports that he didn’t want to 

individually pursue this idea. When Paddy says we just made it like that (lines 30-

31), Paddy puts forward actions that can be viewed as “friendly”, “fair”, and as 

accommodating Becky’s wishes. In so doing, Paddy’s description works to place him 

in the category of a “friend’ or “good classroom member”. As Sacks (1991) explains, 

during talk, descriptions of the expected actions of a particular category are 

associated with being a member of that category.  

The video-recording shows, however, that Becky’s idea was not followed and 

that this became a point of contestation among the children. To me, as researcher, 

Paddy’s accounting, and divergence from the events in the video-recording, provides 

evidence to suggest that is a critical moment in the play and one that warrants closer 

investigation. 
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Third Party Support 

Account 3. “I did this new idea, Jack!” 

Maryanne:      =You did Be: cky’s id ↓ea did  32 
               [you:?  [How did you decide to= 33 
Paddy:         [The::::[n w:e:¿ 34 
Maryanne:      =go to Be: cky’s idea. 35 
Paddy:         De:: re I did this new  idea w’ Ja ck, 36 
               (0.5) 37 
Maryanne:      W’ J a[ck? Oh you had an o: ther idea= 38 
?:                  [(W e-) 39 
Maryanne:      =what was your idea Jack? 40 
               (0.5) 41 
Jack:          Well- (0.4) um (0.4) 42 
Brigid:        (Is this ca- te: ll it’[s:) 43 
Jack:                                [Well u-m: 44 
               (0.3) we h ave (0.3) one o’ the  45 
               wi:tch ↑’s hats?  46 
               (0.8) 47 
Maryanne:      Ye:s?  48 
               (0.9) ((inbreath?)) 49 
Jack:          At- (0.5) the s:i:: de it- (1.1) at  50 
               the side we have bo:wling at- (0.3) 51 
               .hh of the tunnel, and then um- (0.4 ) 52 
               at the fron’ o’ the tunnel we have  53 
               just o ne witch’s hat .hhh we hit it 54 
               off and then it goes: (1.3) d o:wn  55 
               du:r (1.0) u:m: (0.4)  56 
Brigid:        Tun[nel. 57 
Jack:             [tunnel an: (0.4) 58 
Maryanne:      °O: [h° so it s]ta rted as an i ce c ream=  59 
Jack:             [  The:n   ]  60 
               (0.8) 61 
Brigid:        Tru c[k. h 62 
Maryanne:          [truck, (0.5) an’ then: 63 
               (0.4))64 
 

I am now oriented to Becky’s idea, you did Becky’s idea did you? (lines 32-

33). Paddy overlaps my talk at this point saying, The::::n w:e:¿ (line 34), starting to 

move the conversation on. My next question interrupts his talk as I attempt to find 

out more about how he came to Becky’s idea, How did you decide to go to Becky’s 

idea? (lines 33-35). Paddy, strategically, does not attend to my interruption but 

continues his own turn, introducing a new participant, Jack, into the discussion.  

When Paddy introduces Jack into the interview he says excitedly and with 

emphasis, De::re I did this new idea w’ Jack, (line 36). With Jack now introduced, 

Paddy effectively draws my attention to Jack and away from Becky. I now orient to 
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Jack’s position within the game, W’ Jack? Oh you had ano:ther idea= =what was 

your idea Jack? (lines 38-40). In so doing, Paddy successfully glosses over the 

occurrence of the dispute between himself and Becky and there is not interactional 

space made available by either Paddy or me, for Becky to present her account. The 

focus of Paddy’s interaction is to narrate the progression of the activity. 

Account 4. “Jack(‘s) idea.” 

→ Maryanne:    °O: [h° so it s]ta rted as an i ce c ream=  59 
Jack:             [  The:n   ]  60 
               (0.8) 61 
Brigid:        Tru c[k. h 62 
Maryanne:          [truck, (0.5) an’ then: 63 
               (0.4) 64 
Paddy:         J:ack idee- 65 
               (.) 66 
Maryanne:      J [ack had ano ther ide:a? 67 
(Paddy):        [(I-) 68 
               (.) 69 
Jack:          Yeh h 70 
               (.) 71 
Maryanne:      An’ ho w did we- ↑how did you decide 72 
               tih cha nge (0.3) 73 
→Becky:        .hh I  [   had    my       id[ea (.) ↓fi: rst.] 74 
Maryanne:            [what you were do: i- [ you  had an   i]dea 75 
               fi rs::t.=Right what was your idea? 76 
               (0.3) 77 
?:             I [think I:- 78 
Becky?           [I:  co[u: ld ma:ke it a s choo::l. 79 
Maryanne:              [Becky? 80 
Maryanne:      Oh yo u were going to make it a sch oo: l¿ 81 
               (0.3) 82 
→Becky:        But then P addy came along .hh an’ he sez 83 
               .hh let’s make a i ce cream truck  an’ I  84 
               said .hh NO::  it’s a school=I  made this 85 
               idea up. 86 
               (0.4) 87 
Maryanne:      O:: h an- and what happened then?  88 
               (0.9) 89 
Paddy:         J[ack came. 90 
Maryanne:      [How did you work [it ou:t:?  ] 91 
Becky:                           [Jack ca:me.]      92 

 
Now oriented to Jack’s idea, I move the conversation on and focus on the 

change from Paddy’s idea to Jack’s idea saying, How did you decide to change what 

you were doing? (lines 72-75). At this point, Becky speaks for the first time saying, 

.hh I had my idea ↓fi: rst (line 74). Becky refers back to the original turns by Paddy to 

present her account. By stressing the words, my and first (line 74), Becky indicates to 
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the participants of the group that she is making a bid for ownership of the “idea”. She 

implies that what Paddy just said was incorrect. She then provides an elaborated 

explanation to clarify events and provide evidence for her statement regarding 

ownership. But then Paddy came along .hh an’ he sez .hh let’s make a ice cream 

truck an’ I said .hh NO:: it’s a school=I made this idea up. (lines 83-86). Becky 

delivers this news in a slow and deliberate manner, emphasising the point that she 

made the idea up (lines 85-86). Her explanation highlights that Paddy has 

misrepresented the events. Becky makes it clear to everyone in the interview that, 

contrary to what he just indicated, Paddy did not let her make it a school. 

When Becky says (lines 83-86), he says, let’s make an ice-cream truck, and I 

said no, it’s a school. I made this idea up, Becky uses “direct reported speech” (Holt, 

1996, p. 220). This is identified by the preceding pronouns, he and I, which are 

followed by speech verbs, says and said (Holt, 1996). The use of reported speech by 

Becky accomplishes important interactional work within the interview in several 

ways. First, it “makes the telling more vivid” (Haakana, 2007, p. 158) as it allow 

others to “witness” (Holt, 1996, p. 226) the event for themselves. In so doing, this 

makes Becky’s story appear genuine to the recipients and encourages their alignment 

(Holt, 1996). It is an effective tool to bring a sense of authenticity to a speaker’s 

narrative (Hepburn, 2004). Second, the use of reported speech is doing “moral work” 

(Galatolo, 2007, p. 220). Through this dialogue Becky presents herself as an innocent 

party in the interaction. This gives substance to her claim of ownership of the idea.  

Account 5. “Jack came.”

Maryanne:     O:: h an- and what happened then?  88 
              (0.9) 89 
Paddy:        J[ack came. 90 
Maryanne:      [How did you work [it ou:t:?  ] 91 
Becky:                           [Jack ca:me¿]       92 
Maryanne:     J ack came along. So h (0.5) 93 
Paddy:        Yea:h. 94 
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              (0.2) 95 
Paddy:        And [started playing.  96 
Maryanne:         [An’ how did- 97 
              (1.4) 98 
→Maryanne:    And- (.) you went on (.) for h is game. 99 
              ↑Did you ?  100 
              (0.7) 101 
Paddy:        An’ we [played it. 102 
Maryanne:            [An’ what were you trying to d o 103 
              XX? 104 
 

By outlining her version of events, Becky shows her specific disagreement 

within Paddy’s account. She successfully orients the recipients’ attention back to the 

trouble she sees with the portrayal of the interaction between herself and Paddy. I am 

drawn in by her report of events, as displayed in my response, Oh and what 

happened then? (line 88). This provides me with evidence that this is another point of 

interest within the video-recorded extract that could be more closely examined.  

I next ask how they worked out their problem. At this point, it is Paddy and not 

Becky who responds. Paddy moves the conversation on saying, Jack came (line 90). 

As well as responding to my question, Oh and what happened then? (line 88), 

Paddy’s action here takes away the focus from the dispute between Becky and Paddy 

and brings attention back to Jack’s idea. I am drawn back to the entrance of Jack 

saying, Jack came along (line 93). Observing the way that Jack’s idea, introduced by 

Paddy, indicates that this may be a crucial point within the original interaction. 

Following my question, and you went on for his game did you? (lines 99-100), 

Paddy responds, and we played it (line 102). When examining the transcript of the 

original video-recorded episode, Jack’s arrival pauses the dispute between Becky and 

Paddy, and allows for Jack to present a new idea at that point in the game. However, 

in this interview, Jack chooses not to discuss his entry. I move to another question, 

which closes this line of discussion. 
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[VIDEO PLAYS – DESCRIPTION OF VIDEO: 2.30 Paddy and Becky don’t let Jack 

have any tennis balls. Jack suggests a new idea for the game. The game changes to a 

bowling thing. Nils is invited to come in by Jack. Paddy accepts game changes and 

Brigid helps. Becky helps with cones on side of tunnel. The children roll balls.4.00] 

Account 6. “We’re fighting.” 

. 105 

.             ((Lines omitted)) 106 
Jack:         We’re fi: ghting.((while video plays)) 107 
              (1.2) 108 
(Paddy):   Who-? N o we’re no:t¿109 
 

As the video is playing, Jack reports on the interaction between himself, Paddy 

and Becky as a dispute saying, we’re fi:ghting (line 107). This is denied quite 

strongly by another child, I believe to be Paddy. This provides further evidence to 

suggest that Paddy is undertaking the work of strategic accounting for the events in 

the video-recorded interaction. He is also strategic in stopping any alternate accounts 

being proposed. His quick action to stop Jack’s discussion of the fighting means that 

this does not go any further. Fighting is not something that is encouraged in 

classrooms, and so there is a reason to stop this line of talk immediately. 

Establishing the Rules of the Game 

Account 7. “Well the rule was…” 

Maryanne:     ↑O:h  so J a:ck had an idea so w- (0.9) 110 
              so: u:m (3.2) what were the r- were 111 
              there any ru:les?  112 
              (0.3) 113 
Maryanne:     F[or these games? 114 
Paddy:         [N::o::: h 115 
Maryanne:     Becky? 116 
              (1.4)  117 
Becky:        Um: well (.) .hh (0.7) if  (0.3) those  118 
              witch’s hats were there .h so then wh en 119 
              it (.) falls over .hh it won’t land o n  120 
              the ground, .h it’ll land: [on the=  121 
?                                        [Ni- 122 
Becky:        =witch’s hat. 123 
              (0.2) 124 
Maryanne:     [O:: h::] 125 
Paddy:        [No  a c]tually I  made a a n ew 126 
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              idea up, .hh  whoever knocks all- 127 
              the most do:wn?, (0.8) um wins:. 128 
              (0.4) 129 
Maryanne:     O: h wha- what did you:  think was  130 
              going on: (0.2) Jack? 131 
              (0.7) 132 
Jack:         Well the ru le was that um (1.2) I  di- 133 
              (.) w’l- (0.2) what I  fought of, [i- = 134 
?                                              [(-- -) 135 
Jack:         =.h you ca:n’t just roll it you’ve go t  136 
              to (0.3) hit it wiv the witch’s hat? 137 
              (.) 138 
Maryanne:     .h O:: h so that’s thr ee rules isn’t it?  139 
              Three di: fferent ru:les. 140 
              (.) 141 
?             (Wa)- .h [(te h) 142 
?:                     [Yes. 143 
?:                     [Y[es 144 
Maryanne:                [B’ how did you know what 145 
              the rules w ere at the ti me? 146 
. 147 
. 148 
.             ((Lines omitted as participants try t o catch a 149 
              passerby’s attention and do not respo nd to the   150 
              question)) 151 
Maryanne:     Did you talk with each oth er about the  152 
              rules? 153 
              (0.6) 154 
Interviewee:  N:o. 155 
              (0.4) 156 
Maryanne:     No?= 157 
Jack:         Yes. 158 
Maryanne:     You di d?  159 
              (1.7) ((unrelated talk by I)) 160 
Maryanne:     °Okay,° 161 
              (0.8)  ((unrelated talk by I)) 162 
Maryanne:     W’l- (2.1) s:ee what ha ppens next.163 
 

Ignoring the previous turns about fighting, I ask about the rules of the game. It 

is clear from the children’s responses that this is another source of discrepancy. 

Initially, Paddy responds first with N::o::: h (line 115) then three differing rules are 

presented, the first rule is that the witches hats were there to stop the ball from falling 

on the ground, the second rule is that whoever knocks the most down wins, and the 

third is that you can’t roll the ball you have to hit it with the witches hat.  

I invite Becky to speak by naming her, Becky? (line 116). Becky responds with 

the first rule, Um: well (.) .hh (0.7) if (0.3) those witch’s hats were there .h so then 

when it (.) falls over .hh it won’t land on the ground, .h it’ll land: on the witch’s hat 

(lines 118-123). Paddy then changes his original response that there were no rules. 
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He openly disagrees with Becky and presents a second rule of the game saying, No 

actually I made a a new idea up, .hh  whoever knocks all- the most do:wn?, (0.8) um 

wins: (lines 126-128). Paddy refers to this rule as an “idea” and in doing so 

effectively presents himself once again as the “owner of the idea”.  

Jack’s response can also be seen as a bid for ownership saying, Well the rule 

was that um (1.2) I di- (.) w’l- (0.2) what I fought of, .h you ca:n’t just roll it you’ve 

got to (0.3) hit it wiv the witch’s hat? (lines 133-137). These three different rules are 

suggestive of a struggle in the social organisation of the group. Each participant has 

named a different rule.  

The rules presented are not classroom rules, rather they are rules related to the 

“game”. They are constructed in this moment, for the purpose of this conversation. 

However, the children use the rules of the game as a way to further contest the 

ownership of the idea. These rules pose difficulties in leadership for the children as 

they are in disagreement about the rules. These rules are significantly different from 

the rules that are constructed during the interaction examined in chapter 8. In chapter 

8, the children all agree on and collaboratively list rules. The children’s responses 

orient my attention to the relationship between being the “owner” of the idea for the 

game and the rules of the game. 

Account 8. “I thought of the idea first.”

Maryanne:     ↑How do you deci:de is there an-  164 
              anyone in c ha: rge of this game? 165 
              (1.1) 166 
Maryanne:     How do you decide who’s in cha:: rge. 167 
              (they indicate Jack) 168 
              J a: ck was in charge. 169 
              (0.6)  170 
?             (°I:°) 171 
Maryanne:     How did you decide that J a: ck was in  172 
              charge. 173 
              (2.4) 174 
Paddy:        °W-° w’l Jack was pla: ying first.  175 
              (0.5) 176 
Paddy:        Him an’ Na::tha:n. 177 
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              (0.7) 178 
Paddy:        B ut ev[er-  179 
Jack:               [Well- 180 
              (1.1)  181 
Jack:         It wa[s     bec ause    ]  182 
Maryanne:          [What do you think] Jack? 183 
              (0.4) 184 
Jack:         I  fought’v the ide a f irst.  185 
Maryanne:     So:- (0.2) y ou thought of the idea 186 
              fi: rst,  (0.3) a:n:d (0.3) you were  187 
              pl ↑aying it ↓first. S o (.) you were 188 
              the- in c harge of the g ame. Is tha t  189 
              how it usually works:? When you’re 190 
              playing?  191 
              (1.0) ((no verbal answer, Maryanne  192 
              recalls nodding)) 193 
Maryanne:     ↑Oh¿ Anyone else (0.4) hav- (.) wanna  194 
              tell us about more about that? 195 
              (3.1) 196 
Maryanne:     °°Mm?°°  197 
              (1.2) 198 
Maryanne:     Okay? 199 
 

I next ask about who was in charge of the game. This is not obviously evident. 

Paddy indicates by pointing that Jack was in charge. How did you decide that Ja:ck 

was in charge? (lines 172-173). Paddy explains, °W-° w’l Jack was pla:ying first. 

(0.5) Him an’ Na::tha:n. (0.7) But ever- (lines 175-179), drawing on the right of first 

ownership (Cobb-Moore et al., 2008). However, Jack interjects Paddy’s turn with a 

bid for the floor (Schegloff & Sacks, 1974), Well- (line 180). This interjection is 

successful and my attention is turned to Jack. I ask for further information, What do 

you think Jack? (line 183). He goes on saying, it was because I fought’v the idea first 

(lines 182-185). His report here is a repair of Paddy’s statement. He was not playing 

first (that was Paddy and Becky and he came third); rather it was because he thought 

of the idea first. This repair can be interpreted as another bid for ownership of the 

idea. Jack’s statement here makes explicit the significance placed on being the 

“owner of the idea”. For much of the interview so far, this has been the cause of 

contestation. 

I then provide the children with a summary or “formulation” (Heritage & 

Watson, 1979) of my understanding of the role of owner of the game, So:- (0.2) you 
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thought of the idea fi:rst, (0.3) a:n:d (0.3) you were pl↑aying it ↓first. So (.) you were 

the- in charge of the game. Is that how it usually works:? When you’re playing? 

(lines 186-191). The children indicate their agreement of this summary by nodding. 

As we saw in the previous chapter, being the owner of the idea is a privileged 

position because it means being in charge of the game and the interactional events 

that follow. 

Account 9. “You thought it was a cool idea.” 

Maryanne: Wh-wh-is there anything you’d change?  (.) about (.) 200 
about the decisions ? (.)How did you feel? when you-201 
when the game changed Paddy?  from the ice cream 202 
truck?  203 

Paddy: Umm ? (.) from the i: ce cream truck to the bowling 204 
pin.  I felt alright (.)fine with Jack -cos he had 205 
this really cool  idea. so I-soI-he-I 206 

Maryanne: [ahh? 207 
Paddy: -And he took all these witches hats, and the n then 208 

he-we did it he like backed-bat – he put his ball on 209 
then then and then he batted it off. 210 

Maryanne: So like a bat were they?   So you thought  that was 211 
a cool idea? 212 

Paddy: Yeah yeah I  did that,  but I didn’t (.) bat  it off  213 
because I just pretended they were ice  creams.mmm 214 

Maryanne: So it depends (.)whos-wh at the idea is,= 215 
Paddy: Yeah, 216 
Maryanne: =is it? mmm.  217 
Maryanne: O[kay 218 
Paddy:            [and Jack had this plan  to thr ow the ball down the 219 

tunnel. 220 
Maryanne: Ye:s  how did you think of that plan  Jack?  221 
Jack:    (nice) 222 
Maryanne: (.)hey?((quiet laugh))Did you talk  about that plan  223 

with any one else?   224 
Jack: Yes. 225 
Maryanne: Who was that . 226 
Paddy: Nathan- 227 
Jack: Paddy (.) and Nathan. 228 
Paddy:  Yep 229 
Maryanne: Oh? you both decided did  you? 230 
Paddy: Nathan did-Na-Jack told Nathan?  before I-before we 231 

had this idea.232 
 

My next question is directed to Paddy. I ask him, How did you feel when you-

when the game changed Paddy? from the ice cream truck? (lines 201-203 ). Paddy 

replies umm? (.) from the i:ce cream truck to the bowling pin. I felt alright (.) fine 

with Jack-cos he had this really cool idea. So I-so I-he-I (lines 204-206). Paddy 
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emphasises Jack and cool (lines 205-206). In this response Paddy publicly aligns 

himself to Jack. He gives an assessment of his idea as cool (line 206).  

In the lines following (213-214), Paddy says, Yeah yeah I did that, but I didn’t 

(.) bat it off because I just pretended they were ice creams.mmm. In this comment, 

Paddy indicates his alignment to Jack’s idea; however, he still maintains a claim to 

ownership of the idea of the ice-cream truck. He pretended they were ice creams 

(line 214). His next comments names Jack as owner of the plan, in another display of 

alignment to Jack.  

When questioned about discussing the plan with others, Jack responds by 

naming Paddy, along with another child, Nathan, as his collaborators in the idea (line 

228). Nathan had been offered by Paddy as a candidate earlier. This indicates a 

reciprocal alliance. Becky has been noticeably silent in this exchange, as she indeed 

has been for the majority of the video-stimulated interview. This indicates that the 

“serious work of gender” may be at play (Danby, 1998b). Through this exchange of 

compliments, the boys are showing union to members of their own gender. Paddy 

makes gender relevant during his assessment of Jack’s idea. He uses a repair in lines 

205-206, with Jack-cos he had this really cool idea. This is effective in once again 

alienating Becky in a way that is similar to how the events within the original video-

recorded interaction were played out.  

Accounting for Interactional Matters 

Sacks (1992a) describes the use of accounts to control activities as “one of the 

greatest discoveries of western civilization” (p. 5). The analysis in this chapter makes 

evident how a small group of children strategically accounted for interactional 

matters in front of their peers and an adult. This is seen in how they managed the 

interaction at hand. Within the interview the participants (Paddy, Becky and Jack) 
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employed their accounts as interactional resources to present themselves in a 

particular way to their peers and to manage the reporting of the events by others. 

Each account influenced the trajectory of the interaction. In so doing “social 

identities are built, aligned and re-aligned” (Danby & Baker, 2000, p. 94). For 

example, Paddy presents the dispute with Becky as an “everyday” event, showing 

them both as competent members of the classroom engaged in typically acceptable 

classroom activities.  

In this analysis, the children used their comments in the video-stimulated 

interview to do the work of accounting for their actions. In so doing, the account can 

be seen to be carrying out interactional “work” (Silverman, 1987, p. 240). A question 

to ask here then is, “what work is the account doing?” This analysis has shown that 

the accounts draw the other participants of the interview, including myself, away 

from events that may be a source of interactional trouble and toward other 

happenings (Gill, 1998). The accounts can be treated as strategic “conversational 

devices” (Gill, 1998, p. 344). By asking “what do they achieve socially in this 

interaction?”, it is clear that the accounts display the children’s orientation toward the 

contestation of their social rights and privileges as they interact with one another 

(Gill, 1998, p. 344).  

It is clear that a sensitive matter is problematic to account for in front of others. 

For example, the original video-recorded interaction showed Paddy and Becky in 

dispute over ownership of the game. As discussed, Paddy’s account on this dispute 

was that it was an everyday, ordinary event of talking. In so doing, Paddy 

successfully moved the researcher’s attention away from this dispute as he 

introduced Jack into the interview (account 3). It may be the case that a dispute in 

Paddy’s view is not a big deal. One could reasonably accept Paddy’s account, except 
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for Becky’s position. She makes it clear that this is not how she views this scene. 

Becky’s orientation to the dispute makes it a relevant interaction and exposes 

Paddy’s work at trying to move the discussion onto other aspects. Becky’s differing 

position here shows the tactical work at play in this account. When accounting to an 

adult, it is also in her best interest to make the dispute relevant. As chapter 5 showed, 

disputes are typically a time where adults are used as an alliance in a dispute. 

Sacks (1992a) explains that some matters may be deemed, by the participants, 

inappropriate matters for discussion in a group context. There are rules of talk in 

mixed company (Sacks, 1992a). These rules are implied, however, the participants of 

interactions show adherence to these rules or appropriate codes of behaviour. For 

example, among strangers or in public it may be unstated, yet understood, that wives 

and husbands should not argue (Sacks, 1992a). Therefore, these participants in a 

public setting typically construct their talk in such a way so as not to appear that they 

are arguing. Paddy’s accounting of the events of the video-recorded interaction could 

be because he was in the company of someone with whom he had a dispute, or it 

could have been because it was in the presence of an adult or that he was “being 

interviewed” about what happened.  

Disputes among children typically are seen by adults as not favourable. 

Members talk and action are produced in response to first actions. The context in 

which the interaction is situated, acts to constrain or enable certain actions. For 

example, when children are in the presence of an adult, including a teacher, certain 

behaviours may be understood as inappropriate due to the possible consequences of 

these behaviours. In a school context, being involved in a dispute may be seen as 

inappropriate behaviour for a classroom member. Paddy, as a participant of the 

dispute, may have drawn attention away from his dispute with Becky in front of me, 
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because of how that may implicate his behaviours to an adult. My role in the context 

of the classroom is unclear. I am not a teacher and yet, as an adult I am in a position 

of authority. Danby’s (1997) study of children’s social interactions in an Australian 

preschool, discusses a similar happening, in which the children she was observing 

attempted to categorise her in several ways, including as a teacher or as a mother.  

The children’s accounts constructed, framed, re-constructed and re-framed 

identities and alliances. The identity work involves the work of gender relations. The 

alliance between Paddy and Jack, evident in the original video-recorded interaction, 

continued in the video-stimulated interview. In account 9 Paddy gives a positive 

assessment of Jack’s idea as, cool (account 9, line 106). Jack reciprocates by naming 

Paddy as one of his collaborators for the plan (account 9, line 128). During this 

exchange, Becky is noticeably silent. Through this exchange of compliments, the 

Paddy and Jack publicly demonstrate their amalgamation and alliance to members of 

their own gender. As a result, Becky is estranged from the interaction. Her position is 

weakened in the interview just as it was in the original dispute as a result of their 

alliance. 

This analysis considered the children’s accounts, like actions, as “heavily 

dependent on the context of production” (Heritage, 1984b, p. 141). The accounts of 

the children make apparent, first, how participants account for their actions in front 

of others and, second, how the participants managed the actions of others. By 

showing particular points during the interview in which the participants tactically 

accounted for particular events in the video-recording, this analysis demonstrated the 

competency of children as participants in an interview situation. The video-

stimulated accounts were accounts constructed by the participants within the context 

of an interview and this action highlighted some aspects of the interaction and down 
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played other moments. This consideration assists in identifying critical moments in 

the original video-recorded event, presented in chapter 6.  

Chapter Summary 

The value of including video-stimulated accounts in research with young 

children can be seen in this chapter. Video-stimulated accounts of video-recorded 

extracts enable the researcher to consider to what the children were orienting 

(Pomerantz, 2005). The video-stimulated accounts examined in this chapter 

highlighted that “whose idea” to be used for the game was the subject of contestation 

among the children. Intricate negotiation and realignments within the children’s 

social interactions were evident within these accounts. These moments enabled me to 

consider to what the children were orienting during the interview, and the complex 

matters involved in the organisation of children’s social worlds. By following these 

points of interest a place from which to start detailed investigation is provided 

(Pomerantz, 2005).  

Examination of children’s video-stimulated accounts in this chapter showed 

orientations to a child’s standpoint (Mayall, 2002, 2005). Studies have shown that 

child participation may be affected by generational issues (Alanen, 2001, 2005, 

Mayall, 2002, 2005). A child’s standpoint is important in the consideration of child 

participation because child participation rights are frequently in question (Mayall, 

2005). The consideration of children’s peer culture as an arena of action (Speier, 

1973) shows children competently control and negotiate structures within their social 

worlds becomes of interest (Hutchby & Moran-Ellis, 1998; Speier, 1973). Situating 

child participation within an understanding of children’s peer cultures means 

considering issues of unequal power relations, children being heard and 

representation are addressed (Christensen, 2004). This is because, in this 
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understanding, attention is paid to children’s attempts to access and participate in 

their social worlds (Hutchby & Moran-Ellis, 1998). Emphasising children as active 

and determined within their peer cultures means, conversely, that children are 

constrained by the social structures that exist in their social worlds (Corsaro, 1997, 

2005) and has implications for children’s participation agendas in action. 
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8.CHAPTER EIGHT 

“Well Now I’m Upset”: Moral and social orders in th e playground 

This chapter focuses on a small group of classroom participants who viewed 

and reported on a video-recorded interaction of playing “school”. Despite their 

complaints about playing the game of “school”, the girls’ actions showed their 

continued orientation to the particular codes of the game of “no going away” and “no 

telling”. The girls made relevant to me, and possibly reminded each other, these 

codes of the game. They managed each other’s continued participation that 

penetrated outside the “pretend” frame, as a player in a pretend game of “school”, 

and into the “real”, as a member in a group. Through their inferences to explicit and 

implicit “codes of conduct” the girls attempted social exclusion and alignment with 

others, and enforced their own social position.  

Four themes emerge through the analysis. First, the moral and social order of 

the group is invoked through references to a code of conduct. Second, two arenas of 

action (Hutchby & Moran-Ellis, 1998; Speier, 1973), in the worlds of “pretend” and 

“real”, invoke moral obligations for particular codes of conduct. Third, a shared 

history is reconstructed, made relevant and drawn upon by the girls to manage their 

interactions during the interview. Finally, my position in the interaction as an 

outsider to the group membership is also one where I am oriented to as a novice in 

the area of pretence. The children perform the work of teaching a novice the rules of 

the game and of pretence.  

