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aged 4-11 years

Abstract

This investigation appraises the context, developments and process of
change in primary school breaktimes. The inquiry assesses how schools are
dealing with innovation in this domain and evaluates the effectiveness .of
outcomes. A theoretical perspective to underpin the research is derived from
literature relevant to the field of study. The investigation is located within the
bounds of one Local Education Authority (LEA). A largely qualitative inquiry
has been completed in four separate but interlinked stages. At the second stage a
questionnaire survey was distributed to all primary sector headteachers in the
borough concerned.

One infant school formed the basis of a long-term in-depth case study.
Additional data came from both the link junior school and the most recently
opened primary school within the LEA. Further evidence was obtained via six
small-scale case studies involving schools identifying good practice in the area
under review. Multiple methods of data collection included direct observations
at all relevant sites plus interviews with headteachers and samples of staff,
midday supervisors, pupils and parents. Photographic and documentary
evidence were also obtained. Reflections on action for improvement in the main
focus school completed the inquiry at the final stage. Concepts obtained from
educational management literature were additionally used for the data analysis.

This study enabled the production of fresh insights into numerous issues
of concern. These include: the impact on breaktimes of campus facilities; the
appraisal of recent innovations such as zoned playground regions and pupils’
social support systems; difficulties arising from climatic conditions; playtime
induction; and human resource management in respect of breaktime supervision,
together with significant changes to the supervisory role. This results in an
inquiry which takes into account a number of under-explored elements and leads
to new knowledge in this domain. It is concluded that a constellation of factors
contribute to the effective management of change in primary school breaktimes
and that the individuality of schools is an important feature affecting favourable
outcomes. Recommendations, emanating from the evidence presented, are made
for further research and future practice.
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Chapter One
Introduction to the Investigation

Introduction to Primary School Breaktimes

This study stems from the researcher’s own involvement in school breaktimes
while working for many years as a teacher in the primary sector. Until
comparatively recently primary school breaktimes were of little interest to
educational researchers. Playground life had simply become an inevitable and
accepted feature of each school day. Breaktime (also called playtime or
recess) has been defined as ‘a recreational break period for children [which is]
typically outdoors and typically compulsory’ (Pellegrini and Blatchford, 2000,
p.57). Moreover, most British schools have a morning break, a midday break
and often an afternoon break as well. It is further acknowledged that the
amount of time children spend outside forms a considerable part of the school

day.

Revealingly, it has previously been calculated that infant children (4-7 years)
spend an average of 93 minutes at break (24 per cent of the school day), while
junior children (8-11 years) have a total average daily breaktime of 83 minutes
(21 per cent of the school day) (Blatchford, 1998). Furthermore, the play area
itself represents a substantial section of the overall school landscape. In
addition, breaktime is judged to be an important feature of each child’s social
experience. Playtime is said to provide ‘a world in microcosm; a unique world
which grown-ups soon forget’ (Smith, 1994b, p.36). All of this leads
Blatchford (1998, p.3) to describe breaktime as highly ‘significant’.
Nonetheless, it has been stated that breaktime epitomises a long neglected area

which has only latterly captured the attention of analysts.

An elaborate picture emerges in respect of the many ingredients that determine
the overall quality of primary playtimes (Lucas, 1994; Lewis, 1998).
According to Docking (1996, p.122), breaktimes are affected not only by the

children themselves, but also by various elements in the system, which he



identifies as ‘the playground supervisors, the space available, the facilities for
play, the design of the playground, and the customs, rules and sanctions’.
Accordingly, numerous investigations have now taken place into diverse
playground issues. There is a general conclusion that reform has long been
overdue. As a consequence, schools have made substantial changes in recent
years and Thomson (2003) claims that playtime is now a far from forgotten

part of the school day.

The Purpose of this Study

At the inception of the study, school staff at the main focus school (where the
researcher was employed) were seriously concerned about the pupils’
behaviour in the playground. This led to a consideration of how
circumstances could be developed to make breaktime a more pleasant
experience for all concerned. In turn this led to the formulation of the central

research question:
What is the existing situation relating to primary sector breaktimes, what

changes have been made and to what effect, and how can practice be further

improved?

Main Aims of the Investigation

* To critically examine existing approaches to the management of
breaktimes in the primary sector in one London borough with further
reference to innovations to practice, and their effect, in a sample of
schools.

* To employ concepts from breaktime and other relevant literature as a
framework for the investigation.

* To employ a largely qualitative methodology to investigate primary
playground experiences from a variety of viewpoints and to make
appropriate suggestions for the enhancement of existing policy and

practice.



e To contribute knowledge to the ongoing debate concerning the need

for improvement in primary school breaktimes.

Research Questions

The following broad research questions were subsequently identified:
1) What changes have schools within the borough recently been making
to breaktime practice?
2) With regard to the focus schools, how do campus facilities and the
cultural context of the school impact on breaktime practice?
3) What breaktime provision and resources are currently available?
4) How do the focus schools finance changes to breaktime practice?
5) How are breaktimes currently structured?
6) What policies do schools have relating to breaktimes?
7 ‘How is playtime induction managed at the transition stages (pre-school
to infant and infant to junior)?
8) Do schools experience problems with indoor breaktimes?
9) What are parental attitudes towards breaktimes in the focus schools?
10) In the focus schools, what are pupils’ playground experiences and
behaviour?
11) What social support systems are now provided in regard to the
perceived needs of pupils?
12) In the focus schools, what are pupils’ attitudes, perceptions and wants
in relation to breaktimes?
13) How are breaktimes and lunchtime playtimes supervised and what is
the supervisory role?
14) What are the attitudes, perceptions and needs of those who supervise
both breaktimes and the midday session?

15) How can breaktime practice be further improved?

Significance of the Study

Increasingly, attention has been focused on children’s behaviour in the

outdoor school environment. Following a government inquiry into discipline



(Elton, 1989) it was stressed that ‘much disruptive behaviour has its origins,
and finds expression, in the playground’ (Blatchford, 1989, p.30). Racism,
name-calling, bullying and fighting have been identified among the aggressive
behaviour which has been found at breaktime (Tizard et al, 1988). Moreover,
personal experience confirms adults can spend a disproportionate amount of
time dealing with the aftermath of poor conduct. While accepting that school
playgrounds can be an ideal place for children’s social learning (Sluckin,
1981, 1987; Smith, 1994b; Kelly, 1994), it is said that a peer culture exists,
which may not be in harmony with the general school climate and may even
serve to undermine it. Faulkner (1995) reasons that, because the breaktime
culture is child-governed, adults are mainly excluded and therefore teacher-

initiated attempts at playground improvement might prove difficult.

It has been judged that breaktime is valued mainly because of its historical
roots as an activity which enables children to ‘let off steam’ following the
formal classroom learning situation (Blatchford, 1989, p.5). As such, it is
largely taken for granted that each school will have an outside play space.
Much of this land consists of tarmacadam, although many schools nowadays
also have grass areas. Traditionally, the playground has been a barren,
rectangular patch which leads Blatchford (1989, p.7) to comment on the
‘visual impoverishment’ of this territory. Such large expanses stem from
conventional ideas of having exercise yards for pupils (Hendricks, 2001).
Furthermore, any playground equipment has customarily been supplied, not
only for the benefit of children’s physical development, but also to encourage
children ‘to use their excess energy’ prior to going back indoors (Hendricks,
op cit, p.38). Sadly, it has recently been reasoned that playgrounds have
changed little over the last half-century, or so (Rigby, 1997).

Those schools undertaking playground improvements, however, have faced
substantial financial considerations. With the arrival of local management of
schools (LMS) in the 1988 Education Reform Act, educational institutions
have acquired the opportunity to deploy funding as appropriate to perceived
needs (Oldroyd and Hall, 1991). Naturally, this includes the school campus.

Decisions about school grounds which were previously the domain of the



Local Education Authority (LLEA) have subsequently become the
responsibility of governors and staff and this has led to the sale of some school
playing fields. Regardless of any environmental developments, concerns have
also been expressed that schools have latterly been reducing the amount of
time that pupils spend outside at play (Blatchford, 1998; Lindon, 2001a;
Sturrock and Else, 2002). Lindon (2001a, pp.174-175) maintains such
reductions are due to primary school teams being placed under pressure to
produce educational outcomes and so, ‘The objective has been to increase
contact during classroom time’ because, ‘Playtime for children is seen
effectively as lost time, as optional recreation rather than purposeful and

valued learning’.

There is additional disquiet that if children are forced into a structured
curriculum too early and additionally experience an environment which is
increasingly indoors (because of social fears) then there is a real danger of
shutting down what Sturrock and Else (2002) call the ‘playdrive’. Blatchford
(1998) states that schools have been shortening playtime, not only from the
need to maximise time for academic subjects, but also to curtail any behaviour
problems occurring during break. It is judged that one side effect of this is the
consequential loss of time in which pupils are free to interact socially with
their peers. In turn, this impacts upon pupils’ opportunities to develop both
friendships and social skills such as ‘cooperation, reciprocity, [and] effective

conflict management’ (Pellegrini and Blatchford, 2000, p.34).

The Research

If breaktimes are to continue to improve then it is argued that what is needed
is a © “holistic” approach interlinking aspects, rather than separate initiatives
begun in isolation’ (Sharp and Blatchford, 1994, p.189). The current study
thus seeks to take full account of the many interrelated factors concerned
(initial mind mapping can be found in Appendix 1). A decade ago, however,
Blatchford and Sharp (1994, p.1) suggested that, due to progress in this area,

‘one person would be greatly stretched’ to provide an account of all relevant



issues. In spite of this assertion, there is an ambitious intention of producing a
comprehensive examination of the evolving situation. This serves to locate
the research firmly within the bounds of breaktime reform. Of fundamental
importance to the present investigation, therefore, is the concept of change in
this domain (Figure 1.1). It is this particular characteristic which augments the
framework for the data analysis. Nevertheless, it is accepted that change is a
complicated matter (Fullan, 1991, 1992, 2001a, 2001b).

Figure 1.1 Developments in primary breaktimes
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Methods

The inquiry generally takes a case study approach, endorsing Fullan’s (1992,
p.110) view that, ‘Intrinsic dilemmas in the change process, coupled with the
intractability of some factors and the uniqueness of settings make successful
change a highly complex and subtle social process’. Multiple case studies
(one in-depth and six small-scale) in a sample of schools form the basis of this

project. Yin (1994b, p.149) maintains that:

The same study may contain more than a single case ... A
common example is a study of school innovations, in which
independent innovations occur at different sites ... The
evidence from multiple cases is often considered more
compelling, and the overall study is therefore regarded as
being more robust.

A questionnaire survey has also been used. Analysis throughout this project is
multi-layered covering the raft of issues given in Appendix 1. Marshall (1997,
p.95) notes that ‘knowledge is always complex and multi-layered [and so] this
task may be a considerable one’. At various junctures evaluations are made
relating to schools across the borough. Additionally, there is intra-school
appraisal of each site visited plus inter-school debate involving the group of
focus schools. Moreover, there is a broader application of salient issues to

primary schools in the wider context.