Moral Orders within the Worlds of Children 

Children’s morality has received much attention in research in recent years. 

However, as Goodwin (2002) notes, much of this attention has been on how 
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individuals reason about circumstances presented to them and not on the “moral 

actions” of participants in situations (Goodwin, 2002, p. 393). In other words, how 

participants employ moral action in their everyday doings with others has been 

typically overlooked. Bergmann (1998) suggests that morality is such a common and 

central quality of social interaction that it “is usually invisible to us” (p. 280). 

Similarly, Danby and Emmison (in press) describe morality work as “typically 

unseen” and only overtly distinguishable when a “breach” occurs in social 

interactions. In particular, children’s “moral agency often goes unrecognised and 

unrespected” (Danby & Emmison, in press). 

Studying the moral actions within the participants’ everyday social interactions 

shows how people construct morality with others (Bergmann, 1998). Morality and 

interaction of participants are “deeply intertwined with each other” (Bergmann, 

1998, p. 27). Danby & Emmison (in press), in their study of telephone calls to Kids 

Helpline in Australia, examine in detail one call to show how “morality-in-action” is 

co-constructed. During this call, a young girl confesses to forging a medical 

certificate and submitting it to her class teacher. Rather than naming this act as an 

ethical violation, the counsellor works with the caller, indirectly calling upon “moral 

reasoning”, to jointly find a moral resolution to the problem (Danby & Emmison, in 

press). 

Participants, including children, employ verbal and non-verbal moves as 

resources to enforce moral and social orders. In Goodwin’s (2007) study of the 

“gossip sessions” of a small group of 11 year old American girls, how the girls’ 

oriented to each other’s postural positions, as well as talk, showed relationships, such 

as “friendship”. For example, being physically involved in a hand-clapping game 

showed the alliance of two girls and exclusion of another. Their actions endorsed and 
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reinforced the third girl’s status of “tag-along” and co-constructed a social and moral 

order of inclusion and exclusion in the group (Goodwin, 2007, p. 365). 

Focusing attention on the moral action itself, recent studies have shown that the 

morality of children goes deeper than whether they know right from wrong. Growing 

ethnographic evidence suggests that children’s morality is “complex and multi 

dimensional” and is implemented in situ to advance social positions or reduce the 

social positions of others (Evaldsson, 2007, p. 388). For example, Evaldsson’s 

(2007) Swedish study of a small group of preadolescent girls found that the girls 

used interactional resources of accusations, complaints, judgments and denials to 

categorise peers under moral descriptions as “good” or “bad” friends. A “salient 

feature” of the girl’s talk was that they made complaints in the offender’s presence 

(Evaldsson, 2007, p. 388). Powell, Danby and Farrell’s (2006) Australian study of 

classroom regulatory practices shows primary school-aged children co-constructing 

the moral orders of the class with their teacher. One child’s account of passing notes 

during class shows that, while the girls participated in the activity of passing notes in 

an unnoticed way, the boys overtly passed notes so that the male teacher noticed the 

activity and read the notes aloud. In so doing, the boys were successful in promoting 

their membership to their gender group and colluding with the male teacher to 

reconstruct particular gendered moral orders and rules of the classroom. 

Adding to this recent shift towards the study of moral actions of children, this 

chapter presents data from a video-stimulated conversation with a small group of 

girls. The girls were involved in a pretend game of “school” in the playground. This 

interaction was video-recorded and then extracts played back to them a few days 

later. They watched and commented on themselves playing “school”. These 

comments were audio-recorded. In this chapter, I report on what the girls said when 
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they watched the video-recorded extract of themselves. As they watched, they 

reminded each other of explicit and implicit “codes of conduct” within two arenas of 

action (Hutchby & Moran-Ellis, 1998; Speier, 1973). A “code of conduct” was the 

“device” (Wieder, 1974, p. 158) used by the participants to invoke moral obligations 

of their peers in both “pretend” and “real” arenas, that is as “players” in pretend 

game and as “members” in a group. The first arena of action happened within an 

arena of pretence and the second arena of action shows how the girls invoked moral 

and social orders as members of a group of classmates. Three girls joined together to 

complain about playing the pretend game of school. A fourth member complained 

that they were upsetting her by talking about her involvement in the game. In this 

interaction, the girls drew on a code of conduct to accomplish their own social 

agendas.  

Making Relevant a Code of Conduct 

To explore constructions of moral and social obligations, I draw on Wieder’s 

(1974) observations of a group of residents in a halfway house. His analysis revealed 

that the residents in the halfway house adhered to a specific code of conduct, “a set 

of activities that they should and should not engage in” (Wieder, 1974, p. 144). 

Evolving from the notion of a “convict code” in prison, the code shows how “deviant 

behaviour” was oriented to by the members of the group (Wieder, 1974, p. 144). For 

example, the code detailed implicit rules of how to behave as constructed and re-

constructed by the residents, to show alignment and “loyalty” with each other. These 

behaviours in the halfway house included such things as “do not snitch”(tell) and do 

not “kiss ass” (comply or seek staff attention) (Wieder, 1974, pp. 147-148). More 

than just an account of the rules of the halfway house, the “convict code” was a way 

to “exhibit the order that members achieve through their practices of showing and 
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telling each other” (Wieder, 1974, p. 171). The code’s significance then, lies in the 

“ways” in which the code was used “as an explanation” for the everyday goings-on 

of the residents of the half-way house (Heritage, 1984b, p. 201; Wieder, 1974). 

Displays of solidarity and allegiance have been shown by Cromdal, Tholander and 

Aronsson (2007) in their study of a group of high school students reporting to the 

teacher, in the company of each other, their self-assessments suggested that the 

members of the group each had worked equally well.  

This chapter presents this conversation as an “extended sequence” of 

interaction (Psathas, 1992, p. 99) broken up into extracts of more manageable size 

and examined in sequential order. In so doing, the events and interaction within the 

interview are seen as it develops (Psathas, 1992) An extended sequence also helps 

the interview to be “understood in its entirety” (Danby & Emmison, in press).  

Setting the Scene: A Game of “School” 

The video-recorded interaction shows six girls, Becky, Maddy, Charlotte, 

Georgia, Ella and Macy, playing a pretend game of “school”. The girls had each 

taken on a pretend role from the category of “students in school” and “teachers”. 

Maddy, Charlotte and Becky were teachers and the other children were left with 

playing the role of “students” in the “school”. Associated with these categories were 

certain behaviours and characteristics (Sacks, 1991). For example, playing the role of 

a “student in school” required Georgia, Ella and Macy to follow the instructions and 

perform the duties outlined by the “teachers”. A “student in school” has few actions 

to available to them: they can listen, wait, answer questions, go out to lunch, help the 

teacher and be “naughty” (by performing deviant acts such as not listening to the 

teacher, talking in class, or being late). If one is “doing” the role of a student in 
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school correctly, it follows that, at various times, one should look unhappy, 

discontent and bored. 

The “Offender Offended”: Making Complaints in the Video-stimulated Interview 

During the video-stimulated interview, the girls referred to a jointly 

constructed list of rules as one way to invoke adherence to an explicit code of 

conduct as a player in a “pretend” game. I asked Georgia, Ella and Macy why they 

did not look happy playing the game. Charlotte replied with a formulation based on 

pretence to explain why some participants did not seem happy. This explanation was 

rejected by Georgia, one of the “children in school”, and she also took the 

opportunity to complain about another child, Maddy. Georgia’s complaint was built 

on by Ella and Macy. The video-recorded segment is summarised below. 

[VIDEO PLAYS – DESCRIPTION OF VIDEO: Girls plan what the game is as they 

direct others. Maddy demands attention of others "Guys listen". Bell rings, 'students' 

allowed to go off to play, bell rings again, Georgia mutters "that was short" and sits 

down again unhappily. Maddy left alone waiting for others to come back. The game 

is short of students. Charlotte is sent off to get others to play the game. Charlotte and 

Maddy orders others to come to school. Planning procedure of events. Ella and 

Macy told to sit down again. Disputes about events of day between Charlotte and 

Maddy. Georgia decides Macy and Georgia will be late for school and Charlotte 

directs them to say “Sorry I'm late”. Negotiation of roles,” I'm Mrs. Nolan, Who am 

I?” Girls go over to Becky to tell her she is not allowed to go over on grass – using 

role to tell her real rule. Maddy takes command using her role as teacher to control 

the play when Ella tries to change event. Ella, Macy and Georgia sit on step looking 

unhappy.] 
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Naming the Activity 

After the group of girls had watched video-recording, they agreed that the 

game of “school” was the activity being played. I ask the children, can you jist tell 

me about what you were doing then? (lines 32-34). 

Account 1. “Playing school.” 

                  . 30 
                  . 31 
Maryanne: =Well- (0.2) [can ↑you jist tell me (0.4)=  32 
(Charlotte):  [ih hih 33 
Maryanne:       =about what you were doing then ? ((Ella puts up 34 

hand)) 35 
Maryanne: Ella ? 36 
(Charlotte) Playing school 37 
Ella: Um Charlotte even didn’t pick me for a cooker  38 

becau:se (0.6) she didn’t wa :nt me to¿  39 
                (0.6) 40 
Charlotte: No I di :d, 41 
Maryanne: What game were you playing then?  42 
Charlotte: U:m 43 
Maryanne: Macy? 44 
Maryanne: S[chool? ] 45 
Macy:  [Scho:ol] 46 
Charlotte: Yeh um 47 
Many: Scho:ol 48 
Maryanne: Scho:ol was it?  49 
 (0.5) 50 

 

In their responses, the girls put up their hands to be selected to speak, a usual 

practice for answering questions in a classroom. Their orientation to the pedagogical 

status of the interviewer suggests that the children associate my role with that of 

teacher and associated role of selecting the next speaker. I recall Ella being 

particularly eager and using gestures and facial expressions to indicate her 

willingness to answer my question, and so I name her. However, Charlotte had also 

raised her hand. She does not wait and speaks first saying, playing school (line 36). 

Ella then takes her nominated turn to talk about the finer details of the school 

interaction saying, Um Charlotte even didn’t pick me for a cooker becau:se (0.6) she 

didn’t wa:nt me to¿ (line 38-39). The “cooker”  here refers to the pretend role of 

being one of the parent helpers in the classroom doing the cooking activity. Charlotte 
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treats Ella’s explanation as the instigation of a complaint, challenging it, No I did 

(line 41), suggesting that she did select Ella in the game. Goodwin and Goodwin 

(1987) found in their study of children’s arguments that children’s turns commonly 

contain a preface such as No to indicate their opposition is being done. Mitigating or 

lessening devices such as well, kind of are not typically used their disputes with other 

children, unlike adults who commonly work to avoid confrontation (Goodwin & 

Goodwin, 1987).  

Extended Description of Roles 

Account 2. “And I was a teacher.” 

Maryanne: Scho:ol  was it?  49 
 (0.5)  50 
Maryanne: aha tell me more about that Georgia? 51 
 (0.5) 52 
Georgia: um We:ll (0.2)and we did  what Mrs Nolan like-like 53 

um Maddy was Mrs Nolan 54 
Maddy: No I was Mrs Simon. 55 
Georgia: Oh yeah [Mrs Simon=       ] 56 
Charlotte:         [And I was Mrs Sim]on (0.8) I me an Mrs 57 

No:la:n  [not >Mrs S imon   ]an Mrs Simon<  ((grouchy 58 
comic voice)) 59 

Georgia:         [=And   um        ] and we checked  out the 60 
li:st  and (0.5) um t sometimes when we were at 61 
school we were doing cooking. 62 

Maryanne: Ah[ I see,  ] 63 
Charlotte:   [And-and I] was Maddy’s mother and so I picked 64 

Maddy,  65 
Maryanne: Ah I see 66 
Charlotte: =and I was a teacher [too  ] 67 
Maryanne: Ah I see .            [So so]me of that was when you 68 

were doing cooking  at-at ah, at pretend school.  69 
                (0.5)70 
 

I select Georgia to tell me more about the school game. The children orient 

first to filling the categories of players in the game rather than the events that 

occurred in the game itself. Georgia explains the game within a pretend frame, and 

then stops mid-sentence to explain to me the pretence part, Maddy was Mrs Nolan 

(line 54). The first two categories addressed are those of “teacher”; and “mother” 

taking on the role of helping with cooking. The category of teacher is addressed first, 

implying its cultural dominance and status in the game of “school”. One 
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interpretation of the children’s initial attention on the category of teacher is that 

filling this role is highly sought after.  

After Georgia introduces the role of Mrs Nolan, Maddy interrupts to correct 

her, No I was Mrs Simon (line 55). Georgia acknowledges this repair and starts to 

continue. At this point, Charlotte comes  and says that she was Mrs Simon and, after 

realizing her mistake, repairs her statement saying, I mean Mrs No:la:n not Mrs 

Simon an Mrs Simon in a grouchy comic voice, laughing at the ridiculous notion of 

having two children play the same teacher the same in the game.  

The Game in More Detail 

Account 3. “And it was fun.” 

Maryanne: And who: se idea wa s it to play school? ((children 71 
put hands up)) 72 

 (0.7) 73 
Maryanne: Georgia?  74 
Georgia: U:m= 75 
Maryanne: >You can just talk you don’t need to put your hands 76 

up< 77 
Georgia: =Ma: ddy’s idea, 78 
Maryanne: Your idea? So what were your-tell me more  about the 79 

the ga:me, 80 
Maddy: U:mm (.) we wanted to play scho:ol because i t could 81 

have been fu:n and it was fu:n? 82 
 (0.2) 83 
Maryanne: Uh huh? 84 
Charlotte: .hh And when the bell ringed um we um we  kept 85 

pla:yi(h)ng ((laughs)) and then we packed up. 86 
Maryanne: A:hh when the bell- the pretend bell rang  the:n?  87 
 (0.2) 88 
Maryanne: or w’ the real bell? 89 
Charlotte: The petend bell. 90 
Maryanne: The pretend bell? You kept pla:ying  and then you 91 

packed up, .hh92 
 

After i ask about whose idea it was to play school (line 71), Georgia names 

Maddy (line 78). My attention, as interviewer, now moves to Maddy and my next 

question asks about playing the game. Her answer, we wanted to play scho:ol 

because it could have been fu:n and it was fu:n (line 81-82) adheres to a typical adult 

discourse that children’s activities are play and fun in that the interactional 
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organisation that children use to manage their “games” are often overlooked (Speier, 

1973). Maddy offers a reason that falls within this understanding of what play is like. 

As Charlotte talks about the activity, she refers to the school bell ringing (line 85). I 

am uncertain about the frames of reference: is she speaking about a “real” or 

“pretend” bell? I check as to which “bell” (line 87). Charlotte confirms that it was the 

“pretend” bell (line 90).  

Establishing the Rules of the Game 

Account 4. “No going away.” 

Maryanne: An:d What were the ru:l es of- (0.3) of the game¿  93 
 (0.7) 94 
Ella: Um hh (0.6) ah no: going away. 95 
 (0.5) 96 
Maryanne: No going awa:[y ?              ] 97 
Macy:              [And no hit:t ing.] 98 
Maryanne: No hitting?  99 
Maryanne:   [Georgia?] 100 
               (.) 101 
Ella: An[d no    ]punch ing. 102 
Maryanne: No p[unching?] 103 
Charlotte:     [And no  ](.) b:[i:t ing.  ] 104 
Ella:                              [>And no-<] 105 
Maryanne: No [bi:ting?] 106 
Ella:             [An’ no ] 107 
Macy: No scrat[ching. ] 108 
Ella:         [And no ]p- and no push ing. 109 
 (0.3) 110 
Maryanne: [O: h::::::.] 111 
Charlotte: [ And no ki]ck ing. 112 
Maryanne: What [>didju h a: ve< to do.]  113 
Macy:      [  And  no  b iting. ] 114 
 (0.4) 115 
Maryanne: What c ou: ld you do El[la?] 116 
Charlotte:                      [I  ]sai[d biting] ((to Macy)) 117 
Ella:                              [Um or ](.) we a n a: lso 118 

do: (0.3) shn: (.) a: lso do: (0.3) say so::rry , (.) 119 
an:d (0.4) if you te: ll, (0.2) that means that makes 120 
people cry  rea: lly mu: ch. 121 

Maryanne: a: h? 122 
Charlotte: And people um an (0.5) and they c ome to the teachers 123 

and um they say Mrs Simon or Mrs Nolan um somebody um 124 
punched me or hit me.  125 

Maryanne: [A:h  is  z]at in the ga:me ?[Is that what she did?] 126 
Macy: [Or b ite me]                [yes] 127 
Many:                             [Yeah                ]128 
 

My next question asks about the rules of the game (line 93). The assumption 

made here by me that there are rules. Asked in this way, the children, acting as “good 
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students” and “good interviewees”, offer a number of rules. I receipt news of each 

rule by repeating it as it is stated. Whilst this could be seen as affirming their talk, the 

children talk over me as they collaboratively construct the rules. The rules offered by 

the children are presented negatively. This is unlike the ways that early childhood 

teachers typically deal with rules, as they usually focus on positive interactions. For 

example, teachers are encouraged to “clearly describe (to children) fair and 

peaceable ways to interact”, while children are asked to share, take turns and listen to 

others (Queensland Studies Authority, 2006, p. 60).  

The list of rules is collaboratively constructed. Jefferson (1990, p. 81) explains 

that “a list, constructed by more than one speaker”, is a “list assimilation”. In this 

sequence of rule making, each rule is delivered in the same manner with the preface 

“and” before each rule. This common preface works to tie the rules together and 

shows the group alignment. As Jefferson (1990) explains, a “link term” such as 

“and” is used to attain membership to “a listing” (p. 82). It invokes entitlement to 

speak by the current speaker (Jefferson, 1990). The rules are of the same sort; that is, 

they are rules that all refer to physical actions rather than interpersonal relationships. 

The rules can be described as “historically sensitive” (Jefferson, 1990, p. 69) because 

they are all of the same type of rule.  

The list of rules gives an indication of the moral orders at work as they invoke 

an expected code of behaviour. The rule, ah no going away (line 95), is the first rule 

stated in the game. Later, it becomes obvious that this rule is one that is taken 

seriously and adhered to by the children, especially as it is the underlying cause for 

Georgia’s later complaint. A second rule, although not stated explicitly, is about “not 

telling” as telling (the teacher) makes people cry rea:lly mu:ch. (lines 118-121), as 

Ella points outs. This explanation invokes a moral stance about interacting at school, 
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both within “real” and “pretend” arenas of action. The girls referred to a jointly 

constructed list of rules as one way to invoke adherence to an explicit code of 

conduct.  

About the Decisions in the Game 

Account 5. “Me and Maddy.” 

Maryanne: um Ma :ddy?[what would you like to] add. 129 
Maddy:           [u: m                   ](0.6) when we um 130 

play ed the game w:e (1.2) we said (1.2) would you 131 
like to go out in the pl a:yground but some people 132 
said n:o - no ismine ((to another child))- a::nd 133 
(0.5) one of the persons said (1.3)let’s do c ooking 134 
and we did  it but I  didn’t get choo :sed so I’m not 135 
actually (wrong) ‘cause I wasn’t a kid heh.  136 

Maryanne: Are you- who-who decided wh-how the te-wh o  137 
[the teachers were?] 138 

Charlotte: [I-I cho:osed .     ] 139 
Maryanne: You chos e the teachers¿ 140 
Charlotte: I ch oseded Macy, Ella,(0.4) Mad[dy-       ]   141 
Maddy:                                [But not me]- not  m:e  142 

I’m the t e:acher, 143 
Charlotte: Oh  144 
Maryanne: Oh the [teacher] in the ga me chose 145 
Charlotte:        [Ge orgia]  146 
Charlotte: Yeah [an        ] 147 
Maryanne:      [An wh o cho] se wh o was going to be the 148 

teach ers?  149 
                (0.4) 150 
Charlotte: M :e and Maddy  151 
Maryanne: [oh ho- ]  152 
Charlotte: [and th ey] and them three were the (0.4) [kids]. 153 
Maryanne:                                          [ oh ]  154 

When discussing how the pretend role of teacher was decided, Charlotte 

nominated herself in the role of teacher saying, I cho:osed (line 139), I choseded 

Macy, Ella, Maddy (line 141). Being a teacher is a role that also determines who has 

ownership of the game. The category of teacher is given important status. In the 

organisation of the “pretend” school, it is clear that those who take on the role of 

“teacher” “pass final judgement” over the events in playing the activity (Goodwin, 

1990, p. 132). As Goodwin (1990) also found, those who took on the role of 

“mother” while “playing house”, were able to “dictate for others dimensions of the 

activity outside the frame of play as well as within it” (p. 132). The blend of 
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“pretend” and “real” is interwoven within the bidding for the roles of “school”. The 

role of pretend teacher mirrors the actual work of real teachers in the school. As 

Charlotte names the children, a split in the group becomes evident. The differing 

roles of the teacher and kids marginalise the players who were the “kids”. Charlotte 

says, and they and them three were the kids (line 153). Those children who take on 

the role of students retain their real names. For these players, the division between 

“real” and “pretend” is blurred as the students in the game of “school” are called 

collectively “kids” by the “teachers”. Butler (2008) notes in her study of children’s 

interaction in a pretend “fairy club” that the children were collectively referred to as 

“everybody” (p. 113). This shows the normative order of classroom life in that 

teachers are named and given a title, whereas children are referred to as a “group”. 

They are not named here and are referred to collectively. This sense of 

marginalisation continues and is made more explicit throughout the interview.  

Accounting for Unhappy Faces in the Game 

Account 6. “We never be the teacher.” 

Maryanne:                                          [ oh ]  154 
cause I no ticed di- you said it was fun  to p lay the 155 
game t but Ma-Ella and Macy and Georgia (0.4) at one 156 
stage you didn’t have very happy fa:ces ? (0.5) were 157 
you feeling?-how were y ou feeling then.  158 

               (1.2) 159 
Maryanne: Georgia?  160 
Georgia: Well  (0.4) um t sometimes we fi: ghted because Maddy 161 

always be’ed the teacher because um Becky fighted 162 
because Mad-.hhbecause she ne: ver getted to be the 163 
teacher because Ma- was al ways the teacher and 164 
Charlotte  was al ways the teacher. 165 

Maryanne: Ah 166 
Maddy: We ll then I let  her be the teacher. 167 
Maryanne: [An oh   ] 168 
Macy: [And we n]ever be the teacher.  169 
 

I ask about playing school, [ oh ]  cause I noticed di- you said it was fun to 

play the game t but Ma-Ella and Macy and Georgia (0.4) at one stage you didn’t 

have very happy fa:ces? (0.5) were you feeling?-how were you feeling then (lines 
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154-158). My question formulates a summary of the events that have been discussed 

in the interview so far. The purpose of formulations is to “demonstrate 

understanding” and to have this agreed with (Heritage & Watson, 1979, p. 138). My 

formulation, while summarising my observations thus far, acts as a new topic 

(Heritage & Watson, 1979) and is integral in directing the agenda for the remaining 

interview.  

There is a long pause following my question. Georgia indicates willingness to 

talk, and responds hesitantly explaining that Maddy is always the teacher. Her 

account starts by nominating that they all fought with Maddy, we fighted because 

Maddy always be’ed the teacher (line 162-166). She then nominates Becky, who is 

not present at the interview, as the one who fights about being the teacher. While 

initially Georgia named Maddy as always being the teacher (lines 161-162), she later 

also includes Charlotte (line165). 

The shift from we to the absent Becky (lines 162-163) who fights about being a 

teacher, may be recognition that a dispute is not seen favourably by adults, and 

particularly so by teachers. Georgia instigates a complaint about Maddy by talking 

about a third party not present. Similar to the “he said-she said” scenarios identified 

by Goodwin (1990, p. 194), the instigation begins with relaying what one member 

accused another of, in their absence. 

Maddy treats Georgia’s turn as a complaint. She tries to justify her actions to 

show the solution, Well then I let her be the teacher (line 167). However, her 

response identifies the locus of control as still Maddy, in that she has control of the 

role of teacher, and who can and cannot take on the role. At the very beginning of the 

interview, Maddy was named the owner of the idea for the game and, as we learnt in 

chapter 6, the owner of the game has powerful position as they own the interactional 
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decisions that follow. Macy, however, does not let this stand and further adds, And 

we never be the teacher (line 169), effectively ignoring Maddy’s comment and tying 

her turn to Georgia’s by starting with And. As interviewer, I too let this stand and 

continue with my questioning about sad faces. This is where the arenas of pretend 

and real actions are made evident. 

Arena of Action 1 (Pretend): Sad Faces are Part of the Game 

The first arena of action, pretend, is introduced by Charlotte. I seek to clarify 

whether experiences referred to occur in the real world or in the pretend world. Later, 

Georgia picks up my questions about the pretend and real frames of reference and 

explicitly explains to me about pretence, pointing out, She’s saying i-it’s bete::nding 

(line 220). 

Account 7. “So you were showing a sad face?”

Maryanne: and so is that [how you were-how were you  feeling] 170 
Macy? 171 

Maddy:                [That’s when (we were sad)       ]  172 
Maryanne: How did that make you feel? 173 
Macy: A bit sad?   174 
Maryanne: A bit sad.  So why did you [keep play ing]  175 
Maddy:                           [Jus-        ] 176 
Maryanne: if you were sad  playing the game?  177 
 (1.3) 178 
Maryanne: Ella 179 
Ella: Um (0.5).hhno body (0.5)if you weren’t (any) show 180 

any body’s f a:ce and some’dy might come and help you 181 
up? 182 

Maddy: [Umm and (0.4) [we took them] 183 
Maryanne:                [In the g a:me?] 184 
Maddy: s[cuse me] 185 
Maryanne:  [A: h] So you were showing a sad face 186 

[in the game but=] 187 
Ella: [mmm             ] 188 
Maryanne: =you weren’t really s ad. 189 
 (0.5) 190 
Georgia: °mhm° 191 
 (0.7) 192 
Maryanne: [°mm?°     ] 193 
Charlotte: [We just um](0.4) we were just um (1.1) um (0.4) sad 194 

because our mums (0.4)and dad (0.6)um cos our um 195 
(0.5) our mum um our kid (0.4)um the k ids  didn’t want 196 
their mum or dad to go  197 

 (0.5)  198 
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Maryanne: O:h I see so it was part of (0.6)coming-b eing in 199 
scho:ol [to be s]ad  [was it? ] 200 

Charlotte:        [Yeah   ]   [cause th]em  three didn’t want 201 
their m um or dad [to go]  202 

Maryanne:                  [Aa:hm] 203 
 (0.5) 204 
Maryanne: [Is tha- ]  205 
Charlotte: [and they] and then they have a s ad f ace. 206 
Maryanne: Is that what was happening Georgia?  207 
 (0.8) 208 
Georgia: mm-[muh    ]209 
 

My next question is one that steers the conversation. I ask, So why did you keep 

playing if you were sad playing the game? (lines 175 and 177). There is a 1.3 second 

silence. Ella puts up her hand to respond and I select her. Her explanation, 

.hhnobodoy if you weren’t any show anybody’s face and some’dy might come and 

help you up?(line 181-183) is unclear to me. I check with her as to which frame of 

reference she is talking about, “pretend” or “real”, A:h So you were showing a sad 

face in the game but you weren’t really sad (lines 186 and 189). The frame of 

reference used here is important. Charlotte in a pretend frame nominates the sad 

faces as part of being in the school game, and fulfilling the category of an unhappy 

child because they didn’t want their parents to go after they had taken them to 

school.  

When I ask about why some of the girls do not look happy in the video, 

Charlotte, eventually and with much repair, replies with a formulation based on 

pretence, giving an explanation from her perspective as “teacher” in the game. She 

explains that we were just um (1.1) um (0.4) sad because our mums (0.4) and dad 

(0.6) ...um the kids didn’t want their mum or dad to go (lines 194-197). In other 

words, the action of being sad was part of the pretence of playing the game. I 

summarise Charlotte’s explanation saying, oh I see so it was part of coming being in 

school to be sad was it (line 199-200).  
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Arena of Action 2 (Real): How the Game Gets Played 

I then ask Georgia for confirmation, and Georgia makes a mm-muh sound (line 

209), suggesting some resistance to this formulation. 

Account 8. “She’s saying it’s pretending.” 

Maryanne: Is that what was happening Georgia?  207 
 (0.8) 208 
Georgia: mm-[muh    ] 209 
Maryanne:    [Oh wou ]-what were you sad (0.2) why did you have 210 

a sad face?  211 
 (0.5) 212 
Georgia: W e:ll (0.5)u m (0.6) we:ll  (0.6).mhht we d idn’t-we all 213 

er: (0.6)we-we didn’t-we didn’t really cr:y  when our 214 
mums (0.5)and dads l eft. 215 

 (1.2) 216 
Maryanne: N:o ?  217 
 (0.6) 218 
Georgia: Because  (0.3)  um (0.3)tt (0.7) she’s talking about 219 

um (0.7) it’s (0.6) she’s saying i-it’s bet e::nding. 220 
Maryanne: It w’s pret ending. ah no So you were pret ending in 221 

the game, (0.3)mmm B ut-b ut were you happy to pla: y 222 
the game? or were you-[were you wanting t o] g o 223 
somewhere else? 224 

Georgia:                       [mmmaa              ] 225 
 (0.5)  226 
Georgia: Ah [we want (0.3) to     ] 227 
Maryanne:    [‘cause Ella an’ Macy ]an’ Mad-an’ you  didn’t look 228 

very ha ppy;  229 
 (1.7) 230 
Georgia: Ye: ah because um (0.5) .hhh because <Maddy didn’t 231 

really let us play someting ?> 232 
Maryanne: You wanted to be the t eacher you said before. 233 
Georgia: No well we-we wanted to play >something el se and 234 

Maddy said we can’t play a: nything else<.235 
 

I now ask Georgia to account for why she is sad (lines 210-211), and 

Georgia’s response is a disagreement of Charlotte’s explanation, We:ll (0.5)um (0.6) 

we:ll (0.6).mhht we didn’t-we all er: (0.6) we-we didn’t-we didn’t really cr:y when 

our mums (0.5) and dads left (lines 213-215). 

This is a crucial point in the interview. At that point, Georgia could have 

agreed with Charlotte’s explanation. However, her disagreement indicates that there 

is more to be known about the unhappy looks on the faces of the girls. Her next turn 

explicitly reveals the different frames of reference the girls are operating in, Because 

(0.3)  um (0.3)tt (0.7) she’s talking about um (0.7) it’s (0.6) she’s saying i-it’s 
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bete::nding (lines 219-220). My presentation of myself as a novice in the area of 

pretence has been picked up by Georgia  

After my question, Georgia begins a complaint sequence, Ye:ah because um 

(0.5) .hhh because <Maddy didn’t really let us play someting?> (lines 231-232). Her 

complaint becomes clear and is said explicitly. She continues saying, No well we-we 

wanted to play >something else and Maddy said we can’t play a:nything else< (lines 

334-335). This makes relevant the first rule of the game, no going away (line 95) and 

its associated moral obligations.  

Obligations as a Member of the Game or Group 

Account 9. “Maddy said we can’t play anything else.” 

Georgia: No well we-we wanted to play >something el se and 234 
Maddy said we can’t play a: nything else<. 235 

Maryanne: Oh so you wanted to go somewhere else  to play but 236 
you coul[dn’t go.] 237 

Maddy:         [No when ]when we went (0.7) ou t-ou: tdoor 238 
play but (0.2)Charlottes (0.2)and me (0.2)and 239 
Becky’s g: ot to be at (0.7) have outdoor play s: o: 240 
(0.7) we didn’t really have it (0.6)[out-      ]  241 

Maryanne:                                     [Is t his in] 242 
Maryanne: the sc ho:ol (0.2) game? 243 
Charlotte?: C: os um(0.7)c: os um 244 
Maryanne: What were you  talking about Georgia? Were you 245 

talking about you wanted to go aw ay from the school 246 
ga: me? 247 

 (0.6) 248 
Georgia: Well that’s because= 249 
Maryanne: Or  250 
Georgia: =we al :ways play tha: t ga :me a:nd, and um Macy and 251 

me and E: lla wanted to >play somewhere different 252 
because we always play that game and we’re getting 253 
bo:red [of it<.     ]254 

 

My statement, Oh so you wanted to go somewhere else to play but you 

coul[dn’t go (lines 236-237) is a “re-formulation” (Heritage & Watson, 1979, p. 

124), with a change from playing (something else) to going (somewhere else). This 

matter of “playing somewhere else” has been nominated as a topic in its own right 

and encapsulates Georgia’s prior turn as a complaint.  
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In lines 251-254, Georgia makes explicit the source of the complaint. Their 

underlying disgruntlement indicates potentially a history of discontent among the 

girls as evidenced by the “extreme case formulation” of always (Pomerantz, 1986, p. 

219). Used commonly within activities such as complaining in order to “defend 

against or to counter challenges to the legitimacy of complaints” (Pomerantz, 1986, 

p. 219), Georgia uses it here to locate and name the trouble source, we always play 

that game (line 251). 

Orientations to the First Rule of the Game: No Going Away 

Account 10. “I don’t know, I forgot.” 

Georgia: =we al :ways play tha: t ga :me a:nd, and um Macy and 251 
me and E: lla wanted to >play somewhere different 252 
because we always play that game and we’re getting 253 
bo:red [of it<.     ] 254 

Maryanne:        [so why didju] st a:y? 255 
 (1.2) 256 
Georgia: We:ll (0.5) t (0.3) well she:  (0.5) well Maddy 257 

didn’t want us to g:o . 258 
Maryanne: A:h 259 
Maddy: we did-I didn’t want them to go cos I don’t want 260 

them to go ho:me . 261 
Maryanne: O:h. So whose decision was it to sta: y then,(0.5) 262 

((Ella puts hand up))Ella? 263 
Ella: Um becau:se  they [al-  ] 264 
Maddy:                  [No Ma] ddy’s (0.2) say Ma ddy’s. 265 

please? 266 
Ella: You al: ways play with us = 267 
Maddy: [yeh -] 268 
Ella: [=and] we never playing with [(someone-)] 269 
Maddy:                              [N:O        ](0.5)mm 270 

(0.6)it’s not like that . She didn’t mean -she didn’t 271 
say tha::t . 272 

Ella: Yo: u al:ways  play with us  gu:ys , 273 
Maddy: No  she didn’t say  that billy. 274 
Maryanne: Well what well what are you trying to say  Ella? 275 
Ella: Maddy and Charlotte always  pl ays with me  and  Macy  276 

and Georgia . ((accusatory sounding)) 277 
Maryanne: A:[h.] 278 
Maddy:   [No] we do:n ’t. 279 
Maryanne: And how do you feel about that? 280 
Ella: Becos they always - 281 
Maddy: Oka:y  I’m not going to listen  if you’re going to be 282 

like this Ella,= 283 
Ella: =>I don’t kno:w, I forgot[(all) I think-<] 284 
Maryanne:                          [How do you     ]fe: el 285 

about that Ella? 286 
Ella: I don’t kno:w . I forgo:t . 287 
Maryanne: A:h.(1.2) [mmmhh] 288 
Ella:           [.hhh ][hh. ((sighs))]289 
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In line 255, I ask Georgia about why she stayed despite getting bored with the 

game. Georgia’s response makes relevant the first code nominated by the girls in the 

list of rules (account 4). She says, We:ll t well she:  well Maddy didn’t want us to 

g:o. (line 257-258). As a “student” in the game of “school”, Georgia is categorically 

bound (Sacks, 1992a) to play the role of a “student” and to obey the instructions of 

the “teacher” in the game. However, if we further consider the rules of how to play 

the game as code of conduct, Georgia’s explanation suggests that, as a member of the 

social group, she is morally obligated to follow the rules of the game in order to 

show alliance to the code of conduct. 

When I ask about who makes the decisions, Maddy instructs another child to 

name her as the decision maker, saying, No Ma]ddy’s (0.2) say Maddy’s.please? 

(lines 265-266). This suggests that Maddy is putting herself forward as decision 

maker as a claim for ownership of the game. Ella does not do this, but instead makes 

a complaint about Maddy always playing with them, You al:ways play with us=and 

we never playing with (someone-) (lines 267 and 269). Maddy suggests that it is not 

like that (line 272). Maddy is talking to Ella about me here, saying that I didn’t ask 

about “that” . The use of an “indexical expression” that (Heritage, 1984b, p. 142) to 

which Maddy refers is unclear to an outsider but is presented to Ella as one that she 

would understand as an insider and participant. It suggests that Ella has taken my 

question the wrong way. Maddy repeats this in several turns, She didn’t mean-she 

didn’t say tha::t .(lines271-272). The following lines make it clear that Ella’s 

response is heard by Maddy as a complaint. 

Maddy:                  [No Ma] ddy’s (0.2) say Ma ddy’s 265 
please? 266 

Ella: You al: ways play with us = 267 
Maddy: [yeh -] 268 
Ella: [=and] we never playing with [(someone-)] 269 
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Maddy:                              [N:O        ](0.5)mm 270 
(0.6)it’s not like that . She didn’t mean -she didn’t 271 
say tha::t .  272 

Ella: Yo: u al:ways  play with us  gu:ys , 273 
Maddy: No  she didn’t say  that billy. 274 
 

The girls carry on the conversation between themselves. I am now observer to 

their interaction, No she didn’t say that billy (line 274). This comment Maddy 

invokes a moral obligation for Ella to adhere to a code of conduct as it suggests that 

there are certain things that can and cannot be talked about to outsiders. Ella, as a 

member of the group, has to be careful about responding to my questions. Maddy’s 

naming of Ella as a “billy” possibly suggests that she is characterising Ella as a “silly 

billy” . In so doing, Maddy “calls into question” Ella’s competence and portrays her 

as someone whose opinion should not be counted on as she is not a competent 

member (Goodwin & Goodwin, 1987, p. 210). The “general competence of someone 

who would produce that talk” is now in doubt (Goodwin & Goodwin, 1987, p. 210).  

Ella’s complaint about Maddy has brought attention to a division between the 

girls in the group, you al:ways play with us (line 267) and yo:u al:ways play with us 

gu:ys (line273). Ella takes a number of turns to make explicit her complaint, showing 

the delicate nature of the matter at hand, especially as Ella is making a complaint 

about someone sitting with her. This is a serious matter as it divides the group and 

makes obvious Ella’s alignment with Georgia and Macy. Such a matter is not 

something that can be launched into lightly but rather one built over turns. 

Eventually, Ella’s complaint is clear, saying that Maddy and Charlotte always plays 

with me and Macy and Georgia (line 276-277) in an accusing tone. Ella is now on 

rocky interactional and moral ground with Maddy because she has disclosed to an 

adult. This breaks the code of “no telling”. In her disclosure, Ella aligns with 

Georgia, who earlier complained about the having to always play the game of school. 

While Maddy gets upset, the others are noticeably silent in this exchange.  
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Maddy next portrays Ella as a “bad member”, because she is “telling” 

(Evaldsson, 2007, p. 388). Maddy cuts Ella’s turn, telling her, Oka:y I’m not going to 

listen if you’re going to be like this Ella (lines 282-283). Maddy has predicted the 

trajectory of Ella’s talk and comes in with a response before she could finish. 

Identified by Heritage and Watson (1979) as an “upshot”, this works to gag Ella. Ella 

immediately says, I don’t kno:w, I forgot[(all) I think-<] (line 284). The use of I 

don’t know serves a dual purpose. It is used to bring my line of questioning to a 

close. She uses, I don’t know, I forgot as her excuse to pass on her answer. Hutchby’s 

(2002) study of talk in child counselling shows that I don’t know is an interactional 

tool used by children to close down a particular line of counsellor questioning. As 

well, if Ella continues she is displaying an alliance to Georgia and Macy in front of 

Maddy. This makes obvious her alignment in the multi-party dispute (Maynard, 

1986). She uses I don’t know as a justification for abandoning her complaint. In so 

doing, Ella is orienting to her moral obligations as a member of the school game. 

Maddy’s threat, I’m not going to listen if you’re going to be like this Ella (lines 282-

283) brings attention to Ella’s “telling” and is possibly a pre-sequence to future 

courses of action that are invoked when the rule nominated earlier in the interview, if 

you te:ll, (0.2) that means that makes people cry rea:lly mu:ch.(lines 118-119), is 

brought into play.  

Alignment and Exclusion through more Complaints 

More complaints become known as the others start to align with Ella.  

Account 11. “I feel sad.”

Georgia:      [And an’ I never get to play with Bri gid  290 
because (0.2) she’s actually my really b est (0.3) 291 
friend [and I feel sad about- ] 292 

Maddy:        [Geo-YOU  DO SO         ]now  293 
 [saying they were (born) with you.   ] 294 
Maryanne: [feel sad about that Georgia] do you? Oh[ so      ] 295 
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Charlotte:                                         [Cause um] 296 
[and she always goes away on holidays.    ] 297 

Maddy: [You do so  play with Brigid now.cos I nev-]we never 298 
[play that anymore.]299 

 

Georgia points out that she’s sad because she never gets to play with her best 

friend Brigid (lines 290-292), making known her discontent. Maddy disagrees 

saying, You do so play with Brigid now.cos I nev-we never play that anymore (lines 

298-299). This “declarative statement” (Goodwin, 1990, p. 199) by Maddy makes 

relevant something that Georgia ought to know and be orienting to, that they never 

play that anymore. This discussion about playing with Brigid indicates the historical 

and local understandings present within the interaction. This dialogue is embedded 

with historical references that refer to past disputes and social orders. Maddy brings 

to a close Georgia’s complaints by referring to the “relevant past” (Goodwin, 1990, 

p. 195). 

Moral Obligations of “Friends”  

Account 12. “Stop talking about me.”

Maddy: [You do so  play with Brigid now.cos I nev-]we never 298 
[play that anymore.] 299 

Maryanne: [So why is Maddy ]the boss of you where t his 300 
(0.8)places to pla: y? 301 

Ella: No  only the teach ers are the boss of this whole  302 
school . Umm the whole  t eachers. 303 

Georgia: Um actually [the principal       ] 304 
Maryanne:             [so wh-              ] 305 
Maddy:             [No the principal is.] 306 
Maryanne: So who makes the decisions about where yo u pla :y 307 

though? 308 
Georgia: [The principals.] 309 
Maddy: [The principals.] 310 
Maryanne: What about when you’re outside. 311 
Georgia: [Uh              ] 312 
Ella: [The principal.  ] 313 
Maryanne: [If you wanned to] go somewhere else coul dn’t you 314 

decide t[o go somewhere else? 315 
Georgia:         [And then um (0.3)W’l I  [r ea:lly want: ] 316 
Maddy:                                 [Sto p ta: lking ] 317 

about me: . 318 
 (0.4) 319 
Georgia: <I r e:ally, r e:ally want to jis play ‘iv a diffe rent 320 

kind of friend¿> .hhhh I really wanna play wiv 321 
[(0.5) Sawy-           ]  322 

Maddy: [STOP  talking about me ,]  323 
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Georgia: Sawyer 324 
Maddy: I’m getting upset . 325 
Georgia: An an I never  get to play with Sawyer . 326 
Maryanne: O h. 327 
Ella: And I never get to play with uh Sawyer as wel l. 328 
 

In line 300. I name Maddy as the boss. Ella disagrees and says, Umm the 

whole teachers (line 303). Their reference is to the institutional view of boss, um 

actually the principal (Georgia, line 304). Using membership categorisation devices 

(Sacks, 1991), the girls collaborative construct the notion of “boss” as the principal 

from the category group and institution, school. Here, we see the shift from a pretend 

“boss” (Maddy), to the “real” boss of the school, the principal. 

My next question, If you wanned to go somewhere else couldn’t you decide to 

go somewhere else? (lines 314-315), is posed as a negative interrogative (Heritage, 

2002). This framing suggests that the girls could not play anywhere else. This 

question, directed to Georgia and Ella, but not Maddy, separates the group and works 

to exclude Maddy. Maddy picks up on this marginalisation in her turn. She overlaps 

with Georgia’s turn and, before any indication of the trajectory of Georgia’s turn, 

says, Stop ta:lking about me: (lines 317-318). At that point, no one was talking 

about her. Maddy’s directive could be interpreted as a formulation response to the 

marginalisation of her in my question, or it could be seen as an interactional warning 

to Georgia and the others that they are not following their moral obligations as a 

member of the group. In the case of the latter, it is further evidence that a “code of 

conduct” is at work in the interactional matters at hand here. This warning by Maddy 

is for the girls to “follow the code”.  

Maddy hears Georgia as categorising her as a certain “kind of friend”, perhaps 

one that doesn’t follow the code of conduct when Georgia continues with her turn, <I 

re:ally, re:ally want to jis play ‘iv a different kind of friend¿> .hhhh I really wanna 

play wiv(0.5) Sawy-(lines 320–321). Georgia’s turn brings into play the moral 
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obligations of the membership category of a “friend”, seen as an attempt to 

“undermine” (Evaldsson, 2007, p. 391) Maddy’s social status in the group. Maddy 

again tells Georgia, STOP talking about me (line 323). Georgia does not respond to 

Maddy’s directive, but continues to tell about her desire to play with a “different kind 

of friend”. This categorises Maddy as one “kind of friend” and Sawyer as another 

“kind of friend”. Both Ella and Macy name Sawyer as someone with whom they 

would like to play (lines 326 and 328), making public their alignment with Georgia 

and further marginalising Maddy’s social position.  

Crossing from Offender to Offended: Being Upset 

Account 13. “I’m getting upset.” 

Maddy: [We:ll-Jus  S TOP             ] [ta lking-] 329 
Macy: [An I never get to play with] 330 
Maryanne:                               [Wel-how do ]what do 331 

you think Maddy ? 332 
Maddy: I just don’t want them to talk about me anym ore 333 

‘cause [it’s getting me up- ] 334 
Maryanne:        [Well they’re just t]al king about playing 335 

with S awyer; they’re not really talking about you  336 
are they? 337 

Maddy: Well they are  because they’re saying I don’t get to 338 
play with um Sawyer  and they-that means they are  339 
talking about me so I’m getting ups et. 340 

Maryanne: ah? Why are you getting upset ?  341 
 (0.6) 342 
Maddy: because they’re just being me:an  (0.2) about me  343 
 (0.9) 344 
Maryanne: What are they-how are they being mean ? 345 
Maddy: ‘Cause they’re saying  (1.2) um (3.5) well I don’t 346 

know rea :lly what they’re saying but they’re just 347 
being mean  about me 348 

Maryanne: Oh , (.)is that-is that what’s happening? .349 
 

Maddy announces again to me that she is getting upset saying, I just don’t want 

them to talk about me anymore ‘cause it’s getting me up- (line 333-334). Speaking to 

me about the other girls in the third person is a politically strategic move. The other 

members of the interaction now are an “overhearing audience” (Heritage, 1985, 

p. 95). Maddy talks about them whilst they are sitting with her. Maddy’s “telling” is 

a complaint about the behaviour of Georgia, Ella and Macy. In chapter 5, “telling” 
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was seen as a politically motivated act in order to seek alignments from others 

(Maynard, 1985b, 1986).  

Here, Maddy attempts to explain her position to me. Maddy’s feelings cannot 

be disputed or countered, because others cannot make a claim that to know how she 

is feeling. Maddy, the accused in the previous accounts, now claims feelings of 

getting upset (line 340), and has positioned herself as the innocent party. There is a 

crossing here of who is now the “offender” and who is the “offended” (Goodwin, 

1990, p. 271). 

Maddy’s statement, Well they are because they’re saying I don’t get to play 

with um Sawyer and they-that means they are talking about me so I’m getting upset 

(lines 338-340), is making relevant the first rule of the game, “no going away”. 

Maddy’s assessment of her emotions, “Im getting upset” (line 340) makes explicit 

the particular moral order of the group at play, by drawing on moral obligations of 

the group, not to talk about each other. Georgia, Ella and Macy’s “telling” has had 

the effect of enacting the rule made explicit earlier, if you te:ll, (0.2) that means that 

makes people cry rea:lly mu:ch (lines 118-119). As Danby and Baker (1998b) report, 

the appearance of a crying child brings in the full force of the teacher’s attention. 

However, this does not happen here and I escalate the dispute by asking, Oh, (.)is 

that-is that what’s happening? (line 349). My orientation to the category of 

interviewer overrides any possible category of teacher and associated actions of 

calming a crying child. 

Account 14. “Well now I’m upset.”

Maddy: ‘Cause they’re saying  (1.2) um (3.5) well I don’t 346 
know rea :lly what they’re saying but they’re just 347 
being mean  about me. 348 

Maryanne: Oh , (.)is that-is that what’s happening?  349 
 (0.6) 350 
Georgia: Not re:ally . 351 
Maryanne: N[o.] 352 
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Maddy:  [N:]o  you’re making me mean now . 353 
Maryanne: Not really , [Georgia-Georgia think-]  354 
Maddy:             [You’re making me upset] 355 
Maryanne: Grace is saying that she doesn’t think sh e’s 356 

rea:lly  being mean,(1.3) [she’s just] trying to 357 
Madddy:                          [an I      ]  358 
Maryanne: tells (0.7) me where she’d like to pl ay (0.3)>who 359 

she’d like to play with< Is that right Georgia? 360 
 (0.5) 361 
Maddy: I just  like playing school= 362 
Maryanne: You like to play school do you? 363 
Maddy: =With [my friend .  ] 364 
Maryanne:       [Do the other-] 365 
Maryanne; Do you like to play school then? 366 
Ella Georgia Macy:No::::[o .        ] 367 
Georgia:        [I like to-] 368 
Maddy:        [Well now  ] well now I’m ups:et . 369 
Georgia: I do  like to play scho:ol  (0.2)if I ne:ver  play 370 

scho:ol . 371 
Maddy: But we never play school now  I changed my mind  I 372 

[never want to be the bo ss] 373 
Maryanne: [°oh-so-°                 ] 374 
 (3.0) 375 
Maddy: Stop  giving me (hop) 376 
 (2.8)377 
 

In the statement, they’re just being mean about me (line 346-348), Maddy 

categorises Georgia, Ella and Macy as “being mean”. Maddy is doing political work 

here as she tries to solicit support from a third party for her position (Maynard, 

1986). “meanness” is a “tellable” offense and one that typically stirs adults into 

action.  

A change of state is evidenced in Maddy’s claims. First, Maddy says, I’m 

getting upset (line 340), then she suggests, you’re making me upset (line 355), and as 

the complaints continue, she claims, Well now  well now I’m ups:et (line 369). This 

narration about her escalation of feelings is achieved by its sequential placing in 

response to a claimed chain of provocations by the girls. In this way, as Edwards 

(1999) points out, the narrative sequence performs the social action of constructing a 

particular version of events that has to do with blame and responsibility. It affords an 

interactional space in which Georgia, Ella and Macy could back down from telling. 

In this way, the reported change of state works as a warning. It also can be seen as 

justification for her accusatory position and her view that she is offended. The girls’ 
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complaint about Maddy has now been engineered expertly by Maddy to turn it 

around. Maddy is now portraying herself as the victim as the telling by the girls has 

now caused a change in how Maddy feels. The last state of upset, well now I’m 

ups:et (line 370) comes directly after Georgia, Ella and Macy express, explicitly and 

strongly, their dislike of playing the game of “school”. 

Maddy draws on moral obligations from the membership category of 

“classmates”. She says, you’re making me upset, stop upsetting me, and well now I’m 

upset. The implied understanding of these statements is that “friends” do not “upset” 

one another. This is an attempt to strengthen her social status in the group and solicit 

support from the other members. Similarly, Evaldsson (2007) found that the some 

members employed a “taken-for-granted” moral order that friends “should not fight” 

in order advance their social status in the group (p. 386). Georgia’s next turn is a 

repair of a possible breach of moral order, I do like to play scho:ol (0.2) if I ne:ver 

play scho:ol. (lines 370-371). In this turn she gives an account for her not liking 

school – they play it too much. It is also an effort to appease Maddy, who has told of 

her state of upset.  

Seeing her leadership in the group weakened by the alliance, Maddy takes a 

different line of defence. She addresses and makes explicit what she infers is the 

cause of the interactional trouble, But we never play school now I changed my mind I 

never want to be the boss (lines 372-373). Maddy demonstrates to Georgia, Ella and 

Macy a willingness to act according to their particular code of conduct. The shared 

understanding made obvious implies a previous history around this issue of being the 

boss.  
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Restoring the Adult Moral Order of the Classroom 

Account 15. “What do you think would be fair?”

Maryanne: So what do you think would be [fair? ] 378 
Maddy:                               [Can we]watch a bit 379 

more? 380 
Georgia: [Um      ] 381 
Maryanne: [in prep?] 382 
 (1) 383 
Georgia: We:ll  this what’d be fa:ir  we just take turns to 384 

playing each [<one of the ga:mes? >]. 385 
Macy:              [° (and we can play)°] 386 
Georgia: So first we have Maddy’s game first like s o we play 387 

school first then we play my  game then we play 388 
.hhhElla’s  game then we play Macy ’s game and then 389 
we play Charlotte ’s game. 390 

Maryanne: Oh What did you say Macy ? 391 
Macy: uh 392 
Maryanne: What did you just say? I didn’t hear you.  393 
Macy: You have to be [kind  to other people    ] 394 
Maddy:                [Can we watch a bit more?] 395 
Maryanne: You have to be kind  to other people.396 
 

In this final excerpt discussed here, I now orient to the typical rules of 

behaviour in a classroom by asking the children’s perspectives of whether one person 

always being the boss is “fair”. Explicit classroom rules suggest that children must 

share and cooperate with others (Queensland Studies Authority, 2006). Georgia picks 

up on my reference to being fair (line 378) and orients to this. She details an 

elaborate plan for taking turns whilst they play saying, So first we have Maddy’s 

game first like so we play school first then we play my game then we play .hhhElla’s 

game then we play Macy’s game and then we play Charlotte’s game (lines 387-390). 

In so doing, she is announcing an alliance with me. As chapter 5 showed, this is a 

politically strategic move on her part as I, as an adult, am in a position of authority 

(Maynard, 1986). Macy suggests being kind, which also invokes moral obligations of 

a “classroom member”, that they are kind to each other, and reminds Maddy of the 

particular code of conduct. Maddy interrupts Macy at that point with a topic change; 

saying Can we watch a bit more? (line 395). 
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Code of Conduct 

The girls’ accounting of their pretend game of “playing school” explicitly 

spoke about a code of conduct specific to this interactional space. This analysis 

showed how the girls performed alignment of moral and social ordering in the arenas 

of action (Hutchby & Moran-Ellis, 1998; Speier, 1973) of “pretend” and “real”. The 

first arena of pretence showcased obligations as a player in the game of “school” to 

be “doing” behaviours associated with being a “teacher” or a “student in school”. 

The second arena, of the real and everyday, was concerned with the moral order of 

membership to a group. The rules that were jointly constructed during the interview 

and were oriented to by the girls invoked a code of conduct that necessitated staying 

in the game even though they expressed discontentment about continuing the game. 

First Code: No Going Away 

The obligation in the arena of pretence was to continue playing the game, and 

was addressed by the first rule of the game, no going away (account 4, line 95). 

Continued involvement in the interaction was expected under the rules of the game. 

The list of rules, co-constructed within the context of the interview, made relevant 

their prolonged membership in the game. The players of this game were morally 

constrained to keep the game going in their role of students, despite discontentment. 

For some members, this discontent was accounted for by “doing a good job” of 

playing the role of the child. As Charlotte explained, they were being “sad” because 

the kids didn’t want their mum or dad to go (account 7, line 196-197). Other 

participants, Georgia, Ella and Macy complained during the interview about the 

continued playing of the game. However, the first rule, no going away (account 4, 

line 95), was taken seriously.  
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To adhere to the rule, and follow the code of conduct, explained why the girls 

continued to play the game, even though they “told” about wanting to play with 

someone else. Similarly, Butler’s (2008) study of children’s interactions in a school 

playground shows how a small group of children oriented to their roles within a 

pretend game called “fairy club”. Category boundaries were employed to produce 

and maintain the activities and membership within the club (Butler, 2008). In the 

fairy club, the children were instructed by the “teacher” to sit and not talk for period 

of time in order to receive a reward. The “children”, to the astonishment of each 

other and their expressions of dislike and complaints, followed the instructions of the 

teacher of fairy club. In this way, the girls showed their membership of the club and 

allegiance to the consequent rules that followed.  

An implicit code of conduct invokes the moral obligations of members of a 

group in the “real and everyday” arena. The girls had a moral responsibility to act in 

ways appropriate for a “classmate” to behave. The girls reminded each other the code 

of conduct for being a member of a group and enforced this during the interview in 

order to achieve social organisation of interactional matters.  