The Investigation

The initial inquiry necessitated a detailed analysis of current practice in a
selection of schools in the primary sector in one Local Education Authority,
including:

* the historical and cultural contexts

¢ why changes have been made

* limitations due to the physical situation

* children’s and parents’ views on playtimes

e the perceptions of staff at various levels in the hierarchy.



Subsequently, development linked to the above expands to embrace the
following:

* analysis of the process of change in primary playtimes in order to
develop new knowledge in this domain.

» evaluations of the perceived effectiveness of changes made.

* recommendations for improvements in practice and procedures for
effective implementation, stemming from an evaluation of innovative
practice in a variety of schools.

* guidance to enable school managements to evolve a policy for
playtimes.

* suggestions for appropriate human resource management developed
from the data analysis and linked to original practice in playground

* supervision.

* analysis and recommendations relating to the impact of wet weather
breaktimes.

* a comprehensive exploration of the wide ranging interrelated issues
which determine the quality of primary breaktimes in order to facilitate

the exposition of fresh insights in this area.

This study will be of direct interest to educators, academics in the field, and

also to school designers.

A Brief Historical Overview

A fascinating glimpse of very early playground life is offered by Raymont
(1937) describing the work of London schoolmaster Samuel Wilderspin (born
1799). According to Raymont (1937, p.101), Wilderspin left ‘a deep mark
upon the whole infant school system’ when, towards the middle of the
nineteenth century, Wilderspin (1840) successfully argued that each
schoolroom should have an adjoining playground (Appendix 2). Raymont
also provides a valuable snapshot of this outside area by noting that, ‘All
round the playground were flower borders’, and ‘fruit trees and bushes were

trained on the walls’ (ibid). Additionally, Raymont gives an insight into early



playground supervision by revealing that, ‘The teachers, preferably a man and

his wife, were with the children in the playground as in the schoolroom’ (ibid).

As noted, it has traditionally been felt necessary for pupils to have some form
of exercise during the day (Kelly, 1994). As a consequence children were sent
out to play, although whether they actually did so was not considered relevant.
It was not until a century after Wilderspin’s innovatory practice that it first
became desirable, during the Second World War, for children to remain at
school throughout the lunch period. Naturally, this has resulted in pupils
spending more time in the outdoor play space. Initially, it was the
responsibility of teachers to supervise the midday session (in addition to
overseeing the shorter playtimes). However, during the 1960s the teaching
unions expressed strong concerns that teachers needed a break at this time
(Blatchford, 1989, p.64). Consequently, Local Education Authorities (LEAs)
began to employ supervisory assistants (SAs) to monitor the lunchbreak. As
these employees are predominantly female they have generally become
known as ‘dinner ladies’ (Rose, TES, 1999). Even so, headteachers have
retained overall control of the midday break and remain bound by the common
law of ‘duty of care’ (foreseeable negligence) in respect of their responsibility

for children’s safety (Butterworths, 1999).

It is maintained that children’s play has not always been viewed as being
educationally valuable (Smith, 1990). Stone (1971, p.13) notes that, ‘Both
children and child’s play, like all other social beings, are creatures of history’.
Moyles (1989, p.10) suggests that, ‘It is crucial to loi?k at different
interpretations of childhood historically, to see that chﬂdhbod is a social
construction and not just a natural state’. It is said that the fifteenth and
sixteenth century Catholic clergy did not approve of play unless it was
properly preceded by work (Stone, op cif), and it was not until the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries (in France) that play became acceptable.
Nonetheless, in Protestant nations such as England play was still largely
suppressed by the end of the eighteenth century. Subsequently, a social
movement deploring the excesses of capitalism released children from the

shackles of work and granted them time for play (Stone, 1971).



Children were regarded as small adults until the 1800s and no special
provision was made for them (Tassoni and Hucker, 2000). @ When
industrialisation in the late 1800s reduced the demand for intensive labour
(leading to increased leisure time for all) play assumed a greater importance.
In spite of this, the Victorians considered free time ought to be used for self-
improvement, leading to the concept of ‘play with a purpose’, thereby
establishing play as an acceptable activity (op cif). During the twentieth
century the child’s right to play was acknowledged (Lindon, 2001a).

In an absorbing account of his own early twentieth century London childhood
Walker (1989) vividly recounts children’s play activities in street and
playground immediately prior to the First World War (Appendix 2). Common
to that era are many games that are still present today, such as ‘It’, ‘He’ or
‘Touch’ (chasing games), marbles, hopscotch and rope skipping. Others, like
‘cut lump’ (a progressive game of leapfrog), have long since disappeared.
Interestingly, Millar (1968) highlights a number of gender differences in
games played during the 1920s. It is revealed, for instance, that boys most
frequently played competitive games like football and other activities
requiring skill, dexterity and strength. Girls, on the other hand, were most
likely to participate in games involving language, such as songs and rhymes.

This trend continues today.

In primary schools there has been a tendency to link outdoor play with PE
(physical education) which, itself, is said to enjoy a relatively low status
(Lindon, 2001a) (although this is gradually changing due to a need to increase
children’s activity levels). Moyles (1989, p.163) argues that, ‘From the onset
of state education in 1870, the basic skills of literacy and numeracy have
dominated adult thought in relation to school learning’. It is therefore claimed
that outside play has largely been seen as a break from the ‘real work’® of the
school (Lindon, op cit, p.125). In modern times, however, there has been
growing disquiet about the lack of scope children have to play out of doors. In

general, this serves to place increasing importance on the need for breaktime

play.
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Both Blatchford (1998) and Lindon (2001a) have expressed their concerns that
social and cultural changes have led to children having fewer opportunities to
play outside. Titman (1992, p.3) stresses that, ‘Children today have less
freedom and independent mobility than previous generations’ as fears over
safety have made parents less willing to allow their children to play outside
the home. Furthermore, there is some apprehension about the increase in
children’s passive, sedentary leisure pursuits, such as the extensive use of

computers, videos and televisions (Lindon, op cit).

The Local Context of the Study

Williams advises that ‘it is customary to render references to LEAs and
schools anonymous’ in any research study (1991, p.IX). All schools involved
in this investigation have therefore been allocated pseudonyms and the LEA
remains unnamed except to state that it is a Greater London Borough. The
borough in question has a diverse population and the majority of local primary
schools have a multi-racial intake.i There are mixed regions in the borough

including industrial areas and sweeping open spaces.

According to Pam (1992, p.242), it was left to the church and chapel to
provide schools in the nineteenth century as the 1870 Education Act is judged
to have made ‘little difference’ to the local area. The neighbourhood school
board was not established until 1894 even though Mundella’s Act of 1880 had
made school attendance compulsory for all children between the ages of five
and ten years. The new school board rapidly initiated the building of three
primary schools just before the end of the nineteenth century. As was usual at
the time of construction, each of these schools has a typical asphalt

playground but no green space.

Between 1905 and 1912, more schools were built to cater for the educational
needs of the growing population. House building increased in the locality
between the wars causing many of the original schools to suffer from

overcrowding (Pam, 1994). As a consequence, a number of new schools (the

11



main case study school among them) were opened to meet local needs. These
newly constructed institutions had the advantage of additional playing fields.
Following World War II a further increase in housing, including many local
authority housing estates, led to the creation of more new schools. Schools
continue to be built today in line with population demands. As will be shown,
the school’s outdoor environment now commands far greater attention than in

previous years.

The Focus Schools

In total, nine schools (plus one primary school under construction) formed the
fieldwork element of this investigation. These schools are scattered
throughout the borough (Figure 1.2). A brief introduction to each school is
presented below. A

Figure 1.2 Location within the LEA of the focus schools

Woodberry
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and junior schools Oatlands primary school
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Brownlow infant school: the main case study school

Brownlow infant school (Figure 4.2) became the setting for an extensive in-
depth case study during the autumn term of 1998. The school serves a socially
mixed community and has a multi-cultural intake including Turkish, Greek,
Asian, Italian and African-Caribbean children, as well as white British pupils.
The catchment area is varied with both privately owned 1930s houses, newer
developments and 1960s blocks of local authority high-rise flats. The school
was opened in the 1930s and comprises of a large bungalow building with a
detached purpose built nursery constructed in 1978. In 2000 the nursery was

extended to include a fee-paying day care unit for three- and four-year olds.

Apart from the nursery children, the school has nine classes of approximately
30 pupils. At the commencement of the investigation the staff included:
eleven full-time teachers, together with the headteacher and deputy; five full-
time nursery nurses; six part-time classroom assistants and two learning
support staff. Additionally, there were ten midday supervisors (two of whom
were part-time). One midday supervisor was acting welfare assistant. All
staff were interviewed, as was the administrative assistant and the site

manager.

Brownlow junior school

A small sample of Year 2 Brownlow infant pupils were re-interviewed while
in Years 3 and 4 and therefore limited research was undertaken at the link
junior school, which shares a site with Brownlow infants (Figure 4.5). There
are approximately 360 pupils on roll grouped in 12 classes according to age.

The school is located in the east of the borough.

Wells Green primary school

At the start of the inquiry Wells Green was the most recently opened (1998)
primary school within the LEA. The school is situated on the more affluent
western side of the borough. At the time of the one day visit pupils were

predominantly white British with a small number from Asian and African-

13



Caribbean backgrounds. In total, there were 120 pupils on roll (nursery and
infants only) when the visit took place. The school is a large, two storey

building with imposing views over the surrounding area (Figure 4.17).

Kitts Mount primary school

At the time of the study Kitts Mount school was under construction. The site

was briefly visited as part of the inquiry (Figure 4.19).

The six sample schools

Hallside infant school

Hallside infant school is located in the south-west of the borough and was
opened in 1909. It is a two storey building on a campus shared with Hallside
junior school (Figure 4.6), There are nine classes (three form entry) with a

total of 270 pupils on roll. There is no nursery. The school is multi-cultural.

Hallside junior school

Hallside junior school, together with the link infant school, was opened in the
first decade of the twentieth century. The junior children are mainly
accommodated in a single stor¢y building (Figure 4.8) but the school also
shares a more recently constructed two storey annex with the infant pupils
(dining hall and four upstairs classrooms). In total there are 12 classes for 380

junior pupils. The school is multi-cultural.

Gatward primary school

Gatward primary school was created in 1985 from an infant school >and a
junior school, which were built adjacent to each other in 1937. The school is
positioned centrally within the borough. Gatward is a single storey bungalow
building. The nursery children are housed in a separate Horsa hut" at the rear

of the site (Figure 4.10). In 2000, three new reception classrooms were

* A brick built bungalow building with a pitched roof.

14



completed. Just under 40 per cent of pupils come from minority grdups,
although this number has been rising each year. At the time of the inquiry the
school was three form entry, but there were two parallel classes in each of the
year groups one to six. A total of 510 pupils attended the school during the
case study period with an additional 60 part-time nursery children.

Woodberry primary school

Woodberry is a two form entry purpose built primary school which is situated
towards the north of the borough. There is a detached nursery which was
constructed in the early 1990s. The school itself was opened in 1955 and is a
two storey building of modern design (Figure 4.11). A total of 500 mainly
white British children attend the school.