Second Code: No Telling 

Ella is reminded of the code of conduct by Maddy who says, it’s not  like that 

(account 10, line 271 ) when she starts to complain. Maddy’s statement, I just like 

playing school= with my friend. (account 14, lines 362 and 364) showed the 

obligation of a “friend” to play a game. An implied understanding is that “friends” do 

not “upset” one another. For example, when Maddy said, they are talking about me 

so I’m getting upset (account 13, lines 339-340) this particular moral order is made 

explicit. Similarly, Georgia’s complaint in the interview is seen and referred to by 

Maddy as “telling” an outsider, and is used to enforce the implicit code of conduct 
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and manage the actions of others during the interview. The rule of telling, an:d if you 

te:ll, that means that makes people cry rea:lly mu:ch (account 4, lines 119-121) was 

made relevant here through Maddy’s escalation of her reports of being upset. While 

Maddy did not actually cry, she did report a highly emotional state of upset. The 

particular code of conduct for this group suggests members do not “talk about” other 

members or “tell on” another member.  

Arenas of Action: Pretend and Real 

The girls’ adherence to the “pretend” and “real” arenas shows the merging of 

the “real” world and the “pretend” world. These worlds, while separate, are 

interconnected. 

Outsider and Novice 

Throughout the interview the children appeared to move easily in and out of 

the “pretend” and “real” arenas of action. It was harder for me, perhaps because of 

my adult and outsider status in the game, to keep up with the specific arena they were 

using at any one time. I sought clarification from the children. My confusion was 

picked up on by the children who then oriented to the activity of helping me 

understand pretend and real. In Account 8, Georgia picked up on my uncertainty as 

to which arena is being spoken about, as she explicitly explained to me about 

“pretence”, saying, We:ll (0.5)um (0.6) we:ll (0.6).mhht we didn’t-we all er: (0.6)we-

we didn’t-we didn’t really cr:y when our mums (0.5)and dads left.(1.2) Because (0.3)  

um (0.3)tt (0.7) she’s talking about um (0.7) it’s (0.6) she’s saying i-it’s bete::nding. 

(account 8, lines 113-220). In this interaction, Georgia orients to me as I a novice in 

their world, and performs the activity of socialising me.  
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The Moral Work and Implication of “Telling the Code” 

Through their inferences to explicit and implicit “codes of conduct”, the girls 

attempted social exclusion and alignment with others, and enforced their own social 

position. The “code” was drawn upon as a resource in managing the actions of 

others. Similarly, Wieder (1974) speaks of “telling of the code” as not merely a 

“narrative” about what happens in the halfway house , but as “a connected part of 

that scene” told to an outsider “within the scene” (p. 153). Telling the code” is a 

“device” that drives the trajectory of the interactions and manages the social 

organisation of the residents of the halfway house (Wieder, 1974, p. 158). “Telling 

the code” reflexively set up and was part of the consequences of the setting (Wieder, 

1974, p. 152) 

Shared History 

The shared history is referred to by the children to manage and invoke moral 

obligations of others during the interview. Past events were drawn upon and 

reconstructed during the interview. Maynard (1985a) suggests that prior alignments 

and past interactional contexts inform how relationships are occasioned at any given 

time. For instance, Georgia suggests that she would like to play school if they never 

played school (account 14, line 370). This makes reference to the past playing of the 

game, and that Maddy’s game is always played. Following this Maddy suggests that 

she has changed her mind. The shared history is used as a resource in the present 

time and by reconstructing it in the interview, drawing upon it, and constructing 

future events for the continued playing of the game.  

Georgia, Ella and Macy perform moral work by complaining about Maddy in 

her presence. Complaining about a game of pretend school in front of the owner of 

the idea for the game causes interactional trouble and affects future relations. In her 
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Swedish study of the interactions of preadolescent girls in a playground, Evaldsson 

(2007) describes talking about the one responsible for the “trouble” in her presence 

as a “salient feature” of the girls talk (p. 388). Talking about the offender in her 

presence meant in turn, the subject of the talk could alter an offending action into 

something more morally acceptable to the group. In other words, it offered the 

offender an opportunity to amend the situation. The complaint itself was a “joint 

action” (Wieder, 1974, p. 153) constructed with others, and in front of others, with 

consequences for the complainants and the defendant. Additionally, making a 

complaint with an adult present is strategic as it provides the girls a context in which 

they felt “safe” to tell and were able to publicly form an alliance with others in the 

group.  

The telling and complaints added to the creation and re-creation of events that 

occurred in the interview. The events that followed the initial complaints in the 

interview led to consequent actions and alignments. Georgia’s action of 

“counteracting” Charlotte’s explanation for the children’s unhappy faces, the kids 

didn’t want their mum to go (account,7, line 196-197) was “reflexively constitutive 

of the activities and unfolding circumstances” (Heritage, 1984b, p. 107 and 109) of 

the interview.  

The category of friendship was drawn upon by Maddy, as the others make 

explicit their alignment and complaints of playing the game. Referring to the 

category of friends, Maddy performs moral work by reminding the others of their 

obligations and expected codes of behaviour as a “friend”. 

Interviewer as Interactant 

As an interviewer, I also drew on a “code of conduct”. In account 15, I ask 

about what would be the acceptable way of behaving according to the code of 



Chapter Eight: “Well Now I’m Upset”: Moral and social orders in the playground 233 

 

conduct of the classroom. In so doing, I drew on explicit rules of behaviour as a 

member of a classroom. Georgia picked up on the code of conduct I was orienting to 

and built her suggestion about how to play fairly around this, saying, We:ll this 

what’d be fa:ir we just take turns to playing each <one of the ga:mes?> (account 15, 

lines 384-385).  

My actions as an “interviewer” had significant influence over the direction the 

events of the interview took. I was not a quiet observer, but rather my formulations, 

comments and actions worked towards the joint construction of the interview. For 

example, when I asked about the rules of the game, I supposed that there are rules. 

The formulation of this question sets up the trajectory for the rest of the interview.  

My formulation of the accounts made me a “co-constructor of the interaction” 

(Danby, 1997). During the interview, I noted subtle acts including disgruntled 

gestures, quiet murmurings and shaking heads. I read these to be an undercurrent of 

disagreement and inferred there was more to be told. I escalated the complaints by 

my continued probing. For example, I asked Georgia to tell me more about “looking 

unhappy” playing the game. This worked as a new topic, formulated by me as an 

outsider. This topic was drawn upon by the members and taken as an opportunity to 

make a complaint.  

Chapter Summary 

Through examining the moral accounts of young children, the analysis 

highlights the high importance young children place on a code of conduct and how 

this calls upon their moral obligations in their participation in a group. The girls 

showed their orientation and adherence to a code of conduct in two worlds, “pretend” 

and “real”. Moral obligations as a “player” in a game and a “member of a group” 

were attended to before their own social agendas. The moral obligations of a code of 
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conduct were employed to enforce and accomplish their own social interests and 

manage the actions of others. Moral work was accomplished through references to a 

shared history as well as declarations about the future. These interactional contexts 

have implications for their participation in a school context. 
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9.CHAPTER NINE 

“Playing the Game” 

There is much to learn about children’s social interactions. It is to this matter 

that this study has attended. This chapter reviews the key questions of the thesis and 

how these were addressed in the study. The theoretical, methodological and applied 

significance of the study are identified. 

The key question investigated how children manage their everyday 

participation in the playground with each other, and with the teacher. In investigating 

children’s practices of participation in their everyday interactions in the school 

playground, the study drew on empirical data to make “commonplace scenes visible” 

(Garfinkel, 1967, p. 36). Children, aged four to six years, were video-recorded whilst 

engaged in their everyday practices within an early years education setting. Excerpts 

were shown to small groups of children and the teacher to stimulate a conversation 

about their perspectives and their points of interest. These accounts were audio-

recorded. The following key questions, first presented in chapter 1, were 

investigated: 

1. What are the everyday social interactions and practices of children 

within an early years education setting? 

2. How do children use talk and interaction to engage in their everyday 

practices and organise their social worlds? 

3. How do children account for their talk and interaction in their everyday 

practices of organising their social worlds?  

4. How do the everyday practices of social interaction shape and construct 

children’s participation within the wider culture of the classroom? 

These questions focus on the talk and social interaction of the children and 

teachers as they go about their everyday practices. Talk and interaction are the 
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resources through which participants, including children, organise their social 

worlds. 

Key Findings of the Study 

The thesis found that young children place importance on interactional matters 

within their social worlds and that this has ramifications for their participation within 

the wider culture of the classroom. For example, chapter 8 investigated a small group 

of girls accounting for their actions as they watched a video-recording of themselves 

participating in a pretend game of “school”. Despite their discontent and complaining 

about playing the game of “school”, the girls showed their continued orientation to 

the particular rules of the game of “no going away” and “no telling”. Adherence to 

their moral obligation of being a player in a game and a member of a social group 

was preferred over other competing agendas of participating in play activities.  

The thesis has examined everyday playground interaction in an early years 

school setting to show how children use talk and interaction to engage with others. 

Whilst the preparatory year was the setting for the study, the investigation focused 

not on curriculum and pedagogy but on young children’s everyday activities in the 

playground. The “procedural, rather than curricular, aspects of educational 

interaction” (Bjork-Willen & Cromdal, 2009, p. 1499) were the focus of 

investigation to show the complex and highly strategic interactions of young children 

in their social worlds. For example, chapter 5 showed how children use “telling” as a 

tactical tool in the management of interactional trouble. “Telling” was shown to be a 

joint accomplishment and a highly political act in the playground. Engaging in such 

an action, children display an understanding of the culture of school rules and 

procedures and their appropriation of this for the work involved in socialising peers 

(Bjork-Willen & Cromdal, 2009; Goodwin & Kyratzis, 2007).  
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Additionally, the study examined how children account for their interactions. 

Positioning children as participants enabled their standpoint to be gained. In taking a 

child standpoint (Mayall, 2002), the study was able to establish what is of interest to 

young children. A child standpoint identifies to adults elements of young children’s 

peer relationships that are of importance to them. Taking into account children’s 

views enables adults to discover how children understand their social positioning and 

what is the social order at play in their interactions in situ (Mayall, 2002). This 

understanding of how social order is built and maintained is evident in the children’s 

accounts, as they watched a video-recording of a dispute in which they were 

involved. As the children accounted for what happened, they continued to make 

claim to owning the idea for the game. The children employed their accounts as 

interactional resources to present themselves in particular ways to their peers and to 

manage the reporting of the events by others.  

A fine grained analysis of empirical evidence has demonstrated young 

children’s expertise in organising their social relationships. In so doing, this study 

has contributed to the “competence paradigm” and sociology of childhood 

perspectives. This makes possible theoretical understandings about children’s social 

orders and the influence these have on their everyday practices. The theoretical, 

methodological and applied significance of the study are now discussed. 

Theoretical Significance 

Four key themes are identified. The first theme is that two arenas of action, 

those of “pretend” and “real”, are of relevance to children’s everyday social lives. 

Children seamlessly travel between these arenas in their activities and social 

interactions. Moral orders of the pretend world are found to be as seriously attended 

to as are those of the real world. The second theme shows how the notion of shared 
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history acts as a thread that weaves through the children’s interactions taking place in 

the present and, with implications for their relations with others in the future. The 

third theme addresses the contested area of ownership. Children’s own ideas are 

interactional resources used to justify and achieve ownership. The fourth theme 

explicates the adult-child social order to show how I was treated by the children as a 

novice in their peer culture. The children made explicit to me their codes of conduct, 

showing allegiance in particular to the social orders at play. Each theme will now be 

discussed in turn. 

Arenas of Action: Pretend and Real 

The first theme outlines two interwoven arenas of action, the arenas of pretend 

and real. The first arena of “pretence” operates within the children’s performance and 

membership as player. The second arena of the “real” world addresses the children’s 

role as a classroom member or friend. The two arenas cannot be treated as distinct 

because they are both oriented to by the children in an ongoing way.  

The study showed that children strategically used the arenas of “pretend” and 

“real” to accomplish their social agendas, which included managing the behaviours 

of others. This is not to suggest that children cannot separate fantasy from reality. 

Rather, children made relevant those arenas in which they were operating. They did 

this by reminding each other of, and adhering to, the rules as a “code of conduct” for 

each arena. The inferences to explicit and implicit “codes of conduct” invoked moral 

obligations as the children attempted to socially exclude one another, build alliances 

with others and enforce their own social positions. In other words, children were able 

to “create and recreate for themselves their own socially organized world of 

meaning” (Goodwin, 1990, p. 13). Similarly, Berentzen (1984) suggests that children 
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actively produce, emphasise and recreate their social environment through their own 

participation in it. 

As the children crossed over from real to pretend and back again, they drew on 

their shared standpoint and shared social understandings. These shared 

understandings were not static; rather they were jointly constructed through their talk 

and interaction in their everyday practices of play and conversation. For example, 

chapter 8 showed how the children moved in and out of the pretend and real arenas 

in their interactions and accounts. They did so seamlessly and implicitly. As an adult 

and outsider to the interaction, I needed clarification as to whether they were 

operating within the pretend or real worlds. The children, however, showed no 

confusion as to which arena was in action at that time.  

Even recent studies advance understandings of the children’s world of pretence 

as non-serious. Deunk, Berenst and De Glopper’s (2008) suggestion that pretend play 

is “non-serious” (p. 616) implies that pretend play endeavours do not count in “real” 

social worlds. However, the position in this study is that children do take seriously 

the arena of pretence and within it orient to an associated code of conduct. For 

example, chapter 8 showed that the moral orders of the pretend world are just as 

critical for the social order as the real world. Georgia, Ella and Macy complained 

about playing the game and yet stayed to play as they seriously attended to the moral 

obligations of being a player in a game, even a pretend game, as part of the work of 

being a member of a class.  

Evidence of the serious nature of children’s pretend worlds builds on 

Goodwin’s (1990) idea that children take advantage of their pretend role of authority, 

such as a mother figure, to construct their social orders. Similarly, Sawyer (1997) 

described the passage between “play drama” and the children’s social lives as “faint” 
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(p.164). In the same way, Butler’s (2008) study of a group of children participating 

in a pretend game of “fairy club” showed that membership as a player in a game is 

taken seriously. The children in the fairy club carried out particular actions, such as 

obeying the “teacher” because they were a member of the fairy club. This theme, of 

real and pretend arenas of action, shows the depth and insight of children’s talk in 

their pretend play and provides exciting possibilities for the study of children’s 

games and social worlds.  

Shared History 

The second theme attends to a notion of shared history. The shared history 

referred to in the children’s interactions was strategically used to manage and invoke 

moral obligations of others. Interactional affairs that had occurred in the past were 

made relevant by the children themselves in the here and now, with implications for 

present and future relationships. In video-stimulated interviews, drawing on 

interactions of the past became an interactional resource as the children accounted 

for their activities. The shared history that the children re-constructed acted as a 

thread to weave through their social life. The thesis highlights how children 

themselves make relevant their past experiences. Maynard (1985a) suggests that 

knowing the history of any group is essential in understanding how present 

relationships are understood. 

The research design of the thesis made the discovery of the shared history 

theme possible. Most notably, the video-stimulated interviews were a resource used 

by the children to refer to events in the past to skilfully bring these into play to 

manage the relationships of the present. In the children’s accounts of their video-

recorded interactions, the children employed events of the past as resources to 

accomplish what was happening in the present. With implications for present and 
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future relationships as well, this interactional resource was powerful in organising 

the social and moral orders of the playground. For example, in chapter 8 Georgia, 

Ella and Maddy each refer to past activities explains (for example, that they “always” 

play the school game). References to what happened in the past provided evidence to 

justify current complaints. The shared history promoted alignments with certain 

classroom members and excluded others. In so doing, the girls used the shared 

history as a “strategy” to ratify their social actions. The girls’ reconstruction of the 

shared history became a resource for organising present and future interactions.  

Ownership in the Playground 

In a shared context such as the playground, ownership is a highly contested 

issue. In early childhood classrooms resources are often explicitly identified by 

teachers as “shared”. Beside their uniform, lunchbox and bag, children’s “ideas” are 

virtually the only things they can claim to “own”. Therefore, children cannot claim 

specific ownership of any item in the playground. What they can claim is their own 

ideas. The children’s own intellectual property, the ownership of “ideas”, becomes a 

valuable commodity to children. This is why owning an idea is so critical for 

children’s participation and social order. 

Ownership of the idea was closely linked to ownership of the game. This was 

shown to be a sought after position. As owner, one has rights to decide over items, 

selection of places and the interactional matters at hand including who could or could 

not play the game. There were often disagreements and social contests over items to 

use and places to play. Children drew on their ideas as possessables to construct 

particular social and moral orders. As chapter 6 showed, ideas were a resource that 

was jointly constructed to be effective in negotiating this shared context. 
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Children make alliances in the quest to achieve ownership of ideas and 

materials. As Whalen (1995) suggests, children compete for tasks alongside working 

toward a common goal. In this instance, it is the goal of either leading or 

participating in the game. The study here provides empirical evidence for how 

children orient to the maintenance of group membership or a “ritualization of 

inclusion on the child’s own terms” (Kyratzis, 2004, p. 629). For example, chapter 6 

showed Paddy strategically aligning with Jack’s new idea for the game, as this meant 

that he could win the dispute with Becky. Although Paddy had to forgo his idea, his 

alliance with Jack seemed likely to attract more members (he had already sought 

support from Nathan) and thus form a majority within the group. If ownership is not 

possible, the preferred next option is to be a member of the majority (Sacks, 1992a). 

As Sacks (1992a) explains, “at least one of them will be the leader” (p. 170).  

Adult-child Relationships 

The fourth theme, methodological in nature, discusses how the children viewed 

my presence as researcher. Not surprisingly, I was initially treated as an outsider in 

their interactions. The children tactically employed or ignored my presence as they 

attended to the business of managing their social relationships. For instance, in 

chapter 5 when the boys broke the class rule of not spitting, Brigid suggested that 

they tell me, as I am standing nearby. Maddy ignored this suggestion and moved past 

me to tell the teacher. It seems that I was not an adult with authority in that setting. 

The children competently used my presence in political attempts to advance 

their own social positions (Maynard, 1986). This was particularly evident during the 

interviews where the participants worked to construct and frame their accounts, as 

seen in chapter 7. When asked about what was happening in the video-recording, 

Paddy successfully diverted my attention away from his dispute with Becky to 
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introduce Jack into the conversation. Similarly, in chapter 8 Maddy sought to gain 

my alignment and concern from me as an adult, using a claim of “getting upset”. The 

implication may have been that by telling how she was feeling, there was an 

expectation that I would stop the others’ complaints about her.  

The study demonstrated how children take on the work of socialising others, by 

taking on the role of “experienced other” and positioning me in the role of “novice”. 

In chapter 8, the children treated my questioning as one who did not know the typical 

activities of the classroom. As such, Georgia gave me a lesson in pretence by 

explaining that Charlotte is talking about pretending. Corsaro (1985) too, suggested 

that the children involved in his study thought of him as a child in the classroom. 

They appeared to “take him under their wing” (Corsaro & Molinari, 2000, p. 180). 

However, given my experiences presented here, another reading of Corsaro’s 

position in this group might be that the children treated him not as a peer; but rather 

more like a novice in the class. As a novice, he was initiated into their peer culture. 

Examining in situ the activities of children in the study showed how skilfully 

children can use adults as a resource to manage their social orders. The study showed 

that an adult’s participation in the construction of children’s social worlds cannot be 

discounted. For example, in chapter 5, the teacher took a position of “not getting 

involved” in the children’s telling. However, by taking this position, she became the 

ideal resource for the girls and boys alike to jointly accomplish their agendas. As an 

influential person in their environment, the girls used the teacher’s neutral stance as a 

third party to add support to their preferred position. For the boys, her continued 

stance of not being involved meant that they had use of the items, space and 

interactional matters whilst the girls were gone. This analysis offers further evidence 

in understanding that adult agendas may not be the preferred agenda picked up by the 
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children. As Danby (2005) found in her study of a dispute among a group of 

preschool girls, whilst the children performed a “discourse of care” that followed the 

teacher’s agenda, in her absence they competently enacted their own repair. In my 

study, chapter 5 shows the teacher’s advice not being carried out in the post-telling 

phases, which was contrary to what the girls had reported to the teacher when 

questioned. The children could be seen to orient to an adult agenda when it matched 

the goals of their own social agenda. Similarly, in chapter 8 Georgia picked up my 

adult discourse of being “fair”; and this helped her to build the case that she was 

being treated unfairly because of the complaints made over playing the pretend game 

of “school”.  

The thesis makes a substantial contribution to the ideas of Goodwin (1990, 

2006), Evaldsson (2007) and Kyratzis (2004) in understanding how alignments, 

exclusions and the forming of groups are matters well attended to by children in their 

relationships with others. Interactional issues have implications for “playing the 

game”, that is, children’s participation, and how to act as a member within a social 

group and wider culture of the classroom.  

Methodological Advancement 

This study makes methodological contributions in two ways. First, the research 

design of the study actioned theoretical ideas of children as active participants. This 

consideration helps adults to understand the perspectives of young children. Second, 

the study makes a contribution to current studies of children’s interaction.   

First, the study’s research design of children accounting for their social 

interactions after viewing a video-recording of themselves, presented the children 

with an opportunity to be active in the analysers of their own social encounters. Very 

often, interviewing young children is thought of as “less effectual given the age of 
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the participants” (Church, 2007, p. 4). The analysis showed that young children’s 

accounts are integral in giving a place for starting analysis and close examination of 

the original video-recorded interaction. The empirical evidence provided revealed to 

adults the social worlds of children. With recent understandings that “social life for 

children often appears differently from how it looks from an adult perspective” 

(Prout, 2002, p. 68), the study brings attention to the perspective of young children as 

they interact with each other and adults.  

Furthermore, and unexpected, was the rich interactional context that the 

interview itself provided. How the children accounted for matters in their social 

world in front of their peers were interactional accomplishments in their own right. 

Chapter 8 showed the richness of the interaction and how this context was an 

interactional resource by the children to do the work of organising their social action. 

This would not have been evident without the children making this explicit in their 

accounts. Children’s management of interactional matters and how these matters 

shape their membership within the group was brought to light. 

Second, the study makes a noteworthy advancement to studies of interaction. 

The analysis provides this field with an insight into the interactional procedures used 

by children, six years and under, to socialise each other into the local culture of the 

school playground. It makes possible understandings about how young children 

competently arrange their lives within the boundaries of a school playground.  

The study demonstrated children’s competence in their management and 

organisation of their relationships with others throughout the use of interactional 

resources. For example, chapter 6 examined a dispute between two children over 

“whose idea” in the game would be played. The children used their “ideas” as 

possessables to gain ownership of the game and interactional matters that followed. 
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Young children’s interaction is most commonly viewed from a developing frame. 

This view of children’s social interactions does not acknowledge the joint 

accomplishment of children’s interactions as active members in their everyday lives, 

and the ways this shapes their participation within their wider social worlds. Whilst 

children are positioned to have a say, they often are not thought of having 

interactional competence. Mackay (1974) made similar observations more than 30 

years ago. He pointed out that the “paradoxical” nature of adult-child interactions is 

that, on the one hand, the teacher relies on the child being competent to follow the 

procedure of a lesson and understand what is expected in the lesson whilst, on the 

other hand, treats the child as deficient under the “normative sociological view of 

children” (Mackay, 1974, p. 190). In other words, the children are expected to be 

involved in activities that require competence but at the same time are viewed as not 

competent.  

Implications for Understandings of Play 

The examination of the interactional practices of children’s play and accounts 

of play presented here, taking place in the playground during a period of “playtime”, 

exposes the serious interactional matters to which children attend as they account for 

their “playing”. For example, the time that the children spent in interactional 

negotiations for the “game” often was longer than they spent playing the actual 

game. Whalen (1995) made similar observations when she detailed that the tasks of 

selecting and defining materials, participation rights, allocation of tasks and 

development of characters made up the bulk of the “play” (p. 322). 

“Play” is a universally known term encompassing a range of activities in which 

young children engage. In early childhood education, play is described as the 

medium through which young children learn. Play is actioned in early years contexts 
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through timetabling and at times, results in play being discarded in favour for “work” 

or “learning” tasks. Play becomes a “scheduled activity” (Bjork-Willen & Cromdal, 

2009). For example, in Queensland the curriculum designed for the preparatory year 

describes play as a “powerful context in which children learn as they actively engage 

socially, emotionally, physically, and intellectually with people, objects and 

representations” (Queensland Studies Authority, 2006, p.43). Similarly, an 

historically influential text on the principles and practices of early childhood 

education, Developmentally Appropriate Practice (Bredekamp, 1987; Bredekamp & 

Copple, 1997) suggests play is “a primary vehicle for and indicator of mental 

growth” in children and “an essential component of developmentally appropriate 

practice” (p.3). Viewed in this way, play is a “professional instrument” (Bjork-

Willen & Cromdal, 2009), for early childhood educators in classrooms to manage 

learning opportunities. Additionally, play is observed as a right of childhood (United 

Nations, 1989). In these ways, play is observed as a fundamental requirement for 

children.  

Not all views of play are so singularly positive. For example, Ailwood (2003) 

notes that play is subject to much regulation in early childhood settings due to the 

physical environment, play items available and adult intervention. In interviewing 

children about their everyday lives, Mayall (2002) found that the physical and social 

environments at school are controlled by adults, with children offered little part in 

decisions that are made. Being within a school setting and operating in a school 

timetable means children manage their social lives within a setting that is ordered 

and organised by powers outside of their control. Play opportunities available to 

children exist within adult terms with an adult agenda explicitly stated. In other 

words, the context is enabling but also constraining. The teacher is the one who 
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ultimately makes decisions about what can be used, when it can be used, how it will 

be used and where it can be used. Children’s choices are very much within the 

control of the teacher.  

At the same time play is often trivialised. Underlying the trivialisation of play 

is the message that play is a fun activity and enjoyable for all (Ailwood, 2003). 

Similarly, play can be dismissed as “non-serious business” (Bjork-Willen & 

Cromdal, 2009). However, an interactional lens has shown that play is “serious real-

life work” for children (Danby, 1998b, p. 178). Similarly, Denzin (1982) suggests 

that children “work at constructing social orders” as they engage in practices that are 

most often described as “play” (p. 192).  

Further Investigations 

Due to the fine-grained work involved in an ethnomethodological analysis, 

only a portion of data from the corpus of data collected has been examined. 

“Extended sequences” (Psathas, 1992, p. 99) were used to investigate the everyday 

practices of children’s social interactions and the influence of this on their 

participation. Future close analysis of the data would provide possible collections of 

other topics of talk and interaction. For example, children’s responses to teacher’s 

advice or intervention would make an interesting topic for further investigation. For 

example, in chapter 5 the advice of the teacher is completely ignored by the girls. 

Additionally, matters to do with gender and power relations are possible contexts for 

further explication of children’s social interactions. In chapters 6 and 7, the 

alignment between the boys Paddy and Jack worked to exclude Becky, overriding 

her idea. Similarly, chapter 5 showed a division between the girls and the boys which 

was oriented to by the use of pro-nouns: we, us, the boys and they. These issues could 
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not be addressed in detail within the scope of this study; however, would provide a 

rich focus for future explorations.  

With the focus of the study on the social lives of children, the teacher’s 

accounts were not explored in detail in the study. Examining the teacher’s accounts 

in the future would provide an understanding about children’s interactions from a 

teacher’s standpoint. This would enable considerations to be made about adult-child 

relationships.  

My interest in the interactions of the playground grew as I spent time in the 

setting. If I was to perform the study again, I would choose more video-recorded 

extracts of playground interactions to show the children. As the thesis demonstrated, 

gaining children’s accounts of their interactions enables rich understanding of 

interactional aspects of children lives from their standpoint.  

Recommendations  

The study investigated how children engage in their everyday interactions with 

a view to understanding the participation agenda for children. “Participation in peer-

group events are at the forefront” of children’s concerns (Bjork-Willen, 2007, p. 

2155). Moves within policy and research in the early years have sought to position 

children so as to enable their involvement, consultation and decision-making. This 

push from the UNCRC’s child rights movement (United Nations, 1989, 2005) and 

theoretical understandings of children as social agents and decision makers (James & 

Prout, 1990; Mayall, 2002; Waksler, 1991) have been slow to filter into early years 

education. Even more unrecognised are the participation practices of young children 

as they engage in the everyday life of the classroom and playground. Typically, 

descriptions of children’s learning focus on their future trajectory and can ignore 

already existing social competence in the here and now. Queensland’s Early Years 
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Curriculum Guidelines (Queensland Studies Authority, 2006), accompanying the 

additional preparatory (prep) year of school, is one of the few early years documents 

that assert child participation and decision-making. The prep year document 

emphasises children having a say about matters that affect them. However, the 

document also suggests that, children are typically thought of as not competent in 

social interactions: “learning to consider the needs and ideas of others at the same 

time as they are considering their own needs and ideas is a challenge” (p. 18). This 

highlights inconsistency in the early years education participation agenda and 

provided a stimulus for the study.  

It is recommended that the study inform the professional development of early 

childhood educators. The research presented here is offered as another way for 

teachers to view and be informed about what’s going on in children’s everyday social 

interactions of the classroom and playground. Disputes and telling tales are often a 

cause of angst for educators because they are difficult to resolve and unsettle the 

classroom order. The study provides educators with another reading of these 

interactional concerns. A typical reading of the social interactions discussed in the 

analysis is that of incompetence. “Telling tales”, for instance, is seen typically as an 

action belonging to one who lacks social competence. However, the analysis showed 

that children attend to interactional matters in strategic ways. In the telling incidents 

of chapter 5, the children were shown to be highly political and strategic in their 

alignments and use of teacher in the accomplishment of telling. Similarly, in chapter 

8 a typical reading of the actions of the girls in staying to play “school” is that they 

lacked confidence and social skills to stand up to the more dominant child in the 

interaction. The inside view presented has shown that the children attended to an 

agenda of moral obligations ahead of their participation in other activities. The 
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“particular” social context was oriented to in their communications with others. As 

Sawyer (1997) suggests, these findings advocate for children’s social expertise to be 

situated within an interactional platform rather than within that of skill level or a 

trajectory of expected development. In this, they were no different to adults in 

orienting to codes of conduct, made relevant.  

Investigations of talk-in-interaction and examinations of children’s 

interactional work may be used in the work of pre-service teacher education. 

Considering how children orient to the organisation of their social orders within a 

context of adult and school agendas poses questions about how adults seek to 

“position” children to “do” participation in the learning context. Insights into how 

children organise their social order have been presented and possibilities for 

understanding what is attended to by children as they go about their lives have been 

offered.  

Conclusion 

The study showed that social interactions are of significance to young children. 

Whilst children’s interactions can be viewed as frivolous or fun, social interactions in 

their social worlds are serious matters that require interactional tactics. Young 

children, at the localised level, are constantly at work in the construction of their 

local social order. The obligations children place on being a member of a social 

group and as a friend has much to bear on their participation or non-participation in 

the wider culture of the classroom. Children’s attention to these social matters is 

oriented ahead of other agendas. Consideration of this significance may assist adults 

to better appreciate the social worlds of young children. The classroom setting is not 

a “social vacuum” (Antaki, 1988, p. 72). “Playing the game” according to peer 
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relations, moral orders and codes of conduct is pertinent to children’s participation in 

the wider context. 
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Appendix A: Newspaper article (Lambert, 2007) 

 

 

Lambert, C. (2007, July 15). Children wanted for a dream job as boss of toy 
company. The Sunday Mail, p. 25. 
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Appendix B: Ethics Approval 

From Research Ethics Date    Friday, 2 February 2007 3:47:11 PM 

To Ms Maryanne Agnes Theobald 

Cc Ms Janette Lamb 
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Dear Ms Maryanne Theobald 

Re: Children's participation in a preparatory classroom 
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may be dependent on factors beyond the remit of the ethics committee, and you 
should not commence the proposed work until you have satisfied any other 
requirements. If you require a formal approval certificate, please respond via reply 
email and we can issue one to you.  

Decisions related to Level 1 and 2 ethical reviews are subject to ratification at the 
next available committee meeting. You will only be contacted again in relation to 
this matter if the Committee raises any additional questions or concerns in regard to 
the clearance. Please do not hesitate to contact the unit if you have any queries 
regarding this matter. 

Regards 

Research Ethics Unit 

Research Ethics Unit | QUT Office of Research | O Block Podium | Gardens 

Point Campus | Ph: 07 3138 2340 | Fax: 07 3138 1304 | 

http://www.research.qut.edu.au/ethics/ 
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To the Principal  
1st March 2007 
 
Dear  
 
I am writing to you about my research project entitled, Children’s participation in a preparatory 
classroom. This project is being undertaken as part of my doctoral research program at Queensland 
University of Technology (QUT). My supervisors are Associate Professor Susan Danby and Dr Jo 
Ailwood from the School of Early Childhood in the Faculty of Education. The purpose of this study is 
to investigate how children experience child participation in a preparatory classroom. More 
specifically, this study examines how children are involved in decision making processes in a learning 
context. As you are no doubt aware, opinions of children as competent participants in decision 
making, is a noteworthy part of the major reform of early childhood education taking place in 
Queensland. 
 
This study involves video-recording children’s classroom interactions with each other and with adults 
over ten days (approximately). Following each session of video-recording, a segment of the class 
video-recording will be selected to initiate research conversations with children and the classroom 
teacher. These conversations will be audio-recorded. 
 
The research conversations with the children will take place in small groups and include only those 
children who are involved in the play segments of the video-recording. Each research conversation 
will be approximately 20 – 40 minutes. The research conversation will be held in a quiet space or 
room at the school, with clear viewing from outside, for example, on a verandah or a room with an 
open door or a large window, so that the researcher and children are visible at all times.  
 
The recordings of these video and audio sessions will be transcribed and analysed. The video-
recordings of the classroom interactions and audio-recorded conversations with the children will be 
used for educational and research purposes only. On request, faces can be blurred on the video and 
voices can be electronically modified. The identity of the school, staff and children will remain 
anonymous in all written published work, and information and recordings will be kept in a locked 
filing cabinet.  
 
I have experience in working and talking with young children in my previous roles as early childhood 
director and teacher at a community kindergarten and preschool, and as QUT research assistant video-
recording children in a preschool classroom. I am a holder of a “Positive Notice Blue Card” issued 
from the Commission for Children, Young People and Child Guardian. There are no risks beyond 
normal day-to-day living associated with participation in this project. This research is significant as 
your school’s involvement in the study may benefit teachers, parents and children in educational 
settings, by providing insights regarding children’s educational and social experiences in a preparatory 
classroom.  
Thank you for taking the time to consider this proposal. Please contact me, or my supervisors, if you 
have any further questions or concerns. If you have concerns about the ethical conduct of the project, 
you can contact the Research Ethics Officer on 3138 2340 or ethicscontact@qut.edu.au. A consent 
form is attached for you to complete, indicating your agreement. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 

Mrs Maryanne Theobald ASPRO Susan Danby Dr Jo Ailwood 
Centre for Learning Innovation Centre for Learning Innovation Centre for Learning Innovation 
Queensland University of Technology Queensland University of Technology Queensland University of Technology 
Victoria Park Road, Kelvin Grove Qld 
4059 

Victoria Park Road, Kelvin Grove Qld 
4059 

Victoria Park Road, Kelvin Grove Qld 
4059 

Telephone:  3138 3096 or 0402 202 889 Telephone:  3138 3547 Telephone:  3138 3178 
Email:  m.theobald@qut.edu.au Email: s.danby@qut.edu.au Email: j.ailwood@qut.edu.au 

 

Appendix C: Principal Information Letter and Consent Form 

PRINCIPAL INFORMATION LETTER for QUT RESEARCH PROJE CT 
Centre for Learning Innovation 

Queensland University of Technology, Victoria Park Road, Kelvin Grove Q 4059 

“Children’s participation in a preparatory classroom”  
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PRINCIPAL CONSENT FORM for QUT RESEARCH PROJECT 

 

“Children’s participation in a preparatory classroom” 

 

Statement of consent for the Principal 
 
By signing below, you are indicating that you: 

 
• have read and understood the information letter regarding this project 
• have had any questions answered to your satisfaction 
• understand that you are free to withdraw at any time, without comment or 

penalty 
• agree to participate in the project 
• understand that the project will include video and audio-recording of 

children’s classroom interaction with each other and adults 
• understand that the information and video and audio-recordings can be 

used for research and educational purposes (voices can be modified and 
faces can be blurred on request) 

• understand that you can contact the Research Ethics Officer on 3138 2340 
or ethicscontact@qut.edu.au if you have concerns about the ethical conduct 
of the project 

• understand that if you have any additional questions you can contact the 
researchers 

 
Mrs Maryanne Theobald ASPRO Susan Danby Dr Jo Ailwood 
Centre for Learning Innovation Centre for Learning Innovation Centre for Learning Innovation 
Queensland University of 
Technology 

Queensland University of 
Technology 

Queensland University of 
Technology 

Victoria Park Road Victoria Park Road Victoria Park Road 
Kelvin Grove Qld 4059 Kelvin Grove Qld 4059 Kelvin Grove Qld 4059 
Telephone:  3138 3096 or 0402 202 
889 

Telephone:  3138 3547 Telephone:  3138 3178 

Facsimile:  3138 3989 Facsimile:  3138 3989 Facsimile:  3138 3989 
Email:  m.theobald@qut.edu.au Email: s.danby@qut.edu.au Email: j.ailwood@qut.edu.au 

 
Principal’s Details and Signature 
Name  

  
Signature  

 
Date  
Name of School  
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1st March 2007 
 
Dear  
 
I am writing to you about my research project entitled, Children’s participation in a preparatory 
classroom. This project is being undertaken as part of my doctoral research program at Queensland 
University of Technology (QUT). My supervisors are Associate Professor Susan Danby and Dr Jo 
Ailwood from the School of Early Childhood in the Faculty of Education. The purpose of this study is 
to investigate how children experience child participation in a preparatory classroom. More 
specifically, this study examines how children are involved in decision making processes in a learning 
context. As you are no doubt aware, opinions of children as competent participants in decision making 
is a noteworthy part of the major reform of early childhood education taking place in Queensland. 
 
This study involves video-recording children’s classroom interactions with peers and adults over ten 
days (approximately). Following each session of video-recording, a segment of the class video-
recording will be selected to initiate research conversations with children and yourself, as the 
classroom teacher. These conversations will be audio-recorded. 
 
The research conversations with the children will take place in small groups and include only those 
children who are involved in the play segments of the video-recording. Each research conversation 
will be approximately 20 – 40 minutes. The research conversation will be held in a quiet space or 
room at the school, with clear viewing from outside, for example, on a verandah or a room with an 
open door or a large window, so that the researcher and children are visible at all times.  
 
The recordings of these video and audio sessions will be transcribed and analysed. The video-
recordings of the classroom interactions and audio-recorded conversations with the children will be 
used for educational and research purposes only. On request, faces can be blurred on the video and 
voices can be electronically modified. The identity of the school, staff and children will remain 
anonymous in all written published work, and information and recordings will be kept in a locked 
filing cabinet. 
  
I have experience in working and talking with young children in my previous roles as early childhood 
educator at a community kindergarten and preschool, and as QUT research assistant video-recording 
children in a preschool classroom. I am a holder of a “Positive Notice Blue Card” issued from the 
Commission for Children, Young People and Child Guardian. There are no risks beyond normal day-
to-day living associated with participation in this project. This research is significant as your 
involvement in the study may benefit teachers, parents and children in educational settings, by 
providing insights regarding children’s educational and social experiences in a preparatory classroom. 
  
Thank you for taking the time to consider this proposal. Please contact me, or my supervisors, if you 
have any further questions or concerns. If you have concerns about the ethical conduct of the project, 
you can contact the Research Ethics Officer on 3138 2340 or ethicscontact@qut.edu.au. A consent 
form is attached for you to complete, indicating your agreement. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 

Mrs Maryanne Theobald ASPRO Susan Danby Dr Jo Ailwood 
Centre for Learning Innovation Centre for Learning Innovation Centre for Learning Innovation 
Queensland University of Technology Queensland University of Technology Queensland University of Technology 
Kelvin Grove Qld 4059 Kelvin Grove Qld 4059 Kelvin Grove Qld 4059 
Telephone:  3183 3096 or 0402 202 889 Telephone:  3183 3547 Telephone:  3183 3178 
Email:  m.theobald@qut.edu.au Email: s.danby@qut.edu.au Email: j.ailwood@qut.edu.au 

 

Appendix D: Teacher and Teacher Aide Information Letter and Consent Forms 

TEACHER INFORMATION LETTER for QUT RESEARCH PROJECT  
Centre for Learning Innovation 

Queensland University of Technology, Victoria Park Road, Kelvin Grove Q 4059 
“Children’s participation in a preparatory classroom” 
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Statement of consent for the Teacher 

 
By signing below, you are indicating that you: 
 

• have read and understood the information letter regarding this project 
• have had any questions answered to your satisfaction 
• understand that you are free to withdraw at any time, without comment or 

penalty 
• agree to participate in the project 
• understand that the project will include video and audio-recording of 

children’s classroom interaction with each other and adults 
• understand that the information and video and audio-recordings can be used 

for research and educational purposes (voices can be modified and faces can 
be blurred on request) 

• understand that you can contact the Research Ethics Officer on 3138 2340 or 
ethicscontact@qut.edu.au if you have concerns about the ethical conduct of the 
project 

• understand that if you have any additional questions you can contact the 
researchers 

 
Mrs Maryanne Theobald ASPRO Susan Danby Dr Jo Ailwood 
Centre for Learning Innovation Centre for Learning Innovation Centre for Learning Innovation 
Queensland University of Technology Queensland University of Technology Queensland University of Technology 
Victoria Park Road Victoria Park Road Victoria Park Road 
Kelvin Grove Qld 4059 Kelvin Grove Qld 4059 Kelvin Grove Qld 4059 
Telephone:  3138 3096 or 0402 202 
889 

Telephone:  3138 3547 Telephone:  3138 3178 

Facsimile:  3138 3989 Facsimile:  3138 3989 Facsimile:  3138 3989 
Email:  m.theobald@qut.edu.au Email: s.danby@qut.edu.au Email: j.ailwood@qut.edu.au 

 
Teacher’s Details and Signature 

 
Name   

 
Signature  

 
Date  
Name of School 
 

 
 

 

 

TEACHER CONSENT FORM for QUT RESEARCH PROJECT 

“Children’s participation in a preparatory classroom” 
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TEACHER AIDE CONSENT FORM for QUT RESEARCH PROJECT 

 

Statement of consent for the Teacher Aide 
 
By signing below, you are indicating that you: 
 

• have read and understood the information letter regarding this project 
• have had any questions answered to your satisfaction 
• understand that you are free to withdraw at any time, without comment or 

penalty 
• agree to participate in the project 
• understand that the project will include video and audio-recording of 

children’s classroom interaction with each other and adults  
• understand that the information and video and audio-recordings can be used 

for research and educational purposes (voices can be modified and faces can 
be blurred on request) 

• understand that you can contact the Research Ethics Officer on 3138 2340 or 
ethicscontact@qut.edu.au if you have concerns about the ethical conduct of the 
project 

• understand that if you have any additional questions you can contact the 
researchers  

 
Mrs Maryanne Theobald ASPRO Susan Danby Dr Jo Ailwood 
Centre for Learning Innovation Centre for Learning Innovation Centre for Learning Innovation 
Queensland University of Technology Queensland University of Technology Queensland University of Technology 
Victoria Park Road Victoria Park Road Victoria Park Road 
Kelvin Grove Qld 4059 Kelvin Grove Qld 4059 Kelvin Grove Qld 4059 
Telephone:  3138 3096 or 0402 202 
889 

Telephone:  3138 3547 Telephone:  3138 3178 

Facsimile:  3138 3989 Facsimile:  3138 3989 Facsimile:  3138 3989 
Email:  m.theobald@qut.edu.au Email: s.danby@qut.edu.au Email: j.ailwood@qut.edu.au 
 

Teacher Aide’s Details and Signature 
 
Name  

 
Signature  

 
Date  
Name of School 
 

 

“Children’s participation in a preparatory classroom” 
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Appendix E: Plan of the Playground 

 

 
Figure E.1. Plan of the playground. 
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Appendix F: Daily Routine for the Prep Children 

Table F.1 

The Daily Routine for the Prep Children 

Time of day Event Setting Grouping 

9.00 Greeting time 
-Roll call 
-Hello song 
-Sharing time 
-Calendar and weather 
-Children select job for helping 
that day 
-Teacher informs children of 
activities that day 

Carpet area in 
classroom  

Whole group 

9.20am Perceptual Motor Activities 
-Planned program to increase 
children’s gross motor skills 

Outside on concrete 
area, playground or 
school oval 

Whole group 

9.35am Outdoor play session 
-Play equipment wheeled out 
by helpers (2 children) such as 
balls, hoops, cones, buckets, 
funnels, tubes, pillows and 
lengths of material available for 
props for children’s games  
-Art, sand or water experiences 
available 
-Construction materials with 
glue or nails available 

Outside prep 
classroom in 
playground area 

Children select play 
items to use. Children 
select where, what and 
who they will work 
with. 

10.25am Pack up   

10.30am Reflection time 
-Children discuss incidents that 
occurred and how it was 
resolved,  

On seats outside 
classroom 

Whole group 
Teacher facilitates 
Children contribute 

10.40 Story and language session Carpet area in 
classroom 

Whole group 
Teacher led 

11.00am Lunch time Outside prep room 
under main building 
with other classes 

Whole school 

11.50am Children return from lunch 
Specialist lessons such as 
environmental education, 
physical education and 
philosophical inquiry (Monday, 
Wednesday, Friday) 

Varies depending on 
specialist lesson 
For example, outside 
in garden or helping 
with the school’s 
animals for 
environmental edu, in 
swimming pool or on 
oval for physical 
education 

Whole group 
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12.20pm Indoor play session 
-Children select first learning 
experience by placing their 
name card in a pocket with the 
activity pictured 
-Learning experiences include 
For example, blocks, dramatic 
play dress up area, playdough, 
art, cooking (once per week), 
and teacher led focused 
learning table activity such as 
puzzle, cutting, sequencing or 
matching game.  

Inside prep room Children select play 
items to use. Children 
select where, what and 
who they will work 
with. 
At times teacher 
selects small group to 
work at the focused 
learning table activity 

1.15pm Pack up time   

Afternoon 
break 

  Whole school 

1.45pm Relaxation time 
-Children spread out sheets 
onto carpet, listen to music, 
read books, play puzzles.  

Carpet area in 
classroom 

Whole group 

2.20pm Pack up time   

2.30pm Music and Movement session Carpet area in 
classroom 

Whole group 
Teacher led 
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Appendix G: Participant Names and Ages 

Table G.1 

Participants, Age and Gender or Position 

Name Gender 
Age in years 
and months 

Alex Boy 4.6 

Becky Girl 4.11 

Brigid Girl 5.3 

Charlotte Girl 5.4 

Dean Boy 5.1 

Dominic Boy 5 

Dylan Boy 5 

Ella Girl 5.1 

Fredrick Boy 4.6 

Georgia Girl 5.3 

Griffin Boy 5.2 

Jack Boy 5.7 

Jacob Boy 5.3 

Luke Boy 5.4 

Macy Girl 5 

Maddy Girl 5.4 

Matt Boy 5.3 

Maverick Boy 5.8 

Nathan Boy 5.3 

Nils Boy 5.1 

Paddy Boy 5.3 

Sawyer Boy 5 

Scott Boy 4.11 

Toby Boy 5.2 

Mrs Nolan  Teacher 

Mrs Simon  Teacher Aide 
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5th March 2007 
 
Dear Parent/Guardian 
 
I am writing to you about my research project entitled, Children’s participation in a preparatory 
classroom. This project is being undertaken as part of my doctoral research program at Queensland 
University of Technology (QUT). My supervisors are Associate Professor Susan Danby and Dr Jo 
Ailwood from the School of Early Childhood in the Faculty of Education. The purpose of this study is 
to investigate how children experience child participation in a preparatory classroom. More 
specifically, it examines how children are involved in decision making processes in a learning context. 
As you are no doubt aware, the preparatory classroom is a recent initiative of the Department of 
Education, Training and the Arts in Queensland schools.  
 
This study involves video-recording your child’s classroom interactions with each other and with 
adults over ten days (approximately). Following each session of video-recording, a segment of the 
class video-recording will be selected to initiate research conversations with children and the 
classroom teacher. These conversations will be audio-recorded. 
 
The research conversations with the children will take place in small groups and include only those 
children who are involved in the play segments of the video-recording. Each research conversation 
will be approximately 20 – 40 minutes. The research conversation will be held in a quiet space or 
room at the school, with clear viewing from outside, for example, on a verandah or a room with an 
open door or a large window, so that the researcher and children are visible at all times.  
 
The recordings of these video and audio sessions will be transcribed and analysed. The video-
recordings of the classroom interactions and audio-recorded conversations with the children will be 
used for educational and research purposes only. On request, your child’s face can be blurred on the 
video and your child’s voice can be electronically modified. The identity of the school, staff and 
children will remain anonymous in all written published work, and information and recordings will be 
kept in a locked filing cabinet.  
 
I have experience in working and talking with young children in my previous roles as early childhood 
director and teacher at a community kindergarten and preschool, and as QUT research assistant video-
recording children in a preschool classroom. I am a holder of a “Positive Notice Blue Card” issued 
from the Commission for Children, Young People and Child Guardian. There are no risks beyond 
normal day-to-day living associated with participation in this project. This research is significant as 
your involvement in the study may benefit teachers, parents and children in educational settings, by 
providing insights regarding children’s educational and social experiences in a preparatory classroom.  
 
Thank you for taking the time to consider this proposal. Please contact me, or my supervisors, if you 
have any further questions or concerns. If you have concerns about the ethical conduct of the project, 
you can contact the Research Ethics Officer on 3138 2340 or ethicscontact@qut.edu.au. A consent 
form is attached for you to complete, indicating your agreement. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 

Mrs Maryanne Theobald ASPRO Susan Danby Dr Jo Ailwood 
Centre for Learning Innovation Centre for Learning Innovation Centre for Learning Innovation 
Queensland University of Technology Queensland University of Technology Queensland University of Technology 
Victoria Park Road, Kelvin Grove Qld 
4059 

Victoria Park Road, Kelvin Grove Qld 
4059 

Victoria Park Road, Kelvin Grove Qld 
4059 

Telephone:  3138 3096 or 0402 202 889 Telephone:  3138 3547 Telephone:  3138 3178 
Email:  m.theobald@qut.edu.au Email: s.danby@qut.edu.au Email: j.ailwood@qut.edu.au 

 

Appendix H: Participant Information Letter and Consent Forms 

PARENT/GUARDIAN INFORMATION LETTER for QUT RESEARCH  PROJECT 
Centre for Learning Innovation 

Queensland University of Technology, Victoria Park Road, Kelvin Grove Q 4059 

“Children’s participation in a preparatory classroom” 
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Statement of consent for Parent/Guardian 
(Please return this form to your child’s teacher) 

By signing below, you are indicating that you: 
• have read and understood the information letter regarding this project 
• have had any questions answered to your satisfaction 
• understand that you are free to withdraw at any time, without comment or 

penalty 
• understand that you can contact the Research Ethics Officer on 3138 2340 or 

ethicscontact@qut.edu.au if you have concerns about the ethical conduct of the 
project 

• agree to participate in the project 
• have discussed the project with your child and their requirements if 

participating 
• understand that the project will include video and audio-recording of 

children’s classroom interaction with each other and adults 
• understand that the information and video and audio-recordings can be used 

for research and educational purposes (voices can be modified and faces can 
be blurred on request) 

• understand that if you have any additional questions you can contact the 
researchers 

 
Mrs Maryanne Theobald ASPRO Susan Danby Dr Jo Ailwood 
Centre for Learning Innovation Centre for Learning Innovation Centre for Learning Innovation 
Queensland University of Technology Queensland University of Technology Queensland University of 

Technology 
Victoria Park Road Victoria Park Road Victoria Park Road 
Kelvin Grove Qld 4059 Kelvin Grove Qld 4059 Kelvin Grove Qld 4059 
Telephone:  3138 3096 or 0402 202 889 Telephone:  3138 3547 Telephone:  3138 3178 
Email:  m.theobald@qut.edu.au Email: s.danby@qut.edu.au Email: j.ailwood@qut.edu.au 

 
Parent/Guardian’s Details and Signature 

Name  
 

Signature  
 

Name of Child  
  

Date  
 

Statement of consent for children 
Your parent or guardian has said that it is OK for you to be involved in this research 
project.  
By drawing on or circling a face below you are showing that the project has been 
discussed with you and you are happy to be part of the project.  

 

 

 

 

PARENT/GUARDIAN and  CHILD CONSENT FORM for QUT RES EARCH PROJECT 
“Children’s participation in a preparatory classroom”  
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Appendix I: Transcription Notation 

 
Conversational data will be transcribed using the system developed by Gail Jefferson 
(2004b). The following notational features will be used in the transcript. 
 
The following punctuation marks depict the characteristics of speech production, not 
the conventions of grammar. 
 

did. a full stop indicates a stopping fall in tone 
here, a comma indicates a continuing intonation 
hey? a question mark indicates a rising intonation 
together! an exclamation mark indicates an animated tone 
you underline indicates emphasis 
¿ an inverted question mark indicates slightly rising intonation 
° hey° quiet speech 
(        ) the talk is not audible 
(house) transcriber’s guess for the talk 
. 
. 
. a vertical ellipse indicates that intervening turns at talk have 

been omitted 
(0.3) number in second and tenths of a second indicates the length 

of an interval 
So:::rry colon represents a sound stretch 
Dr-dirt a single dash indicates a noticeable cut off of the prior word or 

sound 
hhh indicates an out-breath 
.hhh a dot prior to h indicates an in-breath 
[hello] brackets indicate overlapped speech 
<stop > speech is delivered slower than normal 
>come< speech is delivered faster than normal 
((angry)) indicates a change in normal speech production and nature of 

it (Hamo et al., 2004) 
((walked))       indicates the actions and non-verbals of the particpants 

Still photographs within the transcript are used to offer the reader a visual 
representation of the interaction as it occurs. 
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Appendix J: Timing and Events of Video-Recorded Sessions 

Table J.1 

Timing and Events of Video-Recorded Sessions1 

Counter Participants & Setting Event 

Monday 19th March 2007  TAPE 1 (1 hr 31 mins) 
0 Whole class 

 
Carpet area 

Morning session – Children sing Hello song. Roll call. Circle 
time – 1 child in the middle of circle, teacher reads from their 
book about themselves. Dominic demonstrates what he can do 
according to book. Paddy has a turn next. Monday means 
passing cuddles the toy cow around and tell others about their 
weekend – stories from the weekend. One child starts to tell on 
another, teacher interrupts saying only tell teacher if it is 
affecting you. Teacher then explains bit of day, tells routine – 
get hats, sit on seats ready for exercises.  

20 Whole class 
 
Transition 

Children move out toward hats and seats. On the way children 
discover a big box and start to talk about what it could be used 
for. The biggest box ever! Enormous. Every week something 
different. When seated, teacher tells them about exercises they 
will be doing. 

44 Whole class 
 
Exercise 

Children on oval. They follow teacher's actions of walking, 
marching, galloping to beat of tambourine. One child, Dean 
moves in opposite way to others. 

 Whole Class Children move back towards seats, getting drinks on the way. 
Children get ready to listen to outside activities. Teacher refers 
to box. Teacher tells children that it is to be used for the Little 
Pigs house. Materials already chosen for children to use to 
make the house of straw. Children asked about how they will 
share. Take turns. Teacher picks up on children's ideas and 
extend. Time it. Have a turn today and then someone else the 
next day. Have a few big bad wolves. 

 Whole Class 
 
Transition 

Children help to put equipment out in trolleys. Teacher assistant 
supervises. Children run in and out to see what else they can 
bring out. 

 Nils, Toby, Griffin, Dean 
 
Set up 

Gathering equipment for the game. Struggling with 
wheelbarrow on stairs. Toby directs others to come back. 
Dispute with Griffin about balls. Toby lets others take balls.   

 Luke, Griffin, Nils, 
Jacob 
 
Stairs 

Children start game of spinner and counter. 

 Toby, Nils 
 
Outdoor 

Dispute over equipment. Toby wanting to control others. 

 Luke, Griffin, Nils, 
Jacob, Maverick 
 
Outdoor 

Spinner and counter game continues. Toby and Maverick 
organise equipment, balls and money. Nils comes over to tell 
boys about making the little pigs house. Dean takes ball from 
Toby's and shows him that it is his ball. Toby directs Nathan to 
sit and watch spinner and counter game with equipment parked 
beside them. 

1.16 Luke, Jacob, Griffin Spinner and counter game continues. Discussion about points – 
Luke suggests they all have 1000 points. Checking with counter 

                                                 

1 The highlighted cells are the interactions that were used to stimulate the interviews. 
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about point score. Change in spinner, checking with each other 
about points. Teacher comes past briefly. Jacob asks Griffin not 
to throw ball, teacher comes over to orient Griffin to Jacob's 
request. Luke scores Griffin down because of his deviant 
behaviour. Maverick asks if he can have a turn to spin. Luke 
lets Maverick have a turn to spin and give points score.  Luke 
very animated in his points score. Maverick clarifies points 
score for Griffin. Tape ends 
 

Monday 19th March 2007 (continued) TAPE 2 (45mins) 
0 Transition Children move from outside to inside.  
2 Whole class 

Carpet area 
 

Children sit on floor facing white board. Venn diagram chart. 
Teacher explains what a Venn diagram is. The children are 
asked to describe how the two books about three little pigs are 
alike and different. The outside circles for differences and 
inside joint area for the similarities. 