Oatlands primary school

Oatlands originally opened in 1937 as separate infant and junior schools and is
located in the south of the borough. The two schools amalgamated in 1997 to
become Oatlands primary school. Oatlands is a single storey building with
sixteen classrooms, two large halls and a variety of resource areas (Figure
4.13). There are 440 children on roll with two classes in each of the primary
age ranges two to six. The reception children and the Year 1 pupils benefit
from smaller teaching groups (three classes in each). There is no nursery. The

school is multi-cultural.

St. Mark’s Church of England primary school

St. Mark’s is a voluntary aided church primary school which is one form entry
with 210 children on roll. At the time of the investigation there was no
nursery. The school is located towards the north of the borough (but to the
west of Woodberry school). It is a school with a particularly long and
interesting history. At one time three separate St. Mark’s schools existed. The
first of these was established in 1864. In 1877 a girls’ school was opened,
followed by a boys’ school in 1882. In 1940 all three schools were
amalgamated in what is the present school’s ‘old building’. This typical

Victorian building is currently used as an assembly hall, for physical education
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lessons, and as the dining hall (Figure 4.15). During the 1950s the school
governors acquired adjacent land with a view to rebuilding the school. The
first phase of this new building, consisting of three classrooms, was opened in
1959. An additional four classrooms were added in 1970. Less than 4 per

cent of the children are from ethnic minority backgrounds.

Contribution

This thesis adopts an adventurous approach by constructing a fully
comprehensive investigation into a multiplicity of disparate themes relevant to
primary school breaktimes. It pioneers the integration, as an analysis tool, of
concepts from management literature applicable to educational institutions.
There is a focus on the process of change in the domains of the study thereby
affording 'a new synthesis of the various elements involved. In turn, this
engenders the identification of fresh concerns relating to contemporary topics,
together with aspects absent from previous studies. Overall these include: the
impact of campus facilities on breaktimes; the appraisal of recent innovations
such as zoned playground regions and pupils’ social. sﬁpport systems;
difficulties arising from climatic conditions; playtime induction; and human
resource management in respect of breaktime supervision, together with
significant changes to the supervisory role. In total, this results in an
exhaustive inquiry which takes into account a number of under-explored
strands in this particular field, leading to recommendations for both improved

and original practice.

This study therefore advances knowledge by:
* Establishing a more comprehensive synthesis than is generally found
in literature in this domain.
* Developing a thorough analysis via literature on breaktimes and relafed

issues and where relevant on the management of educational change.
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Accounting for the culture, ethos, institutional bias and individuality of
the schools studied.

Investigating the restrictions imposed by campus facilities such as the
location of entrances/exits, dining amenities, pupils’ lavatories and
welfare (medical) arrangements.

Evaluating recent changes to playground induction systems with
special reference to the youngest pupils.

Assessing the repercussions arising from indoor breakimes.

Appraising recent innovations such as quiet areas of seating,
‘friendship squads’, peer mentoring, ‘friendship seats’ and extra-
curricular lunchtime activities.

Analysing the impact of morning/afternoon break duty on supervising
staff, including newly qualified teachers.

Providing an evaluation of the effectiveness of midday supervisory
teams and the senior supervisory assistant.

Assessing the training needs of midday supervisory assistants and any
potential career development.

Analysing the changing role of midday supervisors and the creation of
new posts, together with an investigation into the greater variety of
staff performing lunchtime supervision.

Providing a fresh evaluation of the process of change and the
effectiveness of outcomes.

Providing a substantive update on contemporary breaktime practice.

The study concludes by providing numerous proposals for future development,

as well as identifying areas requiring additional research.
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Overview of the Study

The thesis is divided into nine chapters that serve to focus the central debate
relating to innovatory practice in the management of primary sector
breaktimes. Following the present introductory chapter, the second chapter
reviews literature that provides the conceptual framework for the
investigation. The third chapter explores the research design and methods
used for the inquiry. Chapters Four to Eight present the findings and analysis.
Chapter Nine gives the conclusions reached, recommendations made, and
areas for further investigation. Finally, the thesis contains a number of

appendices. The conceptual framework is presented in Figure 1.3.

Change Management

Figure 1.3 shows issues relevant to change management. Hargreaves (1992)
identifies school culture as the beliefs, values and shared norms of those
working within the organisation and West-Burnham (2001) sees ethos as being
interchangeable with culture. Campbell and Southworth (1992) have
suggested that culture is simply the way in which all activities are carried out
within a setting. However, McMahon (2001) argues that rather than one
holistic culture, within any institution there are likely to be sub-cultures. As
such, micropolitical aspects can easily arise when proposed change occurs.
Pollard (1985) further reasons that support staff will make their own
contribution to what he describes as the ‘institutional bias’ of the school, with

midday supervisors exerting much influence during the lunchtime session.

O’Neill and West-Burnham (2001) consider that the workgroup has a
significant effect on the change process in terms of both enhancement and
limitation. For example, Preedy (1993) alleges that some within the
workplace may lack the enthusiasm and drive to carry out desired initiatives.
According to Trafford (2001), conflicts can result and McCall and Lawlor
(2000) state that there might be resistance from some quarters. Such

resistance may be attributable to the values held by certain groups (Busher,
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2001), although Fullan (2003) maintains it is necessary to acknowledge that

any opposers might have valid reasons for the standpoint adopted.

Fullan (2001b) concludes that change occurs when there is some discontent
with current practice. However, change is very complex. The process of plan,
act and review, as noted by West-Burnham (1994) is shown as planning,
implementation, monitoring and evaluation in Figures 1.1 and 1.3. This
requires both local effort and local acceptance (Moos and Dempster, 1998). A
collaborative approach leading to staff ownership is therefore recommended if
successful outcomes are to follow (Hargreaves, 1992; Mortimore et al, 2000;
Reynolds 2001; Dalton et al, 2001b). In addition, staff learning usually occurs
during the change process (Osterman and Kottkamp, 1994; Fullan 2001b).
Pupil involvement in playground innovation is also strongly advocated

(Hendricks, 2001).

Ouston (2003) claims that the effectiveness of outcomes in the change
initiative is context dependent; while Fidler (2001) alleges that it is difficult to
provide evidence of success. It is judged by West-Burnham et al (1995) that
effectiveness is the achievement of stated goals. Nevertheless, Dalton et al
(2001) hold that any notion of what constitutes best practice is more complex.
Fullan (2001b) further contends that it is not possible to know with any degree
of certainty just what may be judged as best.

As indicated in Figure 1.3 (and also in Figure 1.1) core themes evolved from

the literature. In management terms the following issues are relevant:

Provision

Various contributors determine that schools need to commit to financing any
desired changes to practice. It may thus be necessary to deliver outcomes
within existing budgets. Nonetheless, Levacic (1993a and 1993b) states that
local management of schools (LMS) has served to encourage institutions to

generate their own income. Even so, lack of funding can delay the
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implementation process. Significantly, West-Burnham (2001) claims that a

lack of suitable resource provision affects staff performance.

Organisation

A whole-school approach to policy generation via collective decision-making
is revealed (Beare et al, 1989). Written documents serve to make salient the
expressed values of schools. However, policies are only useful if they are
translated into appropriate practice. It is also necessary to update written
documents iﬁ line with changed objectives. Moreover, Fidler (2001) notes the
recent increased influence of the parent body and there is a suggestion
(Whalley, 2001) that parents should be involved in the decision-making
process. It is also maintained that parents should receive regular information

about happenings within the school.

Socialisation

Lofthouse (1994) points out that schools are not only required to manage
pupils’ experiences of the formal curriculum but that there is also a
requirement to manage the hidden curriculum of the school playground. This
view is endorsed by the Department for Education and Skills (2003) who
specify that good management is needed in regard to pupils’ behaviour at

breaktimes.

Supervision

Monitoring the playground forms part of teachers’ contracted hours. Staff
have a duty of care towards pupils and Whitaker (1998) stresses that all
employees should have preciseness about their roles and responsibilities.
West-Burnham (1992) notes that there is also a need for good interpersonal
relationships within the workplace. Midday assistants commonly supervise
the lunchtime session but Anderson (2003) indicates that their lack of power
and authority affects their performance. Teamwork is deemed to be of
importance (Coleman and Bush, 1994; Anderson, 2003), but it is emphasised
that teams need to be well led (Moos and Dempster, 1998). Furthermore,

Fullan (1991) argues that all employees should receive training for their roles.
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The final set of boxes in Figure 1.3 links the above four areas to the breaktime

literature.

Provision

Numerous contributors (Kelly, 1994; Titman, 1994; Hendricks, 2001; Lindon,
2001; Kamen, 2005) have noted a traditional lack of provision in school
playgrounds. There is a stated requirement to make the outdoor environment
more varied and interesting with zoned regions and quiet areas. In addition,
there is a declared need to take health, safety and security issues into account
in relation to the playground (Department for Education and Skills, 3, 2004).
When improvements are made issues of funding are raised (Blatchford, 1989).

Here it is suggested that parental contributions may be of assistance.

Organisation

The desirability of reductions in breaktime, resulting in the loss of pupils’ free
time is an issue of prominence (Brown, 1994). Titman (1999) maintains
breaktime is a distinct form of learning, while Thomson (2003) views it as an
essential interlude in the academic day. Nevertheless, some writers
acknowledge problems experienced by pupils new to the playground (Hurst,
1994; Lindon, 2001a, Tassoni, 2002; Fabian, 2005). Furthermore, difficulties
associated with indoor playtimes have concerned some authors (Blatchford,
1989; Fell, 1994). Indoor lunchtimes are highlighted as being especially
problematic (Mosley, 1993). An additional area of disquiet is the suggestion
that parents lack information and understanding of breaktime issues (Ross and
Ryan, 1990). It is argued that there is a demand for a specific playground
policy (Docking, 1996).

Socialisation

It is judged by some (Sutton-Smith and Kelly-Byme, 1984; Blatchford, 1998)

that there is a seasonal bias to playground games. Even so, traditional games
are said to have diminished (Blatchford, 1989) and pupils’ behaviour is seen

by some as both rough and anti-social (O’Donnell, 1995; Wood and Attfield,
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2005). In part, this may be attributable to the existence of playful fighting,
which is regarded as a common playground activity, particularly in boys
(Pellegrini and Bartini, 2000). Additionally, there are said to be general
gender differences in the play activities of boys and those of girls (Lindon,
2001a). Moreover, some children are judged to require extra support at
breaktime, leading to the introduction of systems such as circle time (Mosley,
2005; Lindon, 2001b) and friendship squads (Mosley, 1993).

Supervision

According to Evans (1994), teachers dislike break duty. Newly qualified
teachers are said to experience distinct difficulties and Evans (op.cif) claims
playground supervision should form part of all initial teacher training courses.
Lunchtime supervisors are shown to have further problems when monitoring
the playground (Ryall and Goddard, 2003) and training is strongly
recommended for these employees. It has further been suggested that
supervisors should be entitled to career development reviews (Anderson,
2003). Furthermore, supervisory assistants are now more likely to be asked to
become playleaders in addition to carrying out familiar duties. This can be
problematical (Lewis, 1998).  Moreover, there is now greater adult
involvement (in the form of extra-curricular activities) in what has largely
been seen as pupils’ free time (Ashby, 1995; Stafford and Stafford, 1995;
Hendricks, 2001; Bruce, 2004).