19.25 Carpet time 
Transition – 

teacher explains 
activities  

Teacher explains activities for indoor time later. Lunches are 
collected and given out by the children. 

21.55 Carpet time 
Whole class 

Teacher explains they are going to show their threadings at 
assembly. Teacher asks for volunteers to have a try at 
explaining what they might say about the threading. Jack has a 
short time. Georgia has a turn. indoor time later. Lunches are 
collected and given out by the children. Teacher suggests they 
include three different things about this. Toby has a turn. Macy 
and Sawyer tries. Sawyer tells more about what he made using 
the beads, an invisible roller coaster. Sawyer is asked to stand 
aside. Teacher says that might be an idea, one person talk about 
sewing and another about what they made. Charlotte has a turn 
but can't finish. Nils has a go and is chosen to do it. teacher 
suggests they make a chart of who has had a turn at assembly 
and take turns so it is fair. 

23.3 Whole group 
Indoor time 

Children are told what is available at indoor times and choose 
where to go. The children walk around to decide which table 
they will work at. 

30 Whole class Children work at tables. 
31.3 Indoor time – 

pirate colouring 
Paddy, Dean, 

Jack, Nils 

Children discuss how they are completing the pirate colouring 
sheets. Jack asks Nils if he needs any help. Nils tells Jack he 
could colour in the sheet for him while he is busy. Paddy tells 
Dean not to scribble on his sheet. Boys discuss scribbling. Dean 
calls to teacher that he has done his sheet. Teacher asks him to 
follow the track to the treasure on the sheet. Paddy shows the 
teacher his sheet and suggests they show it on assembly. 
Teacher agrees that he is keen to do something on assembly and 
perhaps it could be done next week. 

37.3 Indoor time – 
autumn leaf colouring 

Charlotte, 
Sawyer, Toby , Maddy 

Sawyer and Toby discuss what the leaves should look like and 
which colour they should be Griffin discusses what he will do 
next with teacher. Toby colours Sawyer's leaf for him. 

 Indoor time – 
pirate colouring 

Nils, Jack 

Jack and Nils discuss rude words. 41.00 Jack tells Nils he has 
finished and shows it to him. Here you go Nils, one job done. 
Nils critiques it and asks him why he left a bit of white, Jack 
explains that he left the skull and cross bones white. Jack 
explains it again. Bell rings. Teacher explains what to do if 
children haven't finished their work. Tidy up time. 44.13Tape 
ends 

Wednesday 21 March 2007 TAPE 3 (1hr 53mins) 
0 Whole Class 

 
A new child comes to the class from another country. The 
teacher reads a story about all people being the same but 
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Carpet area different. Alex doesn't speak English. (not on tape)- Teacher 
explains how he can communicate in other ways. Teacher 
discusses how they could help him.) 

3.1 Whole Class 
 
Busy Bee Chart 

Children use their name cards to show how which job they 
would like to help with today. There are many jobs available. 
Becky chooses to be calendar helper. She finds name of day. 
Matches word Wednesday with word on chart Wednesday. 
Brigid jokes with teacher about if she gave her the wrong name. 
Toby goes off to check weather. 

5.58 Brigid 
 
Busy Bee Chart 

Brigid jokes with teacher about if she gave her the wrong name. 

7.14 Whole Class 
 
Transition 

Children move out to get hats. Then they gather on red seats 
outside. 

8 Whole Class 
 
Exercise area 

Children are in groups (pre-chosen) to do exercises. 

14.14 Luke, Griffin 
 
Set up 

Children choose what to put out for outdoor activities. They 
wheel out trolleys. 

16.02 Transition Children choose from trolleys. Frederick's teacher explains what 
is available to Frederick, a child with  visual impairment  

17 
 

Teacher, Jacob, 
Frederick, Paddy, Ella, 
Toby, Georgia, Brigid, 
Becky, Luke, Charlotte, 
Dylan, Dominic, Maddy 
 
Outdoor 

Crowding and disputes over Three Pigs house. Teacher asks 
group to stop and help save problem of how to play so everyone 
gets a turn fairly. Teacher suggests children want to go in 
friendship groups rather than prescribed groups. Children 
choose who will be in their group. 

21.4 Charlotte, Georgia, 
Brigid, Paddy, Maddy 
 
Outdoor – House 

Children discuss game and roles of game. Maddy directing play 
mostly. Girls in box. Decide it is a kitten house. Events of play 
discussed 27.40. More negotiation of roles 27.50. An invader, 
Dean, comes over and is told to get out. Brigid challenges him 
on his behaviour. 30.07 Roles change again. Bell rings 

30.3 Dominic, Dylan, Ella, 
Griffin 
 
Outdoor – House 

Discussion of roles. Dispute over who's allowed in house 
Dominic (blue hat) and Dylan. Game involves Griffin going 
over to window of house and 33.40 more discussion about roles. 
Disputes over who is big bad wolf. 34.33 teacher comes over to 
warn children box is nearly on edge of steps. Asks they settle 
down as they are moving it. Dylan fixing lock on door – calling 
to Dominic that he isn't ready. Dominic comes in and over to 
taunt little pigs. Teacher calls out to remind the children about 
house near steps 36.50. 

37.5 Ella, Macy, Charlotte, 
Teacher Aide, Dylan 

Macy upset. Ella tells researcher she wants her mummy. 
Charlotte and Ella hang around Macy holding hand or touching 
her back. Charlotte takes her hand and pulls her over to tree. 
She gets bean bag and prepares space for Macy and Ella. 40.29 
Alert teacher-aide who asks if they are all getting on nicely. She 
suggests they talk about problem. She sits down and asks about 
why they change their story of pigs to cats. the discussion goes 
on to other animals. Teacher asks questions about animals. 
Dylan comes over to observe the discussion. Teacher aide 
includes him by asking question. Becky comes over. Teacher 
aide greets her. Discussion about space on mat. Teacher aide 
asks girls what they should do next. Ella replies animal sounds. 
Sawyer joins in from up the tree. Tea 

46.5 Whole Class 
 
Reflection Time 

Teacher asks Frederick what he enjoyed most about visiting this 
week. Frederick replies playing with the pigs house. 
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48 Whole Class 
 
Carpet area 

Teacher places pictures of pigs and houses. Teacher asks 
children to sequence pictures. Jack has a turn, explaining what 
he is picking first. Teacher asks if everyone agrees. Teacher 
asks those children sitting quietly to be part of the acting out 
story. Teacher explains different ways of telling a story. Today 
going to sing a story. Ella, Charlotte, Macy asks to look after 
pigs and houses, Scott asks to hold wolf puppet. teacher asks 
children to explain acting is another way of telling story. 56.00 
Brigid explains acting and relates it to her mum's friend. 57.00 
Maverick being a clone of it. Sort of like dressing up I think. 
There's two of you, one of you is dressed up and you can't tell 
which is which. 58.00 Griffin explains how you could be 
wearing a mask so people don't know who you are. Bell goes 
for lunch. 

1.00.00 Whole Class 
 
Carpet area 

Philosophy lesson. Rainbow fish story. NO SOUND Children 
act out feelings. Children pass philosophy ball around and give 
an opinion. Children then asked to draw on a scale. 

1.32.54 Transition Children choose an area to work in and indicate their choice by 
placing their name in a pocket with room activity pictured. 

1.35.29 Luke, Griffin, Matt, 
Scott, Nils, Dean, Jacob, 
Alex 

Luke describes his house. Discussion about how many beds in 
their house. Griffin unhappy with others actions You're 
wrecking it. Luke builds. Luke drives car around. Matt unhappy 
with Luke driving on his building. My home in here. Griffin 
tells Luke he is disappointed in him Luke moves over to Jacob. 
1.43.10 Griffin tells Dean he would be really happy with him if 
he built building his way. Making shark bay. Griffin directing 
Dean. Planning with him the events of the block areas. 1.44.36 
Griffin notices researcher and asks are you going to take photo 
of us? 1.45.55 Griffin negotiates rules with Dean – you don't 
need to ask me if you can go in and I don't need to ask you if I 
can go in my room. 1.46.50 Scott comes over and approaches 
Griffin. 1.47.37Teacher remarks on cars flying around unsafely. 
1.45.45 Griffin shows Dean the house. Alex approaches mat 
with a car. 1.49.46 Jacob and Dean and Griffin discuss how fast 
the cars can go. Reciprocal behaviour as they show each other 
how fast they can go. Griffin directs Dean in game including 
script. Tape ends 

Thursday 29 March 2007 TAPE 4 (2hr 6mins) 
0 Whole Class 

 
Exercise 

Children are in groups (pre-chosen) to do exercises. When bell 
rings they move off to another area to do a different ball 
activity. 

 Nils, Jack, Becky, Alex, 
Scott, Macy, Dominic, 
Dylan, Ella, Griffin 

Squishing is occurring as children wait for their turn. Girls are 
pushed off seat and into post as Scott and Jack push, Becky 
moves and then is invited to help push. Becky does a small 
degree of pushing. 6.04 Teacher rings bell and gathers children 
together to talk about behaviour of squashing others while 
waiting. What do you think about that? Toby suggests wait. 
Becky – they should be more patient. Maverick replies we 
should explain why – that they might hurt others. Sawyer, 
Charlotte state they agree. Teacher asks if they can remember 
no more squishing. Teacher reflects on what the children are 
saying – you're saying that someone will get hurt. 

9.5 Griffin, Dean 
 
Set up 

Trolleys are wheeled out for outside play. Griffin asks for help.  
Ella helps.   

12.5 Whole Class Teacher explains activities. Children directed off to play 
13 Dominic, Dylan 

 
Outdoor 

Dominic and Dylan get wheelbarrows and decide on equipment 
they will put in it. They take wheelbarrows off. Dylan upset 
with Dominic – taking more equipment. He talks to himself and 
researcher? Looking at camera. 
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16.07 Paddy, Maddy 
 
Outdoor 

Paddy and Becky set up cones and discuss a plan for them. 

16.57 Dylan 
 
Outdoor 

Dylan instructs researcher she is standing on grass that is dying. 

17 Outdoor Paddy and Becky continue to set up cones. Others help. They 
work on undoing the tunnel.  Paddy goes down hill to tell others 
he is making an ice cream truck. Dylan and Dominic come back 
with the barrows, I need an ice cream. 20.06 Paddy and twins 
dispute about who has ice creams. Matt approaches Paddy. 
Paddy addresses researcher – how do you like mine? Paddy 
approaches twins again asking them to come to his ice cream 
truck. 21.00Becky brings tunnel over and Paddy says this is for 
the ice cream truck 22.0Becky and Paddy argue over what the 
game is. Jack approaches. The game changes to a bowling 
thing. Nils is invited to come in by Jack. Paddy accepts game 
changes and Brigid helps. Becky helps with cones on side of 
tunnel. The children roll balls.24.02 Paddy and Brigid dispute 
over all. 24.54 Jack changes game to game of cricket. Jacob 
comes over briefly. He uses ball to knock down cone. Maverick 
uses tunnel to roll ball in. Jacob suggests rolling tunnel down 
stairs. 26.20 Jack calls out to Maverick and explains game. 
We're having game of cricket this is how you play it. Mapping. 
27.44 Paddy says I'm the winner 

28.14 Sawyer, Nils, Jack, Alex, 
Scott, Griffin, Matt 
 
Outdoor 

Children playing in water play, making potion. Discussion 
about what is in potion. Maverick, Nils, Jack add leaves to 
make potion. Alex adds dirt. Explosion, Nathan and Scott have 
a tug-a-war over vine you win says Maverick to Nathan. There's 
an eyeball in here. Let’s make an explosion. No says Griffin to 
Alex. 38.00 Boys start using a sing-song chant, Scott calls out 
who wants some potion. Sawyer – come and get your potion. 
Nathan asks are you making poison beer, Sawyer and Griffin 
agree yes poison beer. I drank some. 39.50 Dominic and Dylan 
come over to look. Scott this is poison beer – singing out who 
wants poison beer – make you healthy as can be. 41.00 Alex 
trying to wet others with pump. Griffin threatens him with 
violence. Matt says I'm telling on him and goes off to tell 
teacher. 43.00 Teacher says you'll need to show Alex that he 
doesn't like it. How can Griffin do that? Maverick says you 
have to teach him. 44.30 Changes to adding acorns, lumpy beer. 
Scott and Sawyer call  out to others 

46.18 Jack, Toby, Nathan, 
Jacob, Brigid, Maverick, 
Paddy 
 
Outdoor 

Conversation, Toby and Jack look at camera. Toby asks Jack to 
listen, Maverick tells story about vomiting. Toby and Nathan 
tell their stories about hospital and vomiting. Paddy joins in. 
Jack tells story of his mum falling at Gymnastics breaking nose. 
Paddy laughs, Nathan tells him That's not funny. Maverick has 
another story. Paddy tries to gain floor, laughing. Nathan says 
that wouldn't be funny. Nathan tells everyone to be quiet for his 
turn. Maverick again becomes speaker. He acts out his story. 
Nathan says that would've hurt but Maverick says no it was fun. 
The others laugh. Jack gets up and reenacts his brother fell. 
Paddy says he did the same thing as Maverick. 

53.1 Jacob, Nathan, Paddy, 
Jack, Maverick 
 
Outdoor 

Playing with tunnel. I'm a monster – Jacob. Slight altercation 
with Alex and a twin – Jacob asks them to play somewhere else. 
Children take turns to be in the tunnel and be monster. 
Maverick is in trouble with others. Discussion over who did 
wrong thing. Bell rings – boys plan who it will start with the 
next day. Argument over whose turn it will be. 

57 Whole Class Three pigs story – children have masks to tell story. Children 
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Carpet area 

start to tell Alex to sit up in story time. Teacher says Leave him 
be – we want to give our attention to story. Teacher asks 
children to bring back what they were in responsible for. Acting 
out very helpful when you are in year two and three, like the 
performance we saw yesterday. An audience will come to see 
you then. 

1.05 Whole Class 
Luke 
 
Carpet area 

Sing a rhyme and goldfish helper feeds fish. Children asked to 
explain how Luke has arranged plastic fish today. Arranged 
them differently but still five. 

1.08 Whole Class 
 
Carpet area 

Transition to lunch. Lunch basket helpers get lunches and hand 
them out. 

1.1 Whole Class 
 
Transition/ Specialist 
Environmental 
Education 

Transition to environmental ed. On their way to their specialist 
lesson in environmental education, the children come across 
council workers on a digger digging up the road. Further up the 
path there is a drain with water gushing in it. The children are 
very interested in the goings on here. They stop to watch the 
digger.  After a while, the teacher asks if they finish having a 
look they go on their way and find the drain to look at the water 
flowing. There is a lot of fighting over position. Maverick has 
an idea about taking turns to look and teacher explains it to 
others. Water is stopping. Teacher suggests the children to 
gather together for a moment to have a chat to see what people 
have discovered. There is much interest and discussion about 
what’s going on with the water. Who's worked something out 
about this and what's going on here? The children are invited to 
offer their explanations about what could be happening. The 
teacher uses a conversational style and asks questions to 
stimulate the conversation such as What have you figured out?, 
What do you think? Who agrees? Who doesn’t agree and has a 
different idea? Lunch basket helpers get lunches and hand them 
out. 

1.22 Transition Transition – children continue to discuss the water. 
 Environmental 

Education 
Environmental Education lesson. The children go to chook pen. 
They help to clean it out. Discussion between children about the 
poo – yuk, gross. Teacher takes out a chook and give it to the 
children to hold. Who would like to help with compost tumbler. 
Georgia takes broom from somewhere else who is disgusted by 
chook poo. Ok teacher says that's why we're cleaning it isn't it. 
Children go about pen with brooms and sweep. Brigid uses 
shovel to lift up rubbish from floor. Children comment on the 
stink. Teacher agrees, poo does stink doesn't it. Georgia 
problems solves how to make job easier – I'll make a pile for 
you. Year ones collect eggs. Charlotte, Maddy and Dylan want 
to help. Griffin helps to take scraps to compost tumbler. Paddy 
shakes tumbler and asks for help. Children wash off things and 
water is swished out of pen. 1.30 children plan how to catch the 
hen to hold. Toby says don't catch one unless I'm here – No 
says Paddy you're not the boss. Discussion about other chickens 
they have seen and experiences they have had. Children talk 
over each other. Paddy and Luke cover their ears. Toby 
continues. Luke keeps ears covered I can't hear you.  On way 
back from chook pen, teacher approaches workers on road to 
ask them about what has happened. Broken in half. We have to 
put a clamp around it. what elsewhere we wondering out. We 
were trying to make some plans up about how to stop the water 
in the drain. Yeah we fixed that and had to get the mud out of it. 

1.34 Whole Class 
 

Becky's mum visiting to make sushi with children. She explains 
how they will make it in indoor time. Children consults children 
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Carpet area using a list about whose turn it is to cook today. 
 Transition Transition – children choose card to show where they will play. 

Squishing happens; Toby makes suggestion about how to solve 
this. 

1.39 Brigid, Georgia, 
Maverick, Dean 
 
Play Area 

Girls negotiating roles in the play – "I'll be the Mummy" getting 
dressed. Planning over what game will be and what they wear. 
Maverick attempts to talk to Brigid who runs off. Georgia says 
cats don't wear rain coats. Change in roles cats to Mummy and 
baby? Is it school day? Planning of ownership of rooms. Dean 
comes over and threatens to kill them. Altercation with Dean. 
Brigid tells him he is not playing very nice. Dean told they 
wouldn't play with sent to play away. His attempts at joining the 
girls game. Girls switch between roles  and themselves. Mums 
share – roles of Mum Maverick comes over and is ignored. 
Girls carry on with roles of mother and cat. Dean comes over 
making threatening sounds and saying threatening things – he 
looks at camera. 1.45Maverick discusses his clothes as his 
uniform – he is ignored again. Brigid tells Georgia she can be 
the owner. But Georgia doesn't want to be. Georgia goes under 
table, chewing on fish that Brigid as Mummy gives her.1.46 
Bedtime. Brigid approaches researcher and tells her that "Dean 
is actually not very nice". Planning about bedtime – pyjamas 
on. Maverick walks through game. 1.48 Dean comes over with 
threatening sounds and motions. He is ignored. more sounds 
and motions with broom. Dean looks at camera. 1.49.40 
Negotiation of roles – baby sister and cat. 1.50Brigid staring up 
at boys play. Boys walk through their game and stop. 1.50.42 
Girls ignore them. Mother leaving to go to shop- someone will 
come to look after you. 1.51.31 Brigid goes toward Dean to 
shop area. Dean on phone -ring ring – Maverick answers Dean 
calls out hello aren't you coming to shop. Mother returns. 
Negotiation of space by Georgia – both need to have rooms. 
Time for bed. Mother has a present for baby. She puts a 
threading in bag. Alex comes over to home area. Brigid looks at 
him but ignores him. 1.54.31  Negotiation of jobs – mother 
irons as directed by Georgia. Alex looks at researcher – holds 
doll – cuddles and kisses baby. Girls crawl off out of sight. Jack 
enters, Jack answers hello back. 

1.57 Alex, Georgia, Brigid, 
Maverick, Jack, Dean. 
 
Dramatic  
Play Area 

Alex sits on floor to dress baby. Looks toward researcher when 
encounters difficulty. Brigid and Georgia's play continues in 
background – "This is dangerous" Climbing on others back. 
1.58Negotiation of roles – horse. Alex in foreground continues 
to dress doll. Brigid on Georgia's back doing tricks. 1.58 
Maverick and Dean – Maverick directs Dean to put on school 
clothes -School time. Wants some help putting it on? Maverick 
asks Dean and tells him where arms go. Alex tries again to find 
outfit to fit baby. He succeeds. Girls continue to play horse 
game in background. Brigid looks at researcher – look what 
Alex did – he wrecked our house. 2.00Talks to researcher 
directly by name – Well Maryanne we made a house. Brigid 
starts to pack up fruit, taking it away from Alex. 2.02 Alex 
continues to dress baby, then picks up fish and starts to brush 
her hair. grooming doll, digs in with fish tail to get out tangles. 
Then he beats doll on head with other end of fish. Maverick 
directs Dean in the school game. Alex goes near Brigid – who 
points up the stairs directing him to play up with boys. Dean not 
very welcoming – No. Maverick scolds him – He's only 
learning Dean. Jack says – I'm in the principals office.2.05 Alex 
cooking with food. Girls dressing again. Teacher approaches 
and says to Dean "That's nice you are playing with these kids, 
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make friends that would be lovely". Brigid Dean points to Alex, 
saying plates – Teacher says – there is more plates over here. 
Tape ends. 

Tuesday 3rd April 2007 TAPE 5 (1hr 27mins) 
0  Dominic and Dylan get wheelbarrows and decide on equipment 

they will put in it. They take wheelbarrows off. 
2.3 Outdoor time 

Maddy, Toby, Charlotte, 
Brigid, Georgia, Becky,  

Maddy telling others don't tell on me, you'll get me upset. Toby 
trying to take tunnel away. Discussion about when he could 
give it back. Maddy decides the show is on right now and goes 
to tell Toby so that he must give back the tunnel. Toby replies 
that he hasn't done his thing yet. Charlotte joins in and tells him 
that the show is going to start. Toby does some clowning 
around with the tunnel. Maddy succeeds in getting the tunnel 
and sets it up, directing the others to get in. The others are the 
babies. Brigid tells Charlotte it is her bed as well, not just 
Georgia. Maddy agrees. Maddy moves tunnel to a different 
position. They prepare to watch a movie, Becky has popcorn 
and cake for movie. 6.00 Georgia refuses the cake, saying cats 
don't eat cake. Becky tries to convince her saying it's cat cake. 
Georgia refuses again. Charlotte asks Researcher for 
clarification on whether cats eat cake. Brigid and Toby make a 
bed, saying it's a lot softer. Brigid lies on it. Georgia comes 
over, meowing. Brigid doesn't acknowledge her. Georgia 
meows again and Brigid points to the other bed. Toby returns 
with a pillow for Brigid, then he joins Charlotte and Maddy. 
Maddy comes over to visit Toby and Brigid's house. 

13 Outdoor time 
Dominic, Dylan 

Dominic and Dylan use wheelbarrows and dump equipment on 
ground. Negotiation over role of garbage truck. They negotiate 
who gets what. 

15 Georgia Georgia "I'm so tired/tiny, I'm tired/tinier than a baby". 
16 Outdoor time Dominic, 

Dylan, Sawyer, Nils, 
Griffin,  

Dominic and Dylan walk around with wheelbarrows, call out to 
C that her hat is over here. They join in at water play. Parking 
wheelbarrows.18.30 Sawyer, Nils and Griffin are also at water 
trough. Griffin directing others. Discussion about what they are 
making – a volcano, no an explosion, Sawyer decides it's a 
drink. Nils announces he has a different idea. It is a snake. 
22.45 It's ready to suck your brains out. No not mine it's 
invisible, Sawyer. Griffin addresses camera – do you want to 
take a picture of me, I’m going do an explode. 

31.28 Georgia Georgia uses paint supplied to paint. 
35.05 Outdoor time 

Paddy 
Making a mud mixture. Discussion of resources needed – black 
dirt. Paddy announces Ice-cream for sale. Discussion of real 
ice-cream and joking. Scott and M mix one up together.   

38 Outdoor time 
Becky, Charlotte, 
Maddy, Georgia, Brigid 

Becky and Charlotte swinging on seat. Maddy wants them to 
play. Becky and Charlotte ask Maddy to watch them. Brigid and 
Georgia try it as well. Maddy now asks if they can please come 
to my house for a holiday. Georgia refuses. Bell rings, they start 
to pack up. Maddy sings Advance Australia Fair as she packs 
up, still in role. 

46 Exercise area Children wait for a turn in the egg and spoon race. 
47.2 Transition 

Toby, Charlotte 
Toby and Charlotte discuss how to get the lunch boxes upstairs. 
They negotiate a plan 

53.3 Indoor time 
Maddy 

Maddy's mum explains what they will be cooking today – mini 
pizzas. Teacher explains the other activities for indoor time 
today. Easter hats, playdoh and egg containers. The teacher asks 
who wants to cook. Children decide on areas and place names 
in pockets. 

59 Indoor time 
Ella  
Griffin 

Ella and Griffin work at the playdoh table, rolling the playdoh – 
Ella explains that she is making a face. Griffin tells her to make 
Easter eggs because it's Easter. Ella says she is making Santa. 
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Griffin agrees and extends his idea to make toys as well. 
1.00.45 Indoor time Making Easter hats 
1.03 Indoor time Making pizzas. The children spread tomato paste on the bases. 

Adults comment on their efforts. 
1.13.20 Indoor time 

Paddy 
Nils 
Jack 

Discussion of what they are building. Paddy says that his looks 
better. Discussion of where construction can fly – dirt, water, 
sinking sand. Boys start humming in unison jingle bells. Paddy 
does a funny version of jingle bells, then Rudolph the reindeer. 
Nils tells Paddy the rules about saying rude things. Children 
take turns in humorous versions. Nils says poo – Paddy replies 
not funny.1.13 Jack enters 

1.22.29 Carpet area 
Whole class 
Charlotte, Luke, Maddy, 
Dominic, Brigid, Sawyer 

 

Teacher asks children who cooked what they could share and 
suggests they plan what they will say in a small group first. 
Children decide who will say what in a small group. They use 
recipe and share what they did to make pizza.  More planning as 
they share the steps involved. Teacher leads discussion about 
other people at restaurant, waiters, cooks, customers. 1.27 Tape 
ends 

Wednesday 18 April 2007 TAPE 6 (1hr 31mins) 
0 Whole Class 

 
Carpet area 

Whole class doing actions to music. I'm so glad to be me. Paddy 
asks Are we allowed to put pens in show and tell box? Teacher 
says you have to interpret the rules. Good morning. Mark the 
roll. Alex arrives with broken arm. He fell over but we don't 
know about it because he doesn't use our language to tell us. 
Children surmise what happened and say they will have to look 
after him. Ella "We'll have to care about him really hard." 
Children make circle of friends. Paddy's turn for Show and tell 
box. Three clues. He gives three clues. It can't walk. Paddy asks 
someone if they know what it is. Toby says shell. Teacher 
suggests that Paddy got his idea from yesterday when Teacher 
gave example of shell when it was introduced. Teacher brings 
up Paddy's question about pencils in show and tell box. Teacher 
reads rules and gets children to tell what they think and what 
their reason would be. Matt thinks yes because they are not 
toys. Who agrees? Charlotte asked why it isn't a toy. Charlotte 
puts forward that because you can write with them and you can't 
write with toys. Scott reason – that a toy doesn't have a rubber 
and pencils do. Teacher points out they are using the reason 
word "because". Teacher follows up words "show and shell" 
similar – writes this on board. 

16.2 Whole Class 
 
Busy Bee Chart 

Comment about keeping things fair – taking turns to be the 
leaders. Children select how they will help today. 19.32 Dylan 
looks into camera. Children talk amongst themselves while the 
others are choosing. Teachers move children over. Nathan tells 
teacher sums. Oh you might be a mathematician. Others join in. 
Griffin joins in "I'll have to be a magician too". Teacher picks 
up on their interest. 

22.16 Whole Class 
 
Exercises 

Teacher numbers children 1,2 and asks Maverick if he can work 
out how to help Alex in ball games. He replies no. Toby 
volunteers to do it. Teacher gives instructions about how to 
throw ball so partner can catch it before it lands on chest. 
Children partner up. Toby attempt to throw it to Alex so he can 
catch it with one arm. Nathan upset. Teacher asks him to settle 
down and tell her what problem is. It's not a big problem. He 
was upset at Toby being Alex's partner. He hasn't got a partner. 
Teacher asks if Nathan could work with Toby and Alex. Toby 
reluctantly agrees. He plans how to work with three. Toby and 
Nathan forget to include Alex, teacher reminds them. 33.40 
Frederick arrives and Toby explains how he will be included in 
ball games. 
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39 Set Up Trolleys are wheeled out for outside play.   
39.4 Nathan, Jack, Becky, 

Brigid, Charlotte, Macy, 
Ella, Maddy 
 
Art 

Discussion about what colours are being mixed in finger 
painting. Children decide they need more paint. Maddy suggests 
ask the teacher. Teacher comes over. Children tell her they are 
making green. Children finish and wash hands. 

44 Dominic, Dylan, Paddy, 
Scott, Griffin,  Nathan 
 
Water Trough 

Water trough. Boys request spray bottles and colour for water. 
Teacher explains spray bottles getting clogged up with dirt so 
maybe not have dirt if they want to use spray bottles. 