Chapter 1

The first chapter introduces the research study and provides the historical
background that contextualises the project. The theoretical orientation of the
inquiry is outlined and the purpose of the investigation is fully explained. The
research schools are introduced and the local context is discussed. The
chapter examines the original approach and contribution to knowledge which
the investigation makes and concludes with a brief overview of the nine

chapters of the thesis.
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Chapter 2

The second chapter presents a distillation of literature and contemporary
research centering on primary sector breaktimes. A number of relevant issues
and themes are discussed to provide a firm theoretical basis to support the
analysis. These are integrated with theories and models from the management

of educational change.

Chapter 3

In the third chapter the choice of research methods is justified. It is explained
why a mainly qualitative approach was judged to be the most appropriate
mode for this inquiry. There is a full discussion of the case study approach
and the four stages of the investigation are given. The research instruments
and sampling techniques are scrutinised and issues of reliability and validity
are debated. The use of a questionnaire survey is examined and change
management is appraised. Finally, consideration is given to the utilisation of

educational management concepts as an analysis tool.

Chapter 4

The fourth chapter begins the data presentation and analysis by discussing the
changes which primary sector schools within the LEA have recently been
making. Issues raised are examined in greater detail in relation to the focus
schools, together with the cultural and physical environments of the
institutions concerned. Due attention is given to questions of financing
improvements and the approaches taken. Chapter Four therefore answers

research questions 1-4.

Chapter 5

Chapter Five moves the investigation forward by exploring policy and practice
with particular reference to those schools that form the nucleus of the inquiry.
Due regard is given to the organisation of breaktimes and an examination is
made of written policies and other documents related to playground issues.

There is a review of practice in respect of playground induction strategies with
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an emphasis on the very youngest pupils. Subsequently, the chapter
scrutinises inside (‘wet’) playtimes and the consequent difficulties these
impose on individual schools. The chapter concludes with an exploration of
parental attitudes towards breaktimes. Chapter Five thus answers research

questions 5-9.

Chapter 6

In Chapter Six the analysis moves to the social environment of the playground
and considers the needs of the child. Numerous elements are investigated
including children’s playground activities and their likes and dislikes about
breaktimes. Children’s friendship patterns are explored together with gender
and racial issues. Also discussed are behavioural difficulties relating to the
playground, including the manner in which pupils exit the play space. There
is an examination of ‘rough-and-tumble’ play. Alternative lunchtime activities
are additionally mentioned. Chapter Six thereby answers research questions

10-12.

Chapter 7

Chapter Seven continues the analysis of the social environment of the
playground with a consideration of adult supervision. Initially , the chapter
centres on those staff who supervise morning and afternoon breaktimes. The
implications of the obligation to undertake this task on a regular basis are fully
examined and the views of staff are duly considered. The chapter also
provides a brief scrutinisation of staff activities while pupils are outside at
play. Attention subsequently falls on lunchbreak supervision. A thorough
examination of the role of the midday superviéors, together with their opinions
and the changing nature of their job, is comprehensively presented. Other
staff supervising lunchtime activities are also discussed in this chapter.

Chapter Seven therefore answers research questions 13-14.
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Chapter 8

In this chapter the analysis concerns an in-depth examination of the process of
change. Chapter Eight therefore revolves around developing practice. This
forms the final stage of the investigation. An account of initiatives undertaken
in the main case study school is presented and evaluated. The effectiveness
of all innovatory practice is carefully considered and some judgements are
made to complete the debate. Chapter Eight thus partly answers research
question 15. An epilogue on the remodelling of the primary school workforce

completes the chapter.

Chapter 9

The final chapter draws the research together and adds fresh knowledge to this
area. Limitations to the study are discussed and some important conclusions
relating to current practice are provided. A number of recommendations for
future research are made and suggestions are given for further changes to

practice. This completes the thesis.

Résumé

This chapter has sought to introduce the investigation. It has given basic
background information, not only to emphasise the significance of the study,
but also to outline a number of major issues which will be expanded upon in
the succeeding chapters. The purpose of the inquiry was clearly explained.
The overall focus of the investigation involves the management of change in
primary sector breaktimes and this is largely explored through the case study
mode. Details have also been provided of the historical context relating to the
area under investigation. It was demonstrated that ideas revolving around
child’s play and children’s play activities have changed throughout the years
and that it is only in more recent times that these have been valued.

Breaktimes have not generally been seen as being educationally beneficial.
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Subsequently, it was argued that the investigation provides a comprehensive
inquiry into changes in primary sector playtimes and uses the educational
management literature as an analysis tool. This engenders new insights into a
number of important issues within the parameters of the study. The local
context of the inquiry was also presented. Firstly, the Local Education
Authority in which the investigation is situated was revealed leading to an
introduction to those schools forming the nucleus of the inquiry. This served
to furnish salient details of each institution and its location within the borough.
In turn, this was followed by a brief overview of the conceptual and of the
arrangement of the thesis with an outline of the content of the current and
remaining chapters. Chapter Two explains the theoretical framework that

supports the investigation.
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Chapter Two
Reviewing the Literature

Introduction

The second chapter provides a critical review of current literature in the area
of study. This establishes a firm theoretical foundation for the investigation.
As indicated in the preceding chapter, issues revolving around the developing
situation in primary sector breaktimes are complex and wide ranging. While
the literature reviewed is principally located in the breaktime and related
domains it is also fully integrated with relevant concepts from the
management of educational change. As Kruse and Seashore Louis (2003,
p-167) point out, ‘Often the initial literature on which a study rests cannot
provide deep enough theoretical roots to explain finds unique to a research
effort’ and this proved to be the current situation. Therefore, a synthesis of
approaches from these different disciplines has been utilised. The chapter
begins with a discussion of research methods used by other investigators and
demonstrates that both qualitative and quantitative approaches have been

exploited.

An examination of key topics of concern relating to the process of breaktime
reform is then explored. To begin with, consideration is given to both the
cultural and physical environments of the school. This is followed by an
exploration of safety and health issues revolving around the school
playground. It is determined that recent interest in these matters is largely
related to societal changes and children’s present day sedentary lifestyles. The
financial aspects of making changes to school grounds are given due
prominence with both local management of schools (LMS) and fund-raising
receiving attention. Following on from this, there is an appraisal of present-
day modifications to the structure of the school day and the resultant reduction
in the amount of time pupils now spend at break. Next, the importance of
policy-making is detailed. It is argued that a whole-school (collegial)

approach is advantageous and that schools now need a separate playground
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policy. The particular requirements of reception children in the playground
are also discussed in relation to possible developments in this area.
Difficulties pertaining to inclement weather conditions are subsequently
closely scrutinised. It is suggested that, in the past, schools have failed to
make adequate provision whenever breaktime must be taken inside the
building. Parental concerns are another central factor in respect of playtimes.
Attention is therefore paid to current issues centering on greater accountability

and parental involvement.

Next, a comprehensive evaluation of the literature concerning the need for
children to be provided with appropriate play opportunities is presented.
Reference is made to the increasing importance of the school playground for
children’s social development with an analysis of friendship patterns and
gender and racial issues (‘social class’ is dealt with elsewhere in relation to the
catchment area of each school). The crucial topic of pupils’ (reputedly)
deteriorating breaktime behaviour is thoroughly examined. It is proposed in
current accounts that some form of social skills training (circle time) is now

desirable

The chapter continues with an exploration of the highly significant subject of
playground supervision and recent changes to the adult role. It is
demonstrated that there are two opposing trains of thought in this domain. On
one hand it is argued that children should be left to play freely and on the other
there is a contention that adult intervention is now required. Following on
from this, the chapter appraises the spéciﬁc needs of lunchtime ancillary staff
(midday supervisory assistants) and whether or not these are currently being
met. Literature relating to the effective management of change is then
discussed with the assertion that a collaborative approach is vital. Notions of
‘effectiveness’ in the outcomes of change management are considered. The
chapter concludes with an evaluation of previous studies. It is claimed there

still remains a need to approach the subject matter holistically.
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Previous research

As already stated, in recent years the primary school playground has become
the focus of much concern and debate and this is clearly reflected in the
growing literature in this area. Most notably, Blatchford (1989; 1994; 1996;
1998) continues to write extensively in this domain and concludes there are
both positive and negative aspects associated with primary playtimes.
Blatchford (1998) also acknowledges that there are two different approaches
to playtime investigations. The first of these, using qualitative methods,
involves ‘descriptions of peer culture stemming from sociological and
ethnographical perspectives’ (op cit, p.11). The second concerns ‘features of
peer relations such as social competence and friendships, stemming from a
psychological perspective, and typically based on quantitative research
methods’ (ibid).

The issues identified by such inquiries are complex with many studies
focusing attention on specific aspects of the situation. For instance, there have
been many investigations into bullying and anti-social behaviour (Whitney
and Smith, 1993; Boulton, 1995; O’Donnell, 1995; Stafford and Stafford,
1995; McLeod and Morris, 1996; Rigby, 1997; Smith ef a/, 1999; Hunter and
Boyle, 2004). Rigby (1997, pp.23-24) alleges that, ‘If we watch children in
the playground we will soon see many examples of bullying, varying in A
seriousness some seemingly playful (though not necessarily harmless) teasing;
some vicious and even sadistic behaviours though the latter are more likely to
take place out of sight of most observers’. Studies have also examined
possible links between playground behaviour and children’s performance and

behaviour in the classroom (Pellegrini and Davis, 1993; Ashley, 1995).

In additioﬁ, diverse techniques have been used by those researching in the
breaktime domain. Observational methods have generally proved to be very
popular (Opie and Opie, 1969; Sluckin, 1981; Stafford and Stafford, 1995;
Boulton, 1995; Thomson, 2003). For example, both Humphries and Smith

(1987) and Lewis (1998) have used scanning procedures to record children’s
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playground activities. Additionally, Barnett (1988) and Playdell (1990) have
recruited children to undertake direct observations of their peers at play.
Moreover, Ashley (1995) has successfully combined sociometric
measurements of pupils’ popularity with playground interactions in order to
ascertain friendship patterns.  Furthermore, Titman (1994) has used
photographic evidence to supplement and strengthen other data collection
techniques. While it is accepted that information can usefully be acquired
through systematic observations of children’s playground behaviour,
Blatchford (1989) believes researchers inevitably face difficulties in reliably

recording what is actually happening.

As well as direct observations, interview methods have been used in numerous
breaktime studies (Davis, 1982; Blatchford et al, 1990; Ota, Erricker and
Erricker, 1997; Lewis, 1998; Thomson, 2003; Fabian, 2005; Visser and
Greenwood, 2005). Stafford and Stafford (1995) found group interviews with
pupils to be especially valuable due to children’s enhanced involvement in
discussions relating to their feelings, attitudes and conduct. Titman (1994)
found group interviews to be beneficial when utilising semiotic techniques to
elicit children’s understanding of place. Nonetheless, caution has been
expressed in respect of interview methods. In particular, Davis (1982)
determines that even fairly young children are likely to respond to researcher’s
open questions within a range of statements which they imagine to be
acceptable for such people according to their own perceptions of events.
However, some investigators have found it to be advantageous, not only to
interview pupils, but also to consult relevant adults (parents, teachers and
other staff) regarding children’s breaktime activities (Ross and Ryan, 1990;
Lewis, 1998).