47.1 Maverick, Becky 
 
Outdoor – Box 

Planning what they will use box for. This is our deck says 
Maverick. They slide box around to place under tree. On way 
Brigid gets squirted. She looks toward researcher. Pushes box 
another way, toward Maddy, Becky, Georgia, Charlotte's game. 
Negotiation taking place about who will be teacher in game. 
Maddy in control of negotiation of roles.51.00 Maddy using 
rhyme to sort out who will be child, teacher. In role Maddy tells 
them to sit down. More negotiation of roles 53.30.  Planning of 
resources for a game. Teacher approaches Becky and asks what 
she is playing. She doesn't tell her. More planning and gathering 
of resources 54.40. 

55.27 Outdoor – Box Boys planning game using large box and balls. Negotiation of 
where to put box. 

56.5 Outdoor – School Game School game continues. Becky asks teacher to help. Becky and 
Brigid explains to teacher that she and Charlotte wants it from 
Maddy. Teacher enquires if they have asked Maddy if they can 
have it. They do and are able to take it while teacher is present. 
Teachers (Charlotte, Maddy, Becky) set up on chairs. Charlotte 
directs kids to look up. Maddy shouts orders. " look at us, don't 
look at your friends". Girls plan what the game is as they direct 
others. Maddy demands attention of others "Guys listen". Bell 
rings, 'students' allowed to go off to play, bell rings again, 
Georgia mutters "that was short" and sits down again unhappily. 
Maddy left alone waiting for others to come back. The game is 
short of students. Charlotte is sent off to get others to play the 
game. Georgia thinks water is wee and checks with teacher. 
From water trough. Charlotte and Maddy orders others to come 
to school. Planning procedure of events. 1.03.30. Ella and Macy 
told to sit down again. Disputes about events of day between 
Charlotte and Maddy. Georgia decides Macy and Georgia will 
be late for school and Charlotte directs them to say 'Sorry I'm 
late'. Negotiation of roles 1.06.00 I'm Mrs. Nolan, Who am I? 
Girls go over to Becky to tell her she is not allowed to go over 
on grass – using role to tell her real rule. Maddy takes command 
using her role as teacher to control the play when Ella tries to 
change event. Ella, Macy and Georgia sit on step looking 
unhappy. 1.08.35. Maddy tells them to sing "hello", gets up and 
claps her hands at them to get the others to sing. Negotiation of 
events 1.10.50. Charlotte refers to lateness of "some people" 
and uses this as reason for not being able to have long day. 
Charlotte and Maddy direct others to do actions in music. 
Discussion about Ella's role – she has to sit on lino because she 
was late. Georgia and Macy reluctantly act out song. Bell rings 
for tidy up time. Girls collect items and take back to tidy up. 

 Whole Class 
 
Carpet area 

Teacher puts Maddy's hearing aid on. Children sit "shushing 
each other". Teacher explains about Maddy's new hearing aid 
and microphone to help her hear things really well. Hickory 
Dickory Dock rhyme time. One child asked to help find front of 
book. Teacher asks Sawyer what gave him clue that that is 
front. Scott shows class how to open book and turn pages. 
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Children make up their own rhymes to Hickory Dickory dock. 
Learning about time o'clock. Musical instruments handed out to 
make sound one when they say rhyme again. 

 Whole Class 
 
Philosophy Time 

Teacher goes over rules for philosophy – Look, stay still, listen, 
think about what others are saying to see if we agree or don't 
agree with them, only the person with ball speak. Reasoned 
well, if something happened this might be what happens 
because of it. Finish the statement that starts if with then what 
would happen. if I had four legs instead of two, then, everyone 
thinks you're an animal (Becky). Pass someone else the ball. 
Who's got something different to say. Then I would look like an 
animal (Georgia). Then I might step on other people (Maddy). 
Then I could climb better (Nathan). Children choose someone 
else to have ball. If I ears as big as doors, then I won't be able to 
fit through doors (Jack). If I had ears as big as doors then I 
would smash some trees down (Ella). I wouldn't be able to go to 
sleep (Maddy – who is hearing impaired) Cos everyone would 
be talking and I could hear everything. If I had a neck like a 
giraffe then i wouldn't be able to fit in houses (Toby). If we all 
had wings, then, we could see things down below (Griffin) 
Dylan looks at camera and says hi. Teacher reminds children 
not to call out, but put hand up. Children asked to turn to person 
beside to talk about is we all had wings. This is because we all 
like to speak in philosophy. Dominic and Toby in foreground 
chatting. Children then have to tell what partner had said.  Tape 
ends 

Wednesday 18th April 2007(continued) TAPE 7 (55mins) 
0 Whole Class 

 
Transition 

Teacher tells children the activities and routine of inside time 
today. Children choose activities. 

20.45 Dominic Dylan, Becky 
 
Dramatic Play 

Dominic and Dylan select the dolls house and start putting the 
furniture into it. Dylan uses high pitched voice to enact a 
member of the family. Planning where furniture and members 
of family go in the house. Georgia comes over and takes an 
object, Dominic objects "we got this first". Looking in box for 
more equipment. 

26.35 Teacher, Nathan, 
Charlotte, Ella, Griffin 
 
Indoor 

Children have to sequence a picture and explain to teacher the 
story about what is happening. 

28.38 Luke, Nathan, Sawyer, 
Paddy, Jacob 
 
Block Area 

"What about you put it on the side" Griffin negotiates with 
Jacob. Jacob addresses researcher "He's got the biggest 
building, look Maryanne".  Using cars. Discussion about how 
old Luke' brother is. Boys try to out do each other. Jacob piles 
cars into his building. Dispute over building. 40.38. Planning 
how cars will move over blocks. 

41.28 Dramatic Play Dominic and Dylan continue play in dolls house. Dominic now 
uses high pitched voice for baby. I'm magic says Dominic. Role 
play using figures. Dylan looks at camera then ducks his head. 

46.35 Charlotte, Maddy, Toby, 
Becky 
 
Dramatic Play 

Maddy organises others in a café. Have a look at my menus. 
Toby takes Maddy away, ":it's birthday time" Charlotte 
addresses camera "Do you know what we're playing – cafes. 
And people come and collect our food". Maddy brings cake. 
Charlotte says it is my birthday. Dispute about where to write. 
Toby told not to write on book. Maddy instructs Toby to go and 
wrap up the present. He goes reluctantly. Georgia joins in. 
Becky points for Toby to go away (inaudible). Maddy sits and 
Toby finds himself without a seat. Charlotte says it's storming 
outside. Maddy goes to get present. Toby sits in the seat. 
Charlotte comes over with present. It is for Georgia. “The green 
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one is my present for Maddy”. And one is for me. 55.46Tape 
ends. 

Tuesday 24 April 2007 TAPE 8 (2hrs) 
0 Whole Class 

 
Carpet area 

Teacher explains a board game to children that they will be 
playing next. Teacher numbers children around the circle 1,2,3. 
Children go out to get pieces when their number is called. 
Children start playing game. Jacob and Scott in their group lay 
out the rules to Matt about how to use a dice. Paddy very 
animated in his group with Nathan and Dylan. Dispute over 
what position the marker is. 13.16 Bell rings. Children listen for 
their number to bring back the pieces of game. 

14 Whole Class 
 
Busy Bee Chart 

Teacher picks out new leaders from tin. Children choose which 
job they will help with today. 

 Whole Class 
 
Transition 

Water bottles taken out to verandah. 

22 Whole Class 
 
Exercises 

Children climb over ladder and planks and continue on the 
obstacle course. Georgia and Maddy discuss having an ear ache 
while they are waiting for a turn. They continue their 
conversation when they finish. Brigid interrupts by tapping on 
Georgia's shoulder and asks if she wants to see her jumper. 
Discussion about having day off the next day for Anzac Day. 
Maddy tells others about her poppy who will be marching. 

25 Whole Class 
 
Set Up 

Trolleys are wheeled out by Dominic and Dylan. Some 
discussion about games. 

27 Jacob, Luke, Brigid, 
Teacher 
 
Outdoor 

Jacob and Luke use bats to hit ball hanging from tree. Brigid 
tries to join in. Brigid complains and Jacob gives her the ball 
and some advice "Maybe if you move in a bit". Luke hits the 
rope over the branch. Teacher comes over and asks Luke if they 
should let him hit it too hard everyday and addresses others for 
their opinion. Brigid and Jacob say no – don't hit it so hard. 
Teacher explains she doesn't want to spend the whole time 
getting ball down because others want her to see what they are 
doing. When Brigid is gone, Jacob and Brigid ask Luke not to 
hit it. Jacob asks "Why do you like this game so much". They 
try to get ball down by pulling on string. 30.58 Teacher arrives 
with ladder to get ball down. Play continues with others 
reminding Luke not to hit it so hard. Jacob and Brigid monitor 
how hard Luke is hitting ball. 32.28 Teacher comes back to 
comment on the gentle pats now being used to hit ball. 34.00 
Luke reprimands Jacob on letting everyone have a turn "You 
have to share. That's the rules". Jacob replies "hey don't hit it 
hard, that's hard". Brigid now under the spotlight because she 
keeps hitting it. "I'll only play with you if you be nice", The 
boys try to repair "oh Brigid you can't keep hitting it". Brigid 
walks off. 

37 Nathan, Maverick, Matt, 
Sawyer, Jack 
 
Outdoor 

Playing with ball, boys decide on rules. Maverick explains the 
role of goal keeper to Sawyer. Nathan says "he's got a red card" 
he approaches Matt "That means you're out for the season. You 
have to be goalie." Maverick asks what rules are. Play seems to 
stall as they lose players. Nathan and Maverick run off to get 
Jack. They negotiate roles and teams. Boys walk off as they 
become dissatisfied with decisions. Jack suggests an alterative 
game of handball and take turns. 40.30 They go to get a drink. 
Discussion over who won. Discussion about trophies. Dispute 
over who gets trophies. Maverick thought not everyone, just the 
whole team. Nils describes actions of the winners – jump on 
each others back, hug each other for joy, put shirts over their 
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head. Negotiation over what game to play – suggestions juggle, 
bear hunt. Nathan not happy with those ideas, Maverick 
suggests he can choose. Others approached. Nathan then 
decides we're playing baddies and police. 45.00 Oh no – some 
complaints but all follow over to get hats for game. They ask 
teacher if they can get helmets. Helmets obtained from shed. 
Planning over roles. Nathan says "no I choose which one" He 
changes the hats from others. Maverick accepts change of hat. 
47.00 Nathan changes game to Army. He changes hats to army 
hats. Discussion of Turks as baddies (Anzac Day next day). 
Negotiation of roles continue. 49.00 Boys go to ball and bats. 
Maverick relays rule about not hitting it too hard. Aren't we 
playing army? Yep says Nathan leaving bats. They go over to 
tunnel. More discussion over roles 50,00 "We're not the boss, 
we the people that fight". Discussion of purpose of resources. 
Jack decides not to play army "Too boring". Ball in tree branch 
again. 

 Teacher, Ella, Maddy, 
Matt, Scott, Macy 
 
Outdoor 

Dead toad discovered in the garden. Ella tells teacher about 
toads and frogs. Ella has a discussion with teacher about her 
friend who looks after green tree frogs. The other children 
gather around the toad to study it. Scott comments that is looks 
and feels like wood. Maddy discusses a dead parrot that was 
found in her garden. Maddy says there is no eyes. Teacher 
agrees saying "Yes that it is interesting. Yes, we're studying it 
and finding out about all sorts of things about toads from 
studying it. " Ella starts a conversation with Macy about frogs 
and blood. Macy replies she has seen a dingo. Maddy starts to 
tell everyone what to do. Macy and Ella continue their 
conversation, Maddy keeps interrupting when they do not 
respond to her orders. She takes the limelight? by acting out the 
death of the toad. Macy tries to regain Ella's attention? Maddy 
lifts toad up – act of dominance? 1.00. 

1.01.50 Jack, Luke, Paddy, 
Nathan 
 
Outdoor 

Boys climbing trees as kookaburras. Crocodiles can't get up in 
tree. Jack, Nathan and Luke teasing Paddy who is the crocodile. 
Nathan and Jack decide to be crocodiles with Paddy. Luke 
comes down calling for Mr. crocodile. Maverick joins in. 

1.08.00 Sawyer, Jacob, Scott, 
Nathan 
 
Outdoor 

Skateboard ramp. Sawyer explains it to teacher. /Sawyer uses 
foam planks, then moves off to announce to others. He tries to 
gain interest from others to join his game. Jacob is interested, 
teacher informs Sawyer. Jacob and Scott start to rearrange the 
foam and add ideas for the ramp. Planning and negotiation of 
props continues. Nathan comes over and asks if he can play. 
Nathan negotiates his role, "I'll be the judge". Sawyer replies 
"No no judges you just play". 

1.11.00 Dylan 
 
Outdoor 

Ball and bats game. Problem with taking turns. Discussion with 
teacher present about how to take turns. Paddy suggests takes 
turns. Dylan shares his ideas about when it will be someone 
else's turn. Gets upset when others start talking, reclaims his 
turn to speak. Children accept his idea and wait on log until 
their turn. 

1.13.00 Jacob, Sawyer, Nathan, 
Scott 
 
Outdoor 

Skateboard ramp continues. Discussion about how to get ramp 
to stay up. Planning and negotiation taking place. Game turns 
into bowling game. Manipulation of resources. Problem 
solving. Negotiation of plan of game 1.16 by Nathan. Play 
extended time due to cancellation of specialist lesson. Dispute 
of how to put ramps. Sawyer losing interest in game and leaves 
game. Jacob and Scott move ramps to a new area. They attempt 
to roll a ball the whole length of ramp. 

1.22.00 Dylan, Luke, Maverick Pack up time. Upset in bat and ball. Dylan crying about not 
having a turn. Maverick tells him not to cry about it. You can 
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have a turn next time says Luke. You can cry if you want to, 
Maverick. 

1.24.00 Whole Class 
 
Transition 

Children finish packing up and sit on seats. Teacher reflects on 
outside time – problem solving, sorting out things and giving 
them extra time to do this. Children go down to get lunch boxes. 
Problem solving how to carry drinks upstairs by Jacob and 
Paddy. 

1.26.00 Jack, Nathan, Luke, 
Brigid, Luke, Jacob, 
Dylan 
 
Lunch 

Discussion of where to sit, who to sit with. Examination of 
lunch and discussion about lunches. Healthy eating discussion 
and what happens if you don't eat healthy things. Good food and 
bad food. Discussion about death and illnesses. 

1.33.00 Whole Class 
 
Carpet area 

Literacy time. Teacher reads rhymes that children have made 
up. Review of previous work. In circle children take philosophy 
ball and say a word, completing rhyme. 

1.42.00 Whole Class 
 
Transition 

Teacher explains indoor time activities. Special teacher directed 
activity that each group needs to do. Indoor activities include 
making a mouse using Hessian . Children choose which activity 
using cards. 

1.46.00 Maverick, Scott, Jacob 
 
Block Area 

Negotiation about building – whose building where. Maverick 
directs Jacob to build on his building but Jacob says he will 
build his own building and join it. Maverick decides his 
birthday party will be on blocks. Scott doesn't agree with how 
Jacob is building. Jacob leaves to his own area. threats about 
taking all the blocks, Maverick moves to shelf and starts 
removing all blocks. Jacob upset and starts building quicker. I'm 
telling, Jacob states his building is actually birthday party 
(reciprocal behaviour as weapon). Maverick replies that he isn't 
going to your stupid birthday. Some repair – Jacob says we can 
make a bridge. Maverick refuses to make a bridge. 1.50.50 
Jacob wants others to join his, no says Maverick. How about 
being neighbours? say Jacob. No says Maverick. Threats of 
telling again. Maverick reads rules to Jacob "only three blocks 
high". "I know what not plus not plus not equals – do not" says 
Scott. Repetition of direction by Maverick – "you're not 
building onto ours". Some repair from Scott, you get this and 
this and this. "you guys are mean, really, really mean" says 
Jacob getting upset. Paddy comes over to Jacob and whispers 
something to him. Jacob threatens to break the other's building 
if they don't let him join on. "that's mean" says Maverick. "Fine 
then join on then if you really want to" says Maverick. Jacob 
starts to join on "No not that way." Bell rings and teacher calls 
over group 2 – Jacob gets up to go. Scott and Maverick plan 
what they will do with Jacob's blocks. "We can get his blocks 
up." 1.58 Sawyer joins in with Scott's trapping cars game. 
Maverick continues to build. Paddy comes over to show Sawyer 
his mobilo. Scott says "Not Paddy now". 2.0 Tape ends 

Thursday 26th April 2007 TAPE 9 (1hr 47mins) 
0 Whole Class 

 
Carpet area 

Morning song. Children do actions of song. Sit in partners to 
tell each other where there favourite place is. Maddy and 
Charlotte discuss what they like to do. Discussion about dream 
world, SeaWorld, underwater world, the whole wide world. 
Children Dancing. 

8 Whole Class 
 
Carpet area 

Good morning time, roll call. 

9.55 Dylan, Whole Class 
 
Mystery Box 

Dylan reads his clue for the mystery object in the box. Dylan 
asks children with their hands up. Becky guesses macadamia 
nut after many guesses. 

17.3 Whole Class Teacher reminds children what a good listener does. Snuggles is 
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Carpet area – Cuddles 

passed around the circle. Children tell what they did on holiday 
yesterday. 

23.14 Whole Class 
 
Busy Bee Chart 

Teacher picks out new leaders from tin. Children choose which 
job they will help with today. 

28.55 Whole Class 
 
Transition 

Children move out to exercises 

29.15 Whole Class 
 
Exercises 

Children climb over ladder and planks and continue on the 
obstacle course. Children chat while they sit and wait for others 
to have a turn. 

35 Whole Class 
 
Set up 

Trolleys are wheeled out by Maverick and Charlotte. Teacher 
aide asks if they help each other. Children reply no. Teacher 
asks 

36 Whole Class 
 
Planning 

Teacher asks some of the children what they are going to do 
today. 

 Brigid, Nathan, Paddy, 
Jack 
 
Outdoor Boxes 

Nathan asks Brigid if she is playing spies. Brigid says he doesn't 
know how. Nathan replies threat he is good at it. They move 
over to boxes. Boys run off, chasing after each other. Brigid 
turns and says "I guess I'll just have to chase after them". 

38.48 Dylan, Dominic, Scott 
 
Outside – Water Play 

Scott uses pump, Dominic tries to have pump. He moves to the 
other water trough. Dominic addresses camera – "We're putting 
this colour in". Dylan stands and holds funnel and pipe. Dylan 
looks at camera 'I need to take my sandals off". Dominic moves 
over to tell teacher what they are doing in the water. negotiation 
about what tools to use in water. Dominic claims ownership of 
the game "inventure" (invention). "I made this inventure". Scott 
corrects him "It's an invention". Dylan gets upset with Dominic. 

47 Luke, Toby, Maverick 
 
Outside – Ramp I 

Negotiation about construction of ramps. Maverick and Luke 
discuss the positioning of the ramps. Maverick says I've got a 
better one, like this". 49.10 Toby calls out to More ramps are 
lined up. Jacob says his can do something different. Maverick 
disagrees arguing that they can come flying down. Luke and 
Toby go to get more ramps from upstairs. Jacob brings it back. 
Jack and Nathan want some of the ramps. 51.20 "We were 
having three" Toby gives some to them, Nathan takes one away. 
They say they are making a road. Toby calls out that they are 
making a road. (repair). The others reply they are making a 
better road. Toby, Luke roll the balls down their road. Matt 
looks on and asks if he can play. Luke replies "Get your own 
ball, get your own ball". Negotiation of ramps again. Luke says 
"I have an idea" . He lays ramps across ways. "look Toby, a 
jump". 

57 Nathan, Jack, Jacob, 
Matt, Maverick, Sawyer 
 
Outside – Ramp II 

Luke and Jacob move over to Jack and Nathan's ramp and try it 
out. Boys observe tennis balls goes to fast. When Maverick 
comes back they say, "Sorry Maverick we can't allow any tennis 
balls down here". Maverick and Jack try to get another ramp 
that is being used to stop things rolling under building. They 
need to think of something else. They try to take a ramp from 
Maverick. They reply that Luke said they could have it. 

1.00.42 Luke, Toby, Maverick 
 
Outside – Ramp III 

Luke and Toby have moved their ramps to obstacle frames. 
Matt argues with them about the rules for ramps and balls. 
Ownership of idea. Toby says we decided they didn't need all 
the ramps and takes it away and tries to give it to others. They 
refuse it. Luke disagrees. Toby tries to convince Luke that the 
other ramp is a "good  One" and the other not needed. Dispute 
continues. Toby and Luke argue over who Jack needs to be 
asked to play in their area. 1.05.40 Toby asks Jack if he can 
play with them because Luke is being mean. Luke claims 
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ownership of idea again. He objects to Matt's placement of 
ramps. Sawyer uses plank to drive cars on. Matt thinks that is a 
cool idea. Matt and Luke both announce they have a cool idea. 
1.07.58 Matt "I don't care about your idea." Argument of whose 
game it is. 1.08.30Luke maps out game to Scott. Dominic and 
Dylan come over. 1.11.15More ownership of idea by Luke. 
Dispute over whether idea is possible by Scott. 

1.12.45 Jack, Sawyer, Nathan, 
Maverick 
 
Outside – Ramp IV 

Jack, Sawyer, Nathan and Maverick use trucks on a ramp 
balanced against wall. Nathan asks "if this will do it Maverick". 
Nils directs Sawyer 

1.13 Luke, Matt 
 
Outside 

Back to Ramp III Luke and Matt add to the ramp. Luke finds 
himself on his own. 1.15He goes off and meets Jacob. He brings 
him over and maps out game for him.   

1.17 Nathan, Maverick, 
Paddy 
 
Outside 

Nathan starts to move ramps down stairs. He asks Paddy if he 
will carry something. Bell rings for pack up. 

1.18.26 Sawyer, Paddy, Scott, 
Nathan 
 
Pack up 

Discussion of where to sit, who to sit with. Charlotte says "you 
need to sit with friends". 

1.22 Whole Class 
 
Carpet area – Literacy 

Paddy tells a variation of Hickory Dickory Dock. He changes it 
to a silly way. Sawyer stands up and recites poem. Many 
children want to have a turn. Teacher suggests they make a 
circle and use philosophy ball to have a turn. Teacher asks 
children if they are ready to say rhyme on Assembly on 
Monday. Children are undecided. Teacher asks if everyone has 
sewn mouse puppet. Philosophy ball passed around and 
children say rhyme. Passed around again, children say 
variations of rhyme. Children enjoy this. Teacher says that they 
are ready to make up their own story about mouse. Teacher 
writes out words and framework for story writing 1.34 
Characters, happenings (events), places. Children turn to a 
partner and tell them their ideas for story. Difference between 
Mouse/mice explained. 

1.47 Toby, Luke 
 
Transition 

lunch time Toby and Luke  problem solve how to bring up 
water bottles 1.47.55 Tape ends 

Thursday 26th April 2007 (continued) TAPE 10 (1hr 14mins) 
0 Whole Class 

 
Transition/ Specialist 
Environmental 
Education 

Teacher gathers equipment for children to carry to 
environmental education. They walk out to garden area. 

2.4 Environmental 
Education 

Children greet environmental education teacher who explains it 
is time for the children to build their own garden bed. They are 
told they will put herbs into this garden. Discussion about herbs 
by teacher and some of the children offer herbs they are familiar 
with. Teacher shows picture about a herb spiral in book which 
they will be starting on today. Children are allocated jobs 
according to their groups. 

11.3 Georgia, Jacob, 
Dominic, Maddy, Luke, 
Maverick 
 
Environmental 
Education 

Children commence their job of digging out soil to fill buckets 
for garden. Discussion about which soil should be collected. 
Georgia says "I saw him pick up a grub". The children find a 
grub and crowd. 13.33 Teacher comes over to give instructions 
about filling bucket. Discussion of job and when they are to 
stop. Georgia is envious of group's 2 job in the chook yard. 
Slight Dispute over which group number they are. Luke notices 
monster truck tyre. Georgia tells Luke "the teacher didn't say we 
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are allowed to dig in that". 16.10 Discussion about wheels and 
tyres. 18.17 Maddy addresses researcher "Do you think that's 
enough". Children ask teacher what the grub is that they found. 
Teacher replies it is beetle lava. Luke and Georgia disagree on 
difference between worms and lava. 20.28 Teacher comes to 
inspect bucket progress and tells them to come on. 21.24 
Another bug is found.21.55 Maddy calls out to the others to do 
their work. Discussion about whose turn to take bucket away. 
Teacher inspects the object they think is a peanut. 24 "I see 
what you're saying...it does look like a peanut".  24.37 Georgia 
tells others to keep on digging. 24.40 Fight over whose turn for 
bucket.  25.50 Reasoning about what will happen if they don't 
dig. 

29.28 Transition Children go over to herb mountain site and tip their soil in. 
30.31 Whole Class 

 
Reflection Time 

Children instructed to finish off and come over for a drink. 
Children asked to share what they discovered while they were 
digging and working. Georgia shares the experience about 
finding the beetle lava. Charlotte tells that they found a toad. 
Teacher asks if it was like the one they found the other day. 
How was it different. 34.30 Georgia said it might be a frog – 
and explains how they are the same. 35 Sawyer shares his ideas 
about stink bug which makes a stink if annoyed. Paddy helps to 
reason why. Maverick talks about the shell that looked like a 
peanut. Teacher elaborates. 

38.1 Whole Class 
 
Transition 
 

Children follow leaders back to class. 

38.4 Whole Class 
 
Carpet area 

Dylan Looks at camera. Children gather on carpet. Teacher 
starts a new list for cooking turns. Teacher aide tells children 
what is being cooked today. Children put hands up to show they 
would like to be involved. 

43 Whole Class 
 
Transition 

Children use their name cards to show where they would like to 
play today. 

44.36 Dylan, Paddy, Nils, Jack, 
Nathan, Maverick 
 
Indoor – Mobilo 

Boys start to construct using mobilo. Paddy tells others "I am 
making something better than a robot" . Nathan is asked to 
make something for Jack. Discussion on whose team they will 
be. Nathan " I am making something way better that yours 
Paddy. 48.09 Discussion about best friends with Paddy.51.30 
Nils says "No one knows how to make ships like me" ."I'm 
going to kill these people". Jack describes his construction. 54 
Maverick joins the group, the children ask him to explain his 
construction (does it fit in the criteria?). 58 Paddy and Jack fight 
using their constructions. Jack strategises with Nils, "The only 
way to shoot Paddy's is to break bits off him".  Nathan threatens 
to break it with his fist – Paddy tells him only he can break it 
because he made it. 1.05 Nathan lays down the conditions of 
being on his "team" and the consequences if Nathan B doesn't 
have criteria "I'll kick you off and you have to be on Paddy's 
team". Bell rings. Children place their constructions on shelf for 
the next day. 

1.07.00 Teacher, Nils, Paddy 
 
Pack up 

Teacher asks Nathan and Paddy about their construction. They 
explain they are space ship that transform into other things. 
Jack, Nathan, Nils pack up. Conversation about their toys at 
home, reciprocity in a competitive manner. 

1.09.40 Whole Class 
 
Reflection Time 

Teacher does actions that children follow in order to gain 
children's attention. Teacher asks children who cooked scones 
how they know if they made enough for everyone. Children 
offer ideas about how many they will need. Maverick explains 
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how he worked out 25, 26, 27 are needed. Discussion about 
events of afternoon, scones, birthday circle, birthday cake. 
1.14.45 Tape ends 

Monday 30th April 2007 TAPE 11 (1hr 31mins) 
0 Whole Class, Griffin 

 
Carpet area – Mystery 
Box 

Teacher greets children and marks the roll. Griffin gives out the 
clues for the mystery box. Macy guesses the object is a rock. 
Teacher refers to when Becky's Dad came and explained rocks 
and said "maybe they can guess what kind of rock because we 
know that rocks aren't all the Scott". He gives them the 
beginning sound, teacher finds the clues written out and reads 
them. 

6.25 Whole Class 
 
Carpet area – Stories 
from the weekend 

The children make a circle and pass cuddles the cow around to 
tell the others what they did on the weekend. 

13 Whole Class 
 
Busy Bee Chart 

Teacher picks out new leaders from tin. Children choose which 
job they will help with today.  Alex and Sawyer are the leaders. 

20 Whole Class 
 
Exercises 

Teacher explains game for exercises today – a variation of 
What's the Time Mr. Wolf – Hickory Dickory Dock. Children 
instructed to move out to the oval. They play the game. Some 
children stay at beginning – teacher aide instructs them forward. 

29 Whole Class 
 
Planning 

Teacher tells children the activities and routine of outside time 
today including a Humpty Dumpty wall for words that children 
to write the words they know; a lovely painting of themselves; 
white beads and tweezers to experiment with in water trough. 
Trolley helpers go off to set up. Paddy is asked to roll rope up 
and is encouraged to work out how he will roll it up. 