In addition, both survey methods and experimental techniques have proved to
be popular with investigators in this field (Smith er al, 2004; Kutnick and
Kington, 2005). Whitney and Smith (1993), for instance, surveyed 6000
Sheffield pupils as part of a comprehensive study into bullying. These
particular researchers had criticised previous studies for their over-reliance on

teachers’ reports of the issues involved and thus set out to redress the balance
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by consulting the pupils themselves. What is more, Lewis (1998) sent
questionnaires to parents seeking their opinions on various playground matters
as part of a multi-method breaktime inqﬁiry. Experimental procedures have
also been demonstrated to be useful in various playground investigations.
Notably, Pellegrini and Davis (1993) used a within-subjects design,
manipulating the amount of time spent in the classroom prior to breaktime, to
study the relationship between pupils’ playground behaviour and their
classroom conduct. Furthermore, Smith, Madsen and Moody (1999) have
been able to show that bullying decreases with age by using statistical
techniques. In addition, Stafford and Stafford (1995) have exploited the action
research mode to foster co-operative activities in boys who were displaying

exceptionally aggressive behaviour in the primary school playground.

Cultural aspects

There is a general recognition that the cultural aspects of a school can be
difficult to define. Hargreaves (1992) identifies culture as the shared values,
norms, beliefs and habits of those working within the organisation. West-
Burnham (1992) characterises culture as a school’s personality and Whitaker
(1998) sees it as the outcome of people’s behaviour. Campbell and
Southworth (1992, p.16) regard culture as simply ‘the way we do it here’.
According to Busher (2001, p.76), this nexus of shared values and norms
expresses ‘how people make sense of the organisation in which they work and
the other people with whom they work’. Bennett (1993b) persuasively argues
that individuals in schools will both affect the dominant values and also resist

any attempts by management to change them.

McMahon (2001, p.127) claims that, ‘Rather than a holistic school culture
- there are likely to be a number of subcultures’ and this increases the
difficulties of managing change. Significantly, it is claimed that there may be
a different set of cultural assumptions about those adults within a school who

are not teachers (Torrington and Weightman, 1993). It is suggested that
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support staff make their own contribution to what Pollérd (1985) describes as
the ‘institutional bias’ of the school. In particular, Pollard (op cit, p.143)
claims that the lunchtime supervisory assistants, while of ‘low status’, may
nevertheless exert ‘a considerable influence’ on the organisation, especially
during the lunchbreak. Marsh (1994) argues that each sub-group within a
school may thus have its own norms and values and therefore conflicts can
easily arise. Additionally, ‘Micro-politics particularly come into play in

relation to the issue of sub-cultures within schools’ (Stoll, 2003, p.104).

Coupled with the general culture, schools are also deemed to have their own
ethos, although McLaughlin (2005, p.306) stresses that, “The notion of “ethos”
is notoriously difficult to bring into clear focus.” While West-Burnham (2001,
p.16) sees ethos as being ‘synonymous with culture’ Torrington and
Weightman (op cit) usefully believe the ethos to be the self-conscious
expression of specific objectives in relation to values and behaviour. Murphy
(2001, p.110) believes church schools have a particularly ‘strong and positive
ethos’ which is said to be, ‘Easy to sense, difficult to define, impossible to
quantify’. Docking (1996) points to the importance of a school’s ethos in
making a vital contribution to behavioural standards, while Jones (1989, p.3)
warns ‘the general ethos, climate or philosophy of a school has its own
powerful consequences’. It is judged that pupils will only flourish when the
school ethos is warm and supportive (Mosley, 1996).

There is also an assertion that the school playground has a dominant culture of
its own. It is stressed that the playground is a world where a ‘powerful hidden
curriculum’ exists, which adults have difficulty accessing (Sharp and
Blatchford, 1994, p.187). Moreover, it is determined that the playground
culture will form a resistance to any breaktime improvements a school might
propose (Ross and Ryan, 1990). Furthermore, the hidden playground
curriculum may have sexist and racist attributes which run counter to general
school policy. The situation is summarised by Pollard (1985, p.10) who states
that, ‘On one hand children’s culture and social activities are a source of self-
directed learning, on the other, they may reinforce social inequalities and lead

to increasing differentiation’.
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Sharp and Blatchford (1994, p.186) warn that any adult who is researching
activities in school playgrounds will soon discover that ‘games can seem
violent, and some rhymes and language can be scurrilous, scatological and
surprisingly worldly’. The prevailing atmosphere is felt to be one where
‘might is right’ and thus, ‘changing playground dynamics requires a holistic
approach, reviewing the messages and values of the hidden school curriculum’
(Ross and Ryan, 1990, p.4). Nevertheless, this is considered to be no easy
task due to the secret nature of the playground (Ota, Erricker and Erricker,
1997), and, according to Opie and Opie (1969), the children’s culture will
always remain their own. It is additionally alleged that the playground
environment is one of ‘uncontrolled confusion’ (Opie, 1993, p.2). In contrast,
however, it is claimed that playgrounds operate in a similar vein to the adult
‘community and instead of chaos there is order to be found (Sluckin, 1981).
Lindon (2001a, p.19) argues that, ‘Children do not exist separately from the
society of which they are a part’ and they are ‘affected by the social conditions

and beliefs of the time’.

Blatchford (1994, p.19) reasons that there are both ‘problem’ and ‘romantic’
perceptions of the playground but determines that these represent ‘two sides of
the same coin’. While the problem view stresses the many behavioural
difficulties that are present, the romantic ideal highlights those activities which
children can both enjoy and learn from. This latter standpoint is one which is
shared by both Sluckin (1981; 1987) and Opie (1993). For instance, Opie (op
cit, p.51) describes the playground as an ‘exchange and mart for amusements’.
It is considered that the playground is a special place where children can
sustain rules and relationships that enhance both autonomy and spiritual
development (Ota, Erricker and Erricker, 1997). Pollard (1985, p.49)
suggests the children’s culture develops ‘within an informal social structure of
friendship, hierarchy and status’ and further believes that pupils bring to the
school their own social expectations ‘related to cultural forms within a
school’s catchment area’ (p.142). These contribute to the ‘institutional bias’

of the school by representing ‘a layer of social context, a “negotiated order”
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which, although not immune to influence and action has to be recognised as a

present social reality by any participant in school life’ (op cit, p.145).

Provision

School grounds

Lindon (2001a, p.21) states that, ‘In contemporary Europe, there has been an
increasing emphasis on children’s right to play’ and it is asserted that children
need stimulating and ‘developmentally appropriate’ environments (Moore,
1986, p.51). According to Kamen (2005, p.79), ‘the play environment should
be welcoming’. It is alleged, however, that school grounds have traditionally
fallen well short of this expectation and children’s play spaces are often
inappropriately designed. A common thread running through the literature
therefore is that school grounds have conventionally been of very poor quality
(Blatchford, 1989; Kelly, 1994; Titman, 1994; Stafford and Stafford, 1995;
Hendricks, 2001). Significantly, Kelly (1994, p.63) maintains the playground
is often so bleak that it might more appropriately be termed as merely a

‘break-ground’.

Furthermore, Hendricks (2001, p.192) contends that around the world school
playgrounds have acquired a reputation ‘for being dismal, barren lands’ and
goes so far as to liken them to prison yards by describing them as ‘grim and
punishing’. Hendricks also claims school playgrounds ‘tell the story that the
people who use these spaces are not important’ (ibid). Both Hendricks (op cif)
and Titman (1994) argue strongly that poor quality environments give children
a clear message that they are inferior. Moreover, it is reasoned that the
playground can be a breeding ground for boredom and, because of frequent
overcrowding, can cause children to misbehave as they have little else to

occupy their time (Blatchford, 1989).

In addition, it is observed that school grounds frequently display such negative
aspects as broken fences, litter, smelly drains, dog faeces, graffiti and

vandalism (Titman, 1994). It is therefore held:that the dire state of school
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grounds encourages child disaffection by making children feel that they are
unworthy of something better. All of this has led Heseltine and Holborn
(1987) to argue for the provision of a more child-friendly playground and
more appropriate outdoor areas. Hendricks (2001) powerfully expresses the
view that well-designed spaces for children’s outdoor school life should
capture the joys of living by emphasising elements of community groups,
friendship and social life. Titman (1992) proposes that there should be quieter
places for children to socialise. Both Humphries and Rowe (1994) and
Sturrock and Else (1998) suggest that the addition of hiding places will nurture

children’s social, emotional and spiritual development.

It is perhaps worth noting, however, that Brown and Burger (1984, cited in
Blatchford, 1989) have previously found modern playground designs do not
foster desirable behaviour more than traditional landscapes. Even so, the
Department for Education and Science (DES, 1990) recognises that while
tarmac is hard-wearing and has been adopted by convention as a playground
surface there is no justification for this area to be rectangular. Instead there
should be flowing, irregular outlines with bays for informal play. Hendricks
(2001) is of the opinion that landscapes should be undulating rather than flat
and also considers there is a need for smaller areas. Similarly, Lindon (2001a,
p.84) stresses, ‘Large open spaces can actually give rise to more conflict,
because the boundaries to different games overlap and so territory becomes an

issue’.

Rigby (1997) holds the view that, because the traditional playground is dismal
and tedious, it emerges as a place where children have little to engage either
their minds or their senses. Moore (1986) goes further and maintains
children’s development is significantly advanced by memorable, stimulating
environments. On the other hand, children’s development is blocked or
delayed by easily forgotten dull surroundings. It is claimed that not only is
children’s behaviour linked to the nature and design of the environment
(Titman, 1994), but also that children’s social competence is elicited in some
settings but not in others (Pellegrini, 1991) and that, ‘low quality
environments inhibit play’ (Pellegrini and Blatchford, 2000, p.49). There is
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additionally a consensus of opinion that there should be zoning (or sectioning)
of different areas in the playground (Ross and Ryan, 1990). It is advised that
zoned regiohs, used for divergent activities, will not only provide more readily
for children’s interests but will also enable the playground area to become

more manageable.

It is suggested the children themselves need to be fully involved in helping to
find solutions to breaktime problems (Blatchford, 1989; Kelly, 1994; Flutter,
2006). In addition, Titman (1992) feels that it is pupils who should be
designing adornments, such as the surface markings, as this will increase
children’s interest in their use. In spite of this, Titman (1994) strongly asserts
playground markings, and also wall murals, generally do little to inspire
children and it is claimed that while markings for games such as hopscotch are
common in school playgrounds they are rarely used. This may be because the
markings have faded or because pupils have largely lost interest in them or
even because children do not know how to use them properly. It is further
proposed that the design of playgrounds is ‘based in the assumption that the
users are fair weather players’ (Hendricks, 2001, p.100). In reality, school
grounds are likely to receive greatest use in spring and autumn and grass areas
may be unusable for much of the year because the British climate frequently

produces muddy conditions.

Health and safety issues

The Department for Education and Skills (DfES, 3, 2004) argues that, ‘An
improved playground environment should be secure, safe and easily
supervised’. Health and safety issues assume a special importance with regard
to breaktime. For example, it is argued that adults are overly worried about
safety and are consequently limiting children’s free play activities (such as
climbing and jumping), thereby preventing children from learning about risk
taking through the realms of their play (Sturrock and Else, 2002; Lindon,

2003). Even so, schools do need to allay parents’ fears about playground
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safety (Blatchford, 1989; Hargreaves, 1989). Interestingly, the Department for -
Education and Science (DES, 1990) has previously concluded that most
playground accidents involve collisions and falls at ground level, rather than

resulting from climbing and jumping activities.

In spite of this, it has been found (Thomson, 2003, p.54) that a number of
schools have been ‘taking all the fun and spontaneity out of playtime’.
Trafford (2001, p.20) suggests that teachers everywhere are showing a lack of
willingness to supervise playground activities that ‘bear an element of risk’
because of a potent fear of litigation. Moreover, some schools have found it
necessary to dismantle climbing apparatus since regulations concerning play
equipment were recently changed when European standards were adopted in

the United Kingdom early in 1999.

Safety has become a feature of prominence. Evans (1994) claims parents are
no longer prepared to accept that playground accidents are the inevitable
consequence of children’s rough-and-tumble play. The onus appears to be on

individual schools to develop a play area which is both safe and stimulating.

- Lindon (2003, p.1), refers to a ‘healthy balance’ and suggests ‘children need a

challenge’. According to Kamen (2005, p.33), ‘Every child has a right to a
stimulating play environment which provides opportunities for risk, challenge
and growth of confidence’. Fortunately, Titman considers it is feasible to
provide pupils with opportunities for adventurous play without any
involvement with great heights. Nonetheless, it is judged unworkable to
provide a playground which is ‘completely safe from misadventuré’ (Evans,
op cit, p.38). Lindon (2005, p.14) suggests practitioners should share the risk
assessment process with parents and that it is possible to create an interesting

outdoor environment that is ‘safe enough’.

Crucially, Evans (1994) reveals that rules introduced in Australia to foster safe
supervision in the playground have frequently been at the expense of
producing challenging play opportunities. The highly relevant point is also
made that until comparatively recently Australian pupils have been left to play

unsupervised at both recess and the lunchbreak. What is even more
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noteworthy is that in attempting to make playgrounds safe, thereby
disallowing preferred activities, pupils are more likely to be found indulging in
illicit play (Evans, op cif). Furthermore, parents have become increasingly
aware of children’s general safety and are thus unwilling to allow their
children to play unsupervised in parks and streets (Blatchford er al 1990).
Jenkinson (2001, p.xiv) claims that, ‘Our children are housebound, waiting for
childhood to be over in order to gain some sense of freedom’. This means the
school playground remains one of the few places for children to play outside.
Even so, fears over safety continue and Jenkinson (2001, p.xv) alleges that,

‘Children’s time is almost always supervised and regulated by adults’.

One benefit of breaktime which should not be forgotten is the opportunity it
provides for enhanced physical activity (Moyles, 1989; Smith, 1994b; Sharp
and Blatchford, 1994). Significantly, it is argued that children ha?e become
far more sedentary and they ‘are doing less exercise today than a decade ago,
prompting concern over the risk of heart disease, weak bones and obesity later
in life’ (Spencer, TES, 2000). It has already been proposed that pupils might
easily increase their physical levels in the school playgrouﬁd (Blatchford,
1989). Research by O’Pray (1997) confirms adults can introduce specific

activities which result in higher levels of physical exercise at playtime.

Nonetheless, there are additional concerns about potential health risks posed
by the weather. According to Titman (1992, p.9), the playground is ‘a
tarmacced suntrap’ which makes children feel unwell. Strong feelings are also
expressed by Hendricks (op cit, p.193) who concludes that, ‘Landscape design
techniques in shade provision, sun exposure and wind protection need to be
employed to create spaces that can be used in most kinds of weather’. A
further matter of some importance revolves around the potential lack of
drinking water available in some playgrounds. While schools are required to
supply water the point is made (FAQ [Frequently asked questions}, 2005, p.3)
that there is nothing to specify ‘the type and number of facilities per pupil’.
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Financial matters

Blatchford (1989) claims that any playground improvements must begin with
issues of finance. Titman (1992), however, alludes to the fact that relatively
little has been spent in this domain in the past. Every school therefore faces
issues of funding major change (Department for Education and Science,
1990). As schools are now able to use money for their own purposes it is
argued that financial delegation (LMS) has given an increased incentive for
schools to engage in various forms of income genération (Levacic, 1993a,
1993b). To this end it is proposed that parents might become involved in
some form of fund raising activity.' However, Blatchford (1989) feels that,
while parental contributions to playground projects might be welcomed,
schools could easily make better use of various recycled items (such as large
tyres) as this obviously reduces the financial burden. Furthermore, schools
should accept any volunteers who are willing to help to convert the

playground into a child friendly space.

It is also alleged that many school initiatives fail because of a lack of adequate
resources (Waters, 1996). It is argued (O’Neill and West-Burnham, 2001,
p.12) that resources are a ‘key determinant of performance’ and that
individuals should be able to ‘control and deploy the resources they need to
function and perform effectively’. Importantly also, it is noted by the
Department for Education and Employment (DfEE) that ‘Schools have a duty
to achieve their objectives as efficiently, effectively and economically as
possible’ (NPQH [National Professional Qualification for Headship], Unit 4.1,
2001, p.5). Budgets are thus seen as providing a financial foundation for

planning operations (McCallion, 1998).



Organisation

The structure of breaktimes

There is a general view that play is an activity which supports children’s
learning (Brown, 1994) and any attempt to limit breaktime (for example,
because of supervision difficulties) is therefore likely to be counter-
productive. Nonetheless, Thomson (2003, p.57) stresses that ‘playtime at
school is “play to order” ’. While it is accepted that breaktime probably forms
a larger proportion of the school day in the United Kingdom than in most other
countries (Blatchford, 1989) it is judged that any reduction of play periods is
not necessarily to be welcomed. Brown (1994, p.49) reasons that all such
moves should be regarded as very ‘short-sighted’. As stated, it is argued that
playtimes form a vital part of children’s social development (Smith, 1994b;
Hendricks, 2001).

Moreover, Hendricks (op cit, ‘p.190) has strong feelings about the current
‘drive to use the outdoors as an extension of the formal education system’
because this ‘has so taken over that all outdoor space is now developed to be
part of the curriculum and the children have no space to play freely, there is no
playground, just outdoor classrooms’. In contrast, there are those who
maintain the school grounds can be constructively utilised throughout the
school day. For example, Humphries and Rowe (1994, p.113) suggest the
‘opportunities for teaching in the playground are endless’. More recently,
Thomson (2004, p.16) has noted that ‘Forest Schools’ have been ‘springing up
across the U.K [United Kingdom]’, describing the Forest School as ‘a true
classroom without walls’. It is an idea based on Danish provision whereby
children are able, among other things, ‘to climb very high into the trees on
rope ladders and swings’ (ibid). The outdoor environment (a woodland setting
is not crucial) is judged to foster young children’s self-esteem and
independence, as well as providing first hand experiences and movement to

give kinaesthetic feedback.
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Learning in the outdoor environment is popular in Scandinavian countries
although Olsson (2000, p.16) claims that there is an internationally established
concept of ‘Outdoor Education ... meaning outdoor learning’. Interestingly,
Olsson (op.cit.p.4) feels the outdoor environment can ‘serve as both library
and social meeting place’. According to Olsson (2000, p.10), ‘the school yard
should be a pedagogical resource for creative projects’ as well as being a place
that ‘fosters new knowledge’ (p.6). It is further alleged that the social context

out of doors makes a profound impression on the memory.

Aasen and Waters (2006, p.124) additionally state that, ‘In Norway the
development of interpersonal skills is a central aim’ of work with young
children. It has recently been revealed that, in comparison to English
education, Scandinavian countries (where children start schooling at a later
age) place a greater emphasis on young children’s social development and
show less concern for developing reading, writing and mathematical skills. It
is concluded (Ofsted, 2005, p.14) that in Finland and Denmark greater priority
is given to ‘personal and interpersonal development’ and to ‘the nurturing of a
climate of tolerance and mutual respect’, which is enacted both inside and
outside the classroom. Furthermore, in Finland lunchtime is seen as a central
social occasion in coﬁtrast to mg:rely being a rather noisy English event that

has ‘to be got through as quickly as possible’ (op cit, p.27).

In the UK, however, breaktimes are generally seen as a period of recreation in
the more formal education system and it is further reasoned that playtime
represents ‘a distinct and different form of learning experience’ (Titman, 1999,
p.12). In spite of this, Tizard et al (1988) conclude that some children would
probably be happier if ways could be found to restructure playtimes, or even to
provide alternatives to the set break. In keeping with this theme, Sharp and
Blatchford (1994) advocate creativity in the way in which breaktime is
organised.  Nevertheless, these authors do recognise that overcoming
traditional ideas about breaktimes and lunchtimes could prove to be difficult.
One notion which has been put forward is that of having staggered playtimes
(Blatchford, 1989). Another suggestion is having pupils segregated into
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particular play areas with peers of the same age (Evans, 1994). Furthermore,
while it may be advised that playtime should not be reduced in any way it is
argued that pupils could be given a choice as to whether or not to go outside

(Sharp and Blatchford, op cir).

However, giving children the choice of remaining inside the building is likely
to present problems regarding the provision of adequate supervision
(Blatchford et al, 1990). As such, this is not necessarily going to provide a
solution. One additional proposal is the complete removal of fixed playtimes,
thus allowing individual teachers to decide if and when they would like to go
outside (Sharp and Blatchford, 1994). Again, there are drawbacks because
teachers would then be unable to socialise with colleagues in staffrooms
(Blatchford, 1989); although Titman (1992, p.4) firmly asserts that the
‘Provision of break and playtime should not be merely a matter of
administrative concern — a time for staff to have a “loo and coffee break” or
even, however beneficial, a time for staff and children to “have a break from

3% 2

each other” ’. In complete contrast, it is maintained that teachers (and others)
do need to have a suitable break (Haigh, TES, 2004). It is also argued that
fixed time breaks should be retained in order that pupils have the opportunity

to forward plan the use of this period (Blatchford, 1998).

Other approaches include the introduction of the ‘continental day’ (morning
school only) thereby eliminating the need for lunchbreaks but it is argued that
this would not be popular with parents (Blatchford, op cif). Moreover, it is
noted that most European countries have both morning and afternoon sessions,
There is an added insistence that children need to have an afternoon break
(which many schools have now removed) in order to enhance their
concentration. It can easily be seen therefore that a number of debates centre

around the overall organisation of breaktimes.
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Policy

Docking (1996) insists that it is not only school ethos (although this is vitally
important) but also school policy that makes a substantial difference to pupils’
behaviour. Patently, this incorporates playground conduct. Both Tattum
(1989) and Blatchford (1989) hold the view that schools should focus on the
positive aspects of behaviour and accordingly must produce a behaviour
policy which includes ‘being noisy with your praise and quiet with your
reprimands’ (Blatchford op cit, p.39). While such positive strategies are vital
they are judged to be far more effective when they form part of a whole-school
approach (Whitney et al, 1994). Docking (1996, p.13) states that, ‘A genuine
whole-school policy is not only about the whole school but is drawn up by the
whole school’. Such collective decision-making in the process of school
management is now widely recognised. It is said to increase a feeling of
ownership in the outcome and to bring about enhanced commitment to
practice (Beare et al, 1989; Hargreaves, 1992; Whitaker, 1998; McCallion,
1998; McCall and Lawlor, 2000).