33.5 Brigid, Georgia, Becky 
 
Outdoor – Writing wall 

Brigid writes vet. Teacher asks her how she knew how to spell 
it. Becky writes word then Macy. Teacher asks Macy what she 
wrote. Becky tells teacher the letters she wrote. Ella comes over 
to have a turn and writes some letters from her name. She can't 
name them, but she knows they are in her name. Becky 
identifies Charlotte that is in her brother's name. Becky and 
Brigid keep writing. Macy and Ella move off. Becky asks 
Brigid what the letters are.39 Brigid talks to camera and 
explains the silly game she starts with boys. Brigid tells Becky 
how to spell Brigid and Becky writes it. Brigid takes pen and 
shows Becky how do  a J. Brigid asks to do some writing now 
and takes the pen. Becky leaves to do something else. 

41 Jacob, Dominic, Dylan, 
Alex, Sawyer 
 
Outdoor – Water Trough 

White balls and tweezers are used. Jacob complains that he has 
only got three and others have more balls them him, repeats this 
several times. Jacob pushes Dominic  out of way and tells Alex 
that the balls were his.  Alex ignores him. Sawyer complains he 
has only got one. 

45 Georgia, Maddy, Becky, 
Brigid, Luke, Toby 

Georgia, Maddy, Becky, Luke and Toby are using foam strips 
to make a house. Georgia and Brigid tell on Luke to teacher, 
Teacher doesn't come over but gives advice, Toby attempts 
repair by saying 51 We're building you a house and again 
52"you can live with us?". Disagreement over swimming pool. 
Georgia reluctant to join in and asks boys about swimming 
pool. When others move over she brings up fact that can't work 
because someone let boys have foam strips, they move away 
again (Georgia's agenda won). 54.30 Other group of boys want 
some of the foam strips, Disagreement of who has them and 
fairness. Georgia says boys always have them and this is their 
first day of doing this. More disagreement of swimming pool – 
57.20 Georgia and Brigid use cats as their reason not to have 
swim pool. This is the problem – Georgia refers again to 
problem of boys having foam strips again. 58 Griffin comes 
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over to tell others to be nice because he is sick.  More 
discussion about pool. Negotiation of roles according to MCA – 
1.00.48 Maddy instructs others to spread out water, Georgia 
says she can't work because she is a baby dog (using category of 
dog for own agenda – not working).1.01.50Toby tries again to 
repair situation "hey guys can we all sleep in one house". Brigid 
and Georgia discuss how many foam strips they have. They 
count out the number. Brigid say others have 5 as well. Georgia 
not happy. 1.03.15 Brigid goes off to talk to others again. Brigid 
tells Maverick that the others want more. Maverick says "that 
won't be fair", explains. Teacher consulted who asks what she 
thinks. Brigid says she thinks it's fair and explains it. She goes 
off to tell others it won't be fair. She goes back and tells and 
Maddy agrees "yes five is a lot". 1.05 Brigid replies "Well why 
are you asking for more?". 1.06 Toby and Luke attempt to kick 
down their house. Georgia talks to them, saying you are not 
listening to us.1.07.20 Georgia goes off to tell teacher the boys 
want to go around there but they will break our house. teacher 
asked. Georgia reports they are allowed to. 1.08.45 Boys reply 
they are going to go over the bridge and in car park and over the 
road. They elaborate on their story. Boys go off daring to do 
these actions and then cut through the bushes. 1.10.00They 
come back chanting "hey girlies, we're going through the side.". 
Georgia goes back to tell teacher Luke climbed up the gate. 
Teacher suggests this trouble is that they would like to play 
with you? Girls deny this, Teacher suggests they see if they 
would like to play with them. Girls go back but did not ask 
boys. Brigid says "we told on you." Boys keep on talking. Luke 
jumps up on fence again. Brigid says you're not allowed to and 
tells others "He did it again". Georgia and her go off again, 
shoulders slumped "telling time". Teacher replies they probably 
want to join in with you. Girls leave area. 

  Jack and boys go and ask girls if they could have the foam 
strips, since they don't seem to be using them. Luke says they're 
not mine ask the girls. Girls reply they could have all of them. 
Jack takes them back. Paddy says "I'm an excellent builder". 
Discussion of what to make. 

1.15.21 Georgia, Brigid 
 
Outdoor 

Georgia asks Brigid where she wants to play – with the piggy 
house instead? 

1.16 Jack, Nils, Paddy 
 
Outdoor – Palace 

Boys use foam strips on steps to make palace. Discussion by 
Paddy about what to build. 

1.18 Georgia, Brigid 
 
Outdoor 

Georgia and Brigid in tree, making a house. Negotiation of roles 
and resources. 

1.19 Paddy, Jack, Dominic, 
Dylan 
 
Pack up 

Paddy continues to build with foam strips. Pack up time. Jack 
denies he needs help from Paddy and takes strips away. 
Children pack away the resources and Dominic and Dylan 
move trolleys in, denying help from others. 

1.22.31 Whole Group 
 
Transition 

Addresses researcher, "look what I found", disagreement of 
who sits where, children move and save seats for others. 

1.23.25 Whole Group 
 
Reflection Time 

Macy tells teacher she was a pussy and Ella played. Jack tells of 
the kingdom and problem with roles 'I was the knight and I was 
supposed to be the king". Georgia tells of plan for steps so you 
don't touch the water. 1.25 Griffin tells of his experiment of a 
floating fish. Teacher asks if anyone had a problem and how did 
they solve it. 1.27Toby says the problem and Toby says they 
would make a big house for everyone to live in. Brigid takes 
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credit for plan. Macy tells of her problem with Ella both 
wanting to be same thing – they took turns. Teacher picks up on 
this and repeats it. 1.28.45 Maverick tells of girls wanting more 
and how if they had one more they wouldn't have same amount 
and it wouldn't be fair. Teacher repeats what happened that they 
talked about it and making sure it was fair. Paddy tells of when 
they made the castle and they asked the girls if the boys could 
have the strips so they could make a big castle and that the girls 
cooperated. Children go down to get lunch. 1.31.45 Tape ends 

Wednesday 2nd May 2007 TAPE 12 (1hr 37mins) 
0 Outdoor time Georgia, Paddy, Nils, Jack, Nathan mixing sand and water in 

bucket. “vomit” “This feels better” reciprocal behaviour. “need 
to share Becky”. Water trough to get more dirt and water. 
Pouring mud on bricks. “Don’t you’ll get mucky” Discussion 
about ideas. Assessment of ideas “that’s a good idea” Dare to 
drink mix “how about you drink it” .4 “Will we chuck it all over 
ourselves?”  Frederick feels mud. Teacher inspects. Boys 
explain it to teacher. Georgia helps to mix. “you can’t have 
anymore” Discussion about overflowing. Teacher asks about 
plan? Girls use foam strips – boys say thanks for making bridge 
over puddle. Girls say we are not making bridge. Mud gets 
spread over foam strips. 18 teacher asks about rules Ella says 
she is guard of bridge. Teacher reminds children they will need 
to clean up when bell rings. “I don’t mind what you do here but 
it’s all got to be left as we find it”.25 pack up time. Big clean 
up.  Disputes as they clean up. 

44 Reflection time Children gather on steps. Teacher suggests they need to have a 
talk about a plan about how to play. The last problem took us a 
long time to clean up.  

46 Carpet time Teacher writes a plan on paper. Children suggest not to make 
mess. Discourse matches adults. Describe problem.  Nils offers 
description and solution. Children talk to each other to find 
solution.  

55 Philosophy Teacher reads story ‘Imagine”. Use philosophy ball. Finish 
sentences. Imagine if I was in the jungle, then I would swing 
with the… .Talk to friend, Imagine I was…1.38 

0 Indoor time 
Georgia, Becky, 
Charlotte 

Georgia, Becky, Charlotte drawing and cutting at a table 
making Humpty Dumpty. Discuss dads, Easter – comparing 
how many eggs they each got  100 etc ‘This is true”5.00 
Charlotte looks at camera 10.00 Georgia and Charlotte leave 
table tape ends  

Wednesday 9th May 2007 TAPE 13 (1hr 57mins) 
0 Whole class Group time 

Carpet area 
Maddy has an object and give clues. Children guess Australian 
flag. Teacher interacts with Maddy. Discussion about flags. 
Leaders go out side.  

8.00 Whole class  
Outdoor  

8.00 parachute play. Teacher gives instructions, movement with 
parachute. Add beanbags. Fold it up.  

18.00.00 Outdoor 
pipes Paddy and Nils 

Children select items to use. Paddy and Nils spread out sheet for 
a base. Collaboration. Paddy selects large pipes, bats, hoops, 
dispute over ball in game Paddy- my idea, so I can decide. Boys 
using pipes and balls. Paddy asks teacher for table to make a 
tank. 24.00 Paddy –“I made this decision up so I can say not”.  
Paddy and Nils left on own. 26.00. “No cannon balls firing” 
yells Nils on instruction by Paddy. Repeats, standing at top of 
stairs. Others come along with balls. Jack and others take over 
pipe with hoops. Make it into horse and ride on it. They discuss 
what to do with pipe. Paddy looks at others from top of hill.  

32.00.00 Outdoor 
 

Maddy “let’s say you can’t play with another friend. No you 
can’t come to my party”. Charlottes discusses where she wants 
to play and promise to come back.  
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33.00.00 Outdoor 
pipes – Paddy and Nils 

Promise of bringing Lego tomorrow by Griffin. Paddy insists to 
Griffin no cannon balls fired. Fight over balls “he did it” when 
cannon ball rolls away. 35.00.00 Alright you’re out of the game. 
No more balls. Boys go to teacher, Nils tells teacher that they 
were doing wrong thing in front of others. Teacher asks if they 
could have a job to do in game. Teacher asks others if they will 
help control deck on Nils’s suggestion. Paddy directs Luke 
when to fire.39.00.00 “I made the game up” – Paddy.”I decide”. 
Paddy I made them so I can decide. 41.00.00Nils everything 
you make you can decide. Paddy and Nils stand and watch. 
Others have gone away.  Nils says “not many people playing 
anymore” Paddy – “maybe they didn’t like our 
decision”.42.00.00. Negotiation and describing what they are 
playing when Jack comes along.  

46.00.00 Outdoor Boys filling up pipe with rocks. Reaching in to see depth and 
fullness. Experimenting with sounds rocks make as they fill it 
up. Frederick’s teacher. 51.00.00 Pack up time.  

51.29.00 Whole class  
Carpet area 

Discussion of tricks. Griffin has an idea about concert of tricks. 
Teacher leads discussion to see if others are interested in 
creating concert of tricks. She writes down their ideas. Children 
input their tricks. Teacher writes them down, making explicit 
what she is writing. Children decide how to tell others. Posters 
– what information is important? Teacher discusses planning. 
They make an invitation to parents.  

1.10.00 Whole class 
Transition 

Teacher shows children what they are doing inside today. 
Children are given their names to select where they want to go. 

1.13.00 Indoor 
Blocks Luke and 
Dominic 

Luke and Dominic build. Others come along. Griffin races car 
quickly. Copies him. Watch this – Watch this. Reciprocal play. 
Back to blocks.  

1.22.00 Indoor time 
 

Drew, Paddy, Griffin at table stencilled sheet humpty dumpty. I 
tried my best but…. Finding it difficult.  

1.26.00 Blocks Dylan, Dominic, Griffin, Luke, smash. Paddy comes over to tell 
Dylan he has to go to teacher. 1.31.00. 

1.33.00 Indoor time 
Art activity  

Children making paper flowers. Teacher directed. 

1.35.00 Indoor time – dramatic 
play 
Georgia, Becky, Jack, 
Nathan, Nils, Paddy,  

1.35.00 Boys in dramatic play, negotiation of roles – always 
that game. Georgia and Becky “I’m a cat’ Jack I’m a dog. Kill 
me mouse boys and girls – “stage director”. Jack ordering cats 
and dogs to sit there. Discussion of “whose team”. “Powers” 
“Force field” discussion whose more powerful and stronger, “I 
kill you” 1.47.00 Jack looks at camera Boys in their area “cut 
me open, shoot me, kill, kill, kill, chop you, discourse of 
violence picked up by all members, repetition I’ll kill you right 
now – they collaboratively make a chant. They continue with 
discussion of killing mouse. Teacher stands and watches. 
1.50.00 Boys leave area and go to pockets to choose another 
area to play.  They move to blocks.  

1.50.00 Indoor time 
Block area 
Dominic, Sawyer,  

1.51.55 in blocks. Helicopters up high. Sawyer stands on tower 
to get high. Building continues.  Camera off focus 1.56.00. 
Tape ends. 

Thursday 10th May 2007 TAPE 14 (55mins) 
0 Whole Class, Macy 

 
Carpet area – Mystery 
Box 

Macy reads out her clues for the mystery box, it's something 
that's hard, something made inside the earth, it is purple. The 
object isn't identified with the clues, the children are able to ask 
questions to see if they can guess answer. Nathan – does it grow 
or doesn't grow, does it live or grow underground? Discussion 
about volcanoes. Children able to make comments and ask more 
questions about the item, agate, after Macy shows it to them. 
Griffin and Paddy reason. Children able to turn to friends and 
tell friends what they found out today about volcanoes. 9.21 
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Luke and Maverick have an interesting conversation about 
volcanoes. 

12.41 Whole Class 
 
Busy Bee Chart 

Teacher picks out new leaders from tin. Children choose which 
job they will help with today. Dylan and Maddy excited about 
being trolley helpers together. 

15 Whole Class 
 
Exercises 

Children use parachute, following teacher's directions. They 
help to pack it up. 

18 Whole Class 
 
Transition – Planning 

Discussion about concert of tricks – which is being planned by 
children. Teacher asks if children know what an audition is. 
Jack says that means they must practice. Teacher suggests they 
practice for their audition for concert of tricks. 

22.45 Whole Class 
 
Transition – Set up 

Children select items to use to practice their concert of tricks. 

25 Jack 
 
Outdoor 

Jack describes to teacher the items for a trick he is planning. 

25.22 Paddy 
 
Outdoor 

Paddy asks teacher if he can be a judge for the concert. Maddy 
shows teacher her trick of holding hoop on her nose. Teacher 
suggests music. 

26 Outdoor Rain means outdoor play is to be held under the building 
27 Brigid, Maddy, 

Charlotte, Becky, Macy 
 
Outdoor – Practicing 
tricks 

Brigid, Maddy, Charlotte, Becky, Macy practice their tricks for 
concert of tricks. Brigid reprimands someone for laughing at her 
trick "not funny – it's really hard". 

30 Luke, Griffin, Nathan, 
Alex, Dean, Maverick 
 
Outdoor – Practicing 
tricks 

Luke, Griffin, Nathan practice their tricks for concert of tricks. 
Dean gets upset with Alex for bumping him. Teacher says he 
needs to find another space as children are using hoops here. 

34 Paddy, Dylan, Dominic, 
Nils 
 
Outdoor – Tank 

Making a tank game, negotiation of game. Dispute over game 
and use of resources. Paddy gets upset at Dominic who is firing 
when it is not ready. Paddy exclaims they are not sharing. Jack 
makes suggestion about having all except two. Paddy suggests 
he goes somewhere else. Paddy and Dominic continue to argue 
about the balls. Paddy shouts at Dominic "Can't you hear?". 
Balls are put through the pipe. More negotiation by Paddy 
41.56. Paddy continues to dispute with others who use 
threatening behaviour 43.33. I'm telling on you says Paddy. 

44.16 Maverick, Jack, Nathan 
 
Outdoor – Practicing  
Tricks 

Jack , Nathan and Maverick use hoops and ball to do tricks. 

45.4 Ella, Macy, Charlotte 
 
Outdoor – Practicing 
tricks 

Ella and Macy discuss the concert of tricks – Ella recalls 
another concert she has performed in and seen including a man 
with fire. Macy says she has seen a man use a knife and fire 
(reciprocity). Laughter. Dean approaches. Teacher approaches 
and reminds Ella to use lots of space. 

48 Dean 
Outdoor – Practicing 
tricks 

Dean shows his trick to teacher 

50 Whole Class 
 
Transition – reflection 

Reflection of outdoor time. Teacher inquires how they will 
remember their tricks. Jack says write it down. 

52 Whole Class 
 
Indoor 

Children Dean and write what their trick will be for the concert. 
Ella, Charlotte, Macy, Brigid at table drawing their trick. They 
explain what they are doing. 

52.44 Whole Class Griffin and Nathan explain their trick and ask addresses 
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Indoor 

researcher asking her to write down the trick. Researcher tells 
him to ask teacher aide. Griffin asks and is told to draw it first. 
He asks researcher again. Teacher aide writes Nathan's trick for 
him after he has drawn it. 55 Tape ends 

   
 

 



314 Participation and Social Order in the Playground 

 

Appendix K: Complete List of Video Extracts 

Table K.1 

Overview of Video-stimulated Interviews 

Date of 
original 
event 

Title of video 
extract 

Date of 
interview 
Children 

Duration of 
Audio-

recording 
Children 

Children present 
Date of 

interview 
Teacher 

Duration 
of Audio-
recording 
Teacher 

19/03/07 Rolling ball 
game  

29/03/07 20mins Griffin, Jacob, Luke, 
Toby 

24/04/07 16mins 

21/03/07 The three pigs 29/03/07 32mins Maddy, Macy, 
Charlotte, Georgia, 
Becky, Ella 

24/04/07 

Combined 
20mins 

29/03/07 Squishing at 
ball games  

03/04/07 13mins Becky, Scott, Alex, 
Macy, Jack, Nils 

24/04/07 

29/03/07 Ice-cream 
truck 

03/04/07 9mins Paddy, Becky, Matt, 
Jack, Brigid, 

24/04/07 9mins 

29/03/07 Water in drain 03/04/07 10mins Toby, Luke, Dominic, 
Georgia, Dylan 

24/04/07 5mins 

24/04/07 Studying the 
toad 

24/04/07 11mins Ella, Macy, Maddy 24/04/07 6mins 

19/3/07 The three pigs 
Paddy 

26/04/07 13mins Paddy, Maddy (invited 
by Paddy) 

N/A N/A 

 Pirate 
colouring 

26/04/07 8mins Jack, Nils, Nathan 24/04/07 8mins 

21/03/07 Making a plan 
for The three 
pigs 

02/05/07 19mins Georgia, Dylan, 
Dominic, Toby 

N/A N/A 

19/03/07? Stories from 
the weekend  

09/05/07 16mins Matt, Toby, Sawyer 09/05/07 7mins 

30/4/07 Building the 
house 

09/05/07 14mins Toby, Luke, Brigid, 
Becky, Maddy, Georgia 

09/05/07 8mins 

9/05/07 Concert of 
tricks 

09/05/07 5mins Griffin 09/05/07 8mins 

24/04/07 Skateboard 
ramp 

18/05/07 13mins Jacob, Sawyer, Nils, 
Drew 

24/04/07 9mins 

 Reflection 
time 

18/05/07 9mins Ella, Macy, Brigid, 
Becky 

09/05/07 12mins 

18/04/07 In school 23/05/07 14mins Ella, Macy, Georgia, 
Maddy  

09/05/07 9mins 

Totals   206mins 
(3hrs45mins) 

  117mins 
(2 hrs) 
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Appendix L: Questions to Stimulate Interview with Children 

 
Questions to stimulate interview with children 
Participants:______________________________________________________ 
Date:___________________ 
Sequence used: _____________________________ 
Field notes  

Questions 
What’s going on? 
Tell me about what’s happening here 
How did you feel about that? 
What do you mean by ___________/that? 
What are you doing here______? 
Was it anybody’s idea? 
What were the jobs that each of you had to do in this experience? 
How did you decide what to tell the teacher? 
How were the decisions made? 
Were there any rules? Tell me about the rules? 
How were the rules made? 
What else could you have done here? 
Would you change anything about this? 
How did you feel when teacher came over? 
How did you feel about being the boss? 
How did you keep your leadership part? 
What do you think about being fair in prep? 
I’ve notice that you often talk with each other about who’s idea, what about with the 
teacher? 
Tell me about decisions made at prep…Who decides things at prep?  
Who makes most of the decisions at prep? 
When can you decide? 
What sorts of things do you think you should have a say about? (Danby & Farrell, 
2004) 
Can you think of a time at prep when you wanted to have a say about someting but 
didn’t get a chance? (Danby & Farrell, 2004) 
Are there any parts of the day you wish you could have more of a say about? 
How would you do things differently at prep if you could decide? 
As you know, I have been finding out about what happens at prep and how decisions 
are made at prep. I have been videoing you and talking with you about this. What do 
you think about that, e.g. watching videos, talking with me? 
Can you tell me more about how decisions are made, what things you have a say in? 
Is there another way you can think of for me to find out about how decisions are 
made at prep? What would you do to find out about how decisions are made? 
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Appendix M: Questions to Stimulate Interview with Teacher 

Questions to stimulate interview with teacher 
Participants:______________________________________________________ 
Date:___________________ 
Sequence used: _____________________________ 
Field notes: 

Questions 

What’s going on? 

Tell me about what’s happening here. 

How did you feel about that? 

Was it anybody’s idea? 

Tell me about your involvement in this experience? 

Tell me about the children’s involvement in this experience. 

How did this experience come about? 

Whose idea was this?  

How did you feel about that? 

How were the decisions made about this experience? 

Were there any rules? Tell me about the rules.  

How were the rules made? 

How did you feel about this experience at the time? 

How do you feel about this experience now? 

Would you have liked to change anything about this experience? 

How did you plan for this experience? 

What happened next? How was this followed up? 

How do the children see their role as decision makers in the classroom? 

How do you consider the children role as decision makers in the classroom? 

When planning what goes on in the classroom, how are the children involved? 
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Appendix N: Transcript for “Whose idea?” 

 
It is the beginning of outdoor time. This is a time during school program hours 

in which the prep children use the playground items to create their own games. Balls, 

hoops, material, cushions and buckets are wheeled out on trolleys from the shed by 

the designated daily outdoor helpers (two children). The children select items from 

these trolleys to use in their games. During this time, the teacher stands back and 

observes the children make decisions about what they will use, who they will play 

with, where and how they will use the items. As they interact, the teacher moves 

around the groups of children observing and asking questions about their games. In 

this episode, Paddy and Becky are at the top of the stairs that lead to the bottom part 

of the playground. They have chosen plastic witches hats (cones), a large tunnel and 

some tennis balls. 

 

Figure M.1. Paddy puts a tennis ball on top of one of the witches hats. 
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Paddy: DADAH  i ce-cream cones?  1 
Becky:  Yeah. Just move this  one 2 
Paddy:  Wan-want the ice-cream cone? They are i ce-cream cones. 3 

((Paddy puts another tennis ball on top of the witc hes 4 
hat))Th-th these are ice-cream cones. ICE-CREAM CON ES? PICK 5 
YOUR ICE-CREAM CONES? 6 

Paddy:  ((moves over and picks up the folded up tun nel))We got this 7 
tunnel. Where do you wanna put this tunnel? ((looks  at 8 
Becky)) 9 

Becky:  Face it back.  10 
Paddy: Huh? 11 
Becky:  Facing that way 12 
Paddy:  That way? 13 
Becky: Yeah so start all over there and face it bac k 14 
Becky:  Yeah so undo the thing.  15 
Paddy:  Ah that's easy16 
 

The tunnel becomes a focus as the children work to undo the strings that hold it 

together. Dominic and Dylan come over to help the untying of the strings; however, they 

are unable to untie it. Becky takes the tunnel to the teacher for help. This leaves Paddy 

on his own with the materials he has made claim to as, ice-cream cones.  

With Becky gone, Paddy continues with the idea of the ice cream cones, standing 

behind the cones and calling loudly, Wh-want the ice-cream cone? They are ice-cream 

cones. Th-th these are ice-cream cones. ICE-CREAM TRUCK WITH ICE-CREAM 

CONES? (Figure 2). He calls out to Dominic and Dylan, who have wheelbarrows. They 

tell Paddy that they too are ice-cream trucks (Figure 3). Paddy tells them that he has an 

ice-cream truck then moves back up the hill to where he has laid out the cones. On 

Becky’s return, Paddy repeats his idea to her. Paddy’s talk here ‘maps’ out to Becky the 

game he has established while she was gone (Sacks, 1992b, p. 490). In so doing, Paddy 

here lays claim to the game he has made. His actions here indicate he is seeking 

alignment for his idea from a third party (Maynard, 1985b). 

. 36 

. 37 

. 38 
Paddy: An This is a ice-cream trucks ((drag tunnel across to  39 
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Becky:  This is a school ((continue to drag tunnel with Paddy, down 40 
the stairs;Matt looks on) 41 

Becky: No It's the scho:ol. (.) that's the way down  ((points down 42 
the stairs 43 

Becky:  This is (.) This is the ramp (.) put balls there 44 
Becky: Yes 45 
Paddy:  This is the ice-cream truck 46 
Becky:  no:? 47 
Paddy:  tis 48 
Becky: No 49 
Paddy:  No-no-but-no-no [but I] ((points to Becky))  50 
Becky:                 [But I] made this up ((raise s hands and 51 

places them apart)) 52 
Paddy:  Either I put those ba:lls on so I: (.) <mad e those up> 53 
Becky:  Yeah I made this whole ?thing up. ((stands next to the 54 

items;  spreads arm around pointing to all items)) 55 
Paddy:  But-but  I made the tunnel  up too ? (0.2) but-but I had these 56 

bef ore you. ((points))(0.4)That's my idea (.) too so 57 
Jack:  Can I have a tennis ball? ((Jack runs up sta irs and comes 58 

over next to Becky; Becky takes balls away)) 59 
Paddy:  Wh::y?- 60 
Jack:  Oh please ? ((looks up fists clenched by side)) 61 
Paddy: ((shakes head)) 62 
Becky:  How about we get two 63 
Paddy:  Wh:y . ((Becky gives balls to Paddy; Paddy stands tappin g 64 

balls together)) 65 
Jack:  Paddy you're not allo:wed to ((Jack approach es Paddy)) 66 
Paddy: But-but-but  67 
Jack:  If you made (.) mine ((Paddy hands Jack one ball)) 68 
Paddy:  It's a bowling? thing.((cranky sounding voi ce)) 69 
Becky:  Well this is my school ((Becky kicks tunnel  away and moves 70 

away)) 71 
Jack:  No? how  about-how about? we (.) do this . (.) NATHAN I'VE 72 

GOT A GOOD IDEA WHAT WE COULD DO WITH THE ROLLING B ALL 73 
((Jack looks down hill toward Nathan))    74 
((Jack moves tunnel down stairs; Becky returns move s over 75 
to Jack)) 76 

Paddy:  oh ye?::ah. 77 
Paddy: and and= 78 
Jack:  =and it goes down there ((Jack rolls ball th rough tunnel)) 79 
Paddy:  Ye?:::ah. 80 
Jack:  Yeah 81 
Paddy:  I got an idea And I've got another idea 82 
Jack:  What?  83 
Paddy:  I'll put these on the side so it won't fall  o?ff 84 
Jack: Ye:ah85 



320 Participation and Social Order in the Playground 

 

Citations inserts 36 
(Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Developm ent, 2001) 37 

(Corsaro, 2005; James & Prout, 1990; Mayall, 2002) 38 

(Goodwin & Goodwin, 1987) 39 

(New South Wales and Queensland Commission for Children and Young People, 40 

2004; New South Wales and Queensland Commission for Children and Young People & 41 

NIFTeY Australia, 2006; New South Wales Commission for Children and Young 42 

People, 2005) 43 

(Antaki, 2008; Heritage, 1985; Schegloff, 2008) (New South Wales Commission 44 

for Children and Young People, 2005) 45 

(Clark, 2005; Danby & Farrell, 2004, 2005) 46 

(Mackay, 1991) (Jefferson, 1993). 47 

(Denzin, 1982; Heritage & Raymond, 2005) 48 

(Sawyer, 1997)  49 

(Ten Have, 2007) 50 

(Ailwood, 2003; Goodwin, 2006) 51 

(Prout, 2002) 52 

(Maynard, 1985a) 53 

(Maynard, 2006) 54 

(Conroy & Harcourt, 2009) 55 

(Deunk, Berenst, & De Glopper, 2008) 56 

(Bredekamp, 1987; Bredekamp & Copple, 1997) 57 

(Church, 2007) 58 

(Pramling Samuelsson & Pramling, 2009) 59 



Appendices  321 

 

(Berentzen, 1984) 60 

(Kyratzis, 2004) 61 

(Alanen, 2001, 2005; Alderson, 2005, 2008; Christensen, 2004; Mayall, 2002; 62 

Schiller & Einarsdottir, 2009) 63 

(Alderson 2005; Balen et al. 2006; Christensen 2004; Hill 2006) 64 

(Alderson, 2000) 65 

(James, Jenks, & Prout, 1998; Prout & James, 1997). 66 

(Woodhead, 2004) 67 

(Danby, Farrell, Powell, & Leiminer, 2004).  68 

 69 