Blatchford (1989) determines that behaviour at playtime should not be treated
any differently from conduct at other times and therefore a school’s behaviour
policy needs to include behaviour patterns throughout the whole day.
Nonetheless, Docking (op cif) stresses there is a necessity for schools to also
generate a separate playground policy. Other commentators present a variety
of ideas for the development of such a document. Ross and Ryan (1990,

p.174) see three levels to policy development which are specified as:
* Identifying the issues
* Agreeing procedures (rules and enforcements)
* Monitoring outcomes and modifying practice.

These commentators view playground improvement as a process rather than a
finished product. There is a word of caution from White (1988), however, in
that it may not be entirely acceptable to rely on the subjective impressions of

staff and pupils when monitoring the success of any intended improvements.
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A further point of debate concerns the introduction of bans for certain
activities. Lindon (2001a, p.175) feels strongly about this issue and alleges
that, ‘One of the frustrations experienced by primary school children is that
problems in the playground are sometimes “solved” by adults imposing a ban
on an activity’. Lindon (op cit, p.176) sees serious disadvantages in bans (for
example, the banning of football games and temporary ‘crazes’) because,
¢Staff tend not to consider bans for activities and equipment that are regarded
as a legitimate part of the learning environment’ and therefore bans are not
usually imposed on ‘what are regarded as educational resources’. It is
recommended that, as an alternative to bans, ‘Children can learn through being
properly involved in the process of discussing problems and possible solutions

in a calm and open-minded way’ (ibid).

Transition stages

It is accepted (Yeo and Lovell, 2002, p.11) that the ‘National Curriculum
forms part of society’s policy for education’. Three stages are relevant to the

current study:

* The Foundation Stage involving nursery and reception pupils aged 3-5
years (which became part of the National Curriculum under the 2002
Education Act).

* Key Stage 1 for pupils in Years 1 and 2 (5 to 7 years) in infant
schools/departments.

* Key Stage 2 for pupils up to 11 years in Years 3-6 in the junior age

group.

Yelland and Kilderry (2005) observe that there are new ways in early
childhood education and it is noted by Tassoni (2002, p.1) that at the
Foundation Stage, ‘Play is emphasised as the vehicle for learning’. It is stated
that there should be ‘planned and purposeful activity that provides

opportunities for teaching and learning, both indoors and outdoors’
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(Qualifications and Curriculum Authority, 2000, p.11). As Wood and Attfield
(2005, p.13) readily acknowledge, however, ‘by Key Stage 2, play in school
tends to become a distant memory except as organised games and outdoor

playtime’.

Furthermore, Ofsted (2004, p.12) has recognised this ‘shift from play-centred
activities to more formal learning and the greater demands made on ..

[pupils] by “harder work” when they move from the Foundation Stage to Key
Stage 1°. Perhaps more worryingly, recent research commissioned by the
Association of Teachers and Lecturers (Vevers, 2004, p.6) reveals that, due to
Government pressure to prepare four-year-olds for formal education, practice

in the reception year is ‘typically characteristic of Key Stage 1 classrooms.’

Forbes (2004, p.4) points out that ‘compared with European settings in the UK
there is a difference in both approach and delivery of an early years
curriculum’ With greater emphasis in the UK placed on early reading and
writing skills (although the Welsh Assembly has recently introduced a play-
based Foundation phase for three-to-seven-year olds, Welsh Assembly
Government, 2003, 2004; Learning Wales, 2005). All of this would seem to
further stress the importance of playtime and the value of an outdoor
recreational break. According to Thomson (2003, p.58) playtime needs to ‘act
as an “interlude” in the daily life of academic study’. As such it should offer

children choice in their breaktime activities.

In England, Early Years Units (nursery and reception) have now become more
common and Foundation Stage pupils are provided with separate facilities
from the rest of the school. Naturally, this includes outdoor play regions.
Furthermore, children in reception classes in infant and primary schools may
also have their own outdoor amenities. Moreover, in a number of schools
Year 1 pupils are being encouraged to access the reception pupils’ play areas
thereby ‘enhancing common experiences across the two year groups’ (Ofsted,

2004, p.11).



Even so, although little appears to be said on the issue of the specific needs of
reception children, there are some commentators who claim these pupils
experience difficulties in the primary playground (Hurst, 1994; Lindon,
2001a). Lindon (2001a, p.175) goes so far as to contend breaktime can be ‘a
daunting experience’ for many young children. It is further held that the
youngest pupils are frequently ‘perplexed about what they are supposed to do’
in the playground (ibid). Nevertheless, it is argued that the situation can be
ameliorated partly by the use of space and partly by having supportive
playground staff. Fabian (2005, p.7) reasons that, ‘Transitions are helped if
the initial transition into the playground is not made alone’. Lindon (op cif)
determines measures such as these can contribute to the provision of positive

playtime experiences for these very young pupils.

Indoor plavtimes

Various issues of great concern arise when inclement weather leads to
breaktime being taken inside the school building. Both WEST (undated) and
Mosley (1993) note that wet playtimes are an ordeal, especially if they are not
well organised. Fell (1994) claims that difficulties occur when pupils are
confined to their classrooms during wet lunchtimes but are prevented from
using the normal classroom equipment. In this situation it is argued children
may simply be supplied with ‘a few broken crayons, some scrap paper and six
tatty comics’ (Fell, op cit, p.141). Of course this is not the only problem
regarding wet playtimes. As Blatchford (1989) readily acknowledges, further
complications ensue when there are inadequate numbers of lunchtime
supervisors. Rose (TES, 1999) alleges supervisory assistants find wet

lunchtimes a logistical nightmare.

On a more constructive note, Fell (op cif) reasons wet lunchtimes are a good
opportunity for pupils to participate in organised games in the school hall.
Another solution is to supply toys and games kept specifically for use during
wet weather breaktimes. Mosley (1993) suggests pupils need to be

compensated for losing out on the opportunity for outside play by having
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alternative activities such as model making and drama. However, Hendricks
(2001, p.100) adopts a different stance and asserts that children ‘need to play
outdoors in all weathers’. The playground should therefore be designed to

facilitate all weather conditions, as previously stated.

Parental concerns

Fidler (2001, p.60) observes that, ‘Since the Education Reform Act of 1988,
parents in England and Wales have become much more influential, both as
educational consumers and as members of governing bodies of schools’.
Whalley (2001) recognises the importance of including parents in discussions
affecting their children and it is also recommended that parents should be
involved in the decision-making process (Docking, 1996; Mortimore et al,
2000). There is a suggestion that parents should receive regular
communications from schools to provide information on current happenings
(Glatter, MacBeth and Deem, 1993). It might therefore be expected that any
reports would include details of ongoing playground developments. For
instance, it is maintained parents need to have a very clear idea of procedures
and playground rules (Ross and Ryan, 1990). Docking (op cif) further
contends that eliciting parents’ perceptions of the playground is essential if a

comprehensive picture of life there is to emerge.

It has also been concluded that parents can have a great many worries about
what is happening to their child at breaktimes (Ross and Ryan, 1990). It is
judged that parents have concerns, not only about their child’s safety, but also
about whether their child is being bullied in the playground (Blatchford,
1989). In addition, Ross and Ryan (op cif) contend parents may have
difficulties getting their child to school due to playground problems such as
bullying, fighting and name-calling. Blatchford and Sharp (1994, p.5) suggest
the difficulties children can face are liable to become a sensitive issue and
that such upsets predominate because ‘mishaps in the playground are often
more easily communicated’ than other aspects of the school day. Ross and
Ryan (op cit, p.37) claim the most commonly expressed opinion from parents

in respect of playtimes is that ‘anything could happen’.
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Socialisation: the child in the playground

Beare et al (1989) consider that schools will always be concerned with pupils’
social welfare. Even so, there is a primary need to sponsor learning and for
Lofthouse (1994) this includes the hidden curriculum. It thus follows that
schools need to manage children’s breaktime experiences. The DIES
(Department for Education and Skills) (2003, p.54) sees good management of
playtimes and lunchtimes as ‘critical to improving behaviour’. Pelligrini and
Blatchford (2000, p.76) claim this gives rise to some difficult issues which
mainly relate to the tension ‘between a greater control of pupil behaviour and
the likely value of pupil independence’. There are problems therefore with

increasing adult intervention in children’s play activities.

Play and games

Playtime is ostensibly a time for children to play but it is argued that play is an
exceptionally complicated phenomenon which is generally not well
understood (Hendricks, 2001). However, Aasen and Waters (2006, p.125)
maintain that, ‘Play is central to the child’s well-being.’

Definitions of Play
It is judged (Kamen, 2005, p.52) that, ‘There are many different definitions of

play’ and it is stated (Meggitt, Stevens and Bruce, 2000, p.107) that, ‘Play is
complex’. All attempts to define play scientifically have proved to be
unsuccessful because, in Hendricks’s (op cit, p.7) opinion, ‘Play is such an
intrinsic part of being human that it is difficult for us to get the scientific
distance to study it’. Gilmore (1971) alleges play eludes precision because of
its nature as an abstract and global behaviour and that it is simply not possible
to provide a precise definition which is scientifically workable. Furthermore,
‘Play seems to represent the definitionally impossible “waste basket” category

of behaviour, the unmotivated act’ (Gilmore, op cit, p.311).
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Lindon (2001a, p.2) suggests that it is because of the multiple features that are
included in the word ‘play’ that there can be ‘no concise definition’. Smith
(1984, p.vii) claims that, ‘Objectively , play also presents some profound
intellectual puzzles. What exactly do we even mean by play?” According to
Wood and Attfield (2005, p.5), ‘Play cannot easily be defined or categorized
because it is always context dependent, and the contents are varied’. Titman
(1992, p.4) concludes that play is complex because, ‘it is confused with
amusement diversion, “letting off steam”, thought to be a “waste of time”.

Nothing could be further from the truth!’.

Much of the existing literature stresses various attributes of play. For instance,
Matterson (1989, p.4) sees play as ‘a vital part of the growth and development
process’ and Stevens (1977, p.242) alleges play ‘is necessary and vital to
“normal” development’. Piaget (1971, p.338) suggests, ‘Play is an exercise of
action schemes and therefore part of the cognitive component of conception’.
However, Sutton-Smith (1971b, p.341) maintains, ‘Play is not solely a
cognitive function (nor solely affective or conative), but an expressive form
sui generis with its own unique purpose on the human scene’. There is also an
emphasis on the naturalness of play and the fact that it is a spontaneous
behaviour.  For example, O’Donnell (1995, p.117) reasons that, ‘Like
laughter, play is natural, enjoyable, very important and necessary’; while
Hendricks (2001, p.100) claims, ‘Play has to do with things of the everyday,
ordinary things’. Furthermore, Guha (1996, p.57) indicates that, ‘Play is part
and parcel of children’s natural behaviour embedded in their day-to-day
living’. It is stressed (Chazen, 2002, p.19) that, ‘Play activity is characteristic

of living and life’.

It is further suggested that play springs from the imagination (Sturrock, 1999a)
and that prior to each act of playing there ‘lies a zone of instigation of
intentionality and ideas’ (Sturrock, 1999b, p.5). Lindon (2001a, p.45) views
play as ‘a personal creative activity’. Titman (1992, p.4) asserts that play is
‘the process of doing, exploring, discovering, failing and succeeding’.
Additionally, it is reasoned that play is ‘an activity done for its own sake,

without external constraint’ (Smith, 1994a, p.15). Sheridan (1999, p.4) feels
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play is simply about ‘having fun’. According to Sturrock and Else (1998, p.9),
children at play are ‘alive in the moment’. For Raymont (1937, p.301), “The
essential féature of play ... lies not in the thing done but in the spirit in which
it is done’. The open-endedness of play is stressed by Beaver et al (2001,
p.360) who simply determine that, ‘Play cannot be wrong’.

In addition, various commentators discuss the reasons why children (and
adults) play; although Hendricks (op cit, p.9) asserts that to ask ‘why do
people play?’ is akin to asking why people breathe because play, like
breathing, is an essential activity which satisfies needs. In all cultures play
seems to be the dominant activity of children (Curtis, 1994). However,
‘Because it consumes so much energy to no immediate practical purpose, play
has puzzled those who have tried to understand its adapti\?e significance’
(Parker, 1984, p.272). According to Sheridan (1999, p.10), ‘Theorists have
struggled for centuries to describe and explain the universal significance of
play without consensus’. Nomnetheless, whether play is seen as cathartic
(Eiferman, 1976) and a way of reducing anxiety, or whether play is viewed as
.a way of expending surplus energy (Gilmore, 1971), it is certain there ‘are
numerous, often contradictory definitions of play’ but that while we ‘don’t
know what play is, nor do we know why anybody plays, ... when we do it, we
like it’ (Guha, op cit, p.56). Each act of play is susceptible to a variety of |
influences. These are shown in Figure 2.1.

Figure 2.1 The shape of play

cultural attitudes
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environment
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Various factors influence each child’s play and each play activity is said to be
unique. The child’s personality, gender and experiences are influences within
the child. Additionally, the time available for play, other children and adults,
the play environment petrsonality, the cultural attitudes towards play and the
physical environment are the external influences. Hendricks (2001) states that
the greatest influence is that of other children. However, any discussion of
the pedagogical aspects of play items, or examination of children’s play
behaviour, requires the interconnectedness of these influences to be

recognised. Play cannot be divorced from these internal and external factors.

Much, therefore, is claimed for the activity of play, although it is stated
(Meggitt and Bruce, 2002) that children cannot be made to play; they have to
want to play. As Minett (2005, p.182) argues, ‘children play because it gives
them pleasure’. Moyles (1989) notes that in play the brain (and usually the
body) is active and stimulated. This provides motivation for the player to
master the unfamiliar thereby gaining knowledge, skills, information and
understanding. Quite simply, ‘Playing is learning” (Moore, 1986, p.12).
Numerous commentators build on this claim. For instance, Lewis (1998, p.49)
declares play ‘is a way of exploring and experimenting within relative safety’
and Lindon (2003, p.1) maintains, ‘Children need to explore new experiences

in order to extend their skills of problem solving, planning and reflection’.

It is further argued that play represents more than just a rehearsal for
adulthood and instead forms ‘the life world of the child and their sense of
identity and self” (Sturrock and Else, 1998, p.8). Bruce (1994, p.193) sees
what she terms ‘free flow’ play as ‘an integrating mechanism, which brings
together everything we learn, know, feel and understand’. Forbes (2004,
p.127) claims free flow play will include ‘mistakes’ which Knoop (2002)

reasons are an important part of children’s learning and creativity.

Play is thus said to provide for the holistic development of the child. It draws

together children’s emotional, social, physical, language and intellectual skills
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(Tassoni and Hucker, 2000). This integrated view of play is one subscribed to
by Sturrock and Else (2002) and can be seen in diagrammatic form in Figure
2.2. These authors argue that through play children learn to:

* Recognise new skills and behaviours

* Practice them until competent

* Integrate them into a personal ‘portfolio’ of skills and behaviours

which then shape who and what the child becomes.

Healthy development comes from a balance of all four areas shown in Figure 2.2.
Sturrock and Else (op cit) stress that different play theories form only part of the

whole picture and that growth is not limited to one area.

Figure 2.2 An integrated view of play
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Even so, there appears to remain a need to continuously justify the importance
of play in children’s development. Kamen (2000, p.21), for instance, points
out that while children undoubtedly learn a great deal through play, the term
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‘play’ is frequently used in reference to those activities which are deemed to
be ‘unimportant and frivolous’. This is a view shared by Curtis (1994, p.33)
who claims that the language used in relation to children’s play tends to give
an impression of undervaluing the activity with ‘Go and play’ being a
common phrase. In spite of this, it is emphasised that play is the chief activity
of children in all parts of the world, including ancient civilisations (Bruce,

1994) .

Increasingly, there are powerful arguments that children require real
experiences in their play, such as tree climbing (Sturrock and Else 2002).
Modern day living means that for many children play now revolves around
electronic games. This is said to represent an adulteration of a child’s mental
space (ibid). Sturrock and Else (2002) contend that when children are playing
on a computer they are playing in someone else’s imagiﬁétion and maintain
human imagination has far greater potential than any computer. There is a
strong need, therefore, to provide a balance in children’s play opportunities.

This notion is supported by Hendricks (2001, p.245) who argues persuasively:

Children of today, to prepare for tomorrow’s work life, do
not need to spend a lot of time with today’s computers; for
the sake of a good adult life they should be practising to use
their brain in all its facilities and competencies. More than

~ anything else they should be developing skills to deal with
the new and unknown.

Hendricks then goes on to assert that children require real-life situations and
not a pre-programmed series of events. Real-life requires interaction with
living things which, in turn, commands an ability to find real-life solutions to
situations requiring knowledge of how others think and behave. Such skills

are not learnt on a computer but are developed through playing with people

(op cif).

There is a belief that the most important aspect of play is the child’s learning
of social skills (Hendricks, 2001) which is vital for children’s social
development (Hall and Brennand, 2004). Titman (1992), for instance,

54



maintains tolerance, sharing and cooperation, as well as respect for others’
feelings and opinions are better understood through social play. Similarly, the
DES (1990) has reasoned that children also experience the consequences of
non-cooperation. and selfishness through their play. Lindon (2001a) claims
children develop, highlight and reinforce their own opinions and experiences
while playing. In addition, Moyles (1989, p.8) suggests that, ‘Play helps the
participants to build confidence in themselves and their abilities and, in social
situations, helps them judge the many variables within social interactions and
gain empathy with others’. Additionally, because play is always at the child’s
own level the needs of all group members will be met (Beaver et al, 2001).
Pellegrini (1991, p.234) further alleges that social play gives children the
opportunity to learn and rehearse those skills which are vital for good
citizenship, stressing that, ‘Good citizens should be friendly and cooperative

as well as literate and numerate’.

Games

- It is additionally held that play contributes a great deal of knowledge about
children’s underlying cognitive and social processes because play develops
with age (Sharp and Blatchford, 1994). According to Guha (1996), as children
get older and begin to play in larger groups, the play becomes more varied and
increases in complexity, and is usually sustained over longer periods of time.
This brings with it a requirement for children to develop skills to coordinate
their own behaviour with others in the group. Therefore the rule structure of
games provides a ‘scaffold’ for interactions with peers. .As children develop
they become involved in formalised play which requires compliance with rules
(some of which are self-imposed), as well as regular patterns of behaviour

(DES, op cit).

Smith (1994b, p.44) submits that, ‘The unique learning opportunities provided
by play and games are probably more in the social domain, certainly by
middle childhood years when rule games and team play are common; while in
rough-and-tumble play children may be cementing friendships and alliances’.

A number of claims are made regarding the importance of rough-and-tumble

55



play (playful fighting), which is said to mostly be the province of boys
(Pellegrini, 1991; Boulton, 1994; Stafford and Stafford, 1995). Hendricks
(2001) insists that, in play fighting, children are able to test out emotions and
actions which they would be prevented from doing in real life. Nevertheless,
not all commentators are in agreement as to the desirability of rough-and-
tumble games. Rigby (1997, p.175), for example, acknowledges that, while
many accounts suggest games with pushing and shoving ‘are healthy and
desirable’, there is a possibility that such activities are simply the precursors to
‘violent and definitely undesifable conflict’. Even so, as noted, there is a
general agreement that social play is advantageous for children’s learning.

Crucially, breaktime appears to be an ideal time for this to happen.

Hendricks (2001, p.188) makes the highly salient point in that breaktime gives
children the necessary ‘time to play to be themselves to “digest” the formal
education aspects and get ready for more’. In spite of all this, it is suggested
that the quality of playground behaviour is not very high (Blatchford, 1989).
For example, ‘much of children’s play is seen to be physical squabbling, with
much low-level physical play involving chasing and fleeing, jumping on backs
and fighting. Much of this is in turn attributed to acting. out scenes from
television programmes and films on video’ (Blatchford, op cit, p.10) and it has
been stated that today’s children lack the ability to play games. Games are
judged to provide children with unique learning opportunities. They differ
from other types of play in that at least one player must have a conception of
the rules of enactment and the scenario involved (Parker, 1984). The
remaining players must also have the cognitive aptitude to follow these rules,
although Meggitt and Bruce (2002) note that children should also have an
understanding that rules can be changed.

It is reasoned that games involve ‘the ritualization of foles and the enactment
of predictable predetermined scenes’ (Parker, op cit, p.273) and they are said
to be a uniquely human type of play. Interestingly, Frith and Lobley (1971)
note that children will play games for sheer enjoyment even in the absence of

adult guidance. These authors suggest games are a major feature in children’s
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lives at primary school level. Moreover, cross-cultural research shows games

are tied to the culture in which they occur (Sutton-Smith, 1971a).

A wide number of games and activities are common in primary school
playgrounds including:

* football

* ball games in general

* chasing, hiding, tag and variations

* pretending and fantasy games

* dares, including going to banned places

* games using the playground markings and playground equipment

* conversation and just enjoying the company of friends

(based on Lindon, 2001a, p.81).

O’Donnell (1995) reasons games can provide a means of learning both
agreement and compromise, as well as relieving boredom which might lead to
unwanted behaviour. It is also alleged games ‘help to develop children’s
abilities to appreciate, discriminate, adapt, create, cooperate, communicate,
learn, assess, exult and congratulate’ (O’Donnell, op cit, p.68). Sheridan
(1999) further considers that games with rules assist children’s understanding
of fair play, taking turns and sharing, and the accurate recording of results.
Ball games, team games and individual activities are also said to facilitate self-
testing and to provide a way of achieving success and impressing friends
(DES, 1990). Moreover, it is argued that organised games with rules allow
each child to feel a bona fide member of the group as children make their own
individual contribution (Millar, 1968). Intriguingly, Opie and Opie (1969,

p-17) suggest ‘collecting players for a game can be a game in itself’.

It is held that children like to play games which have a long history, such as
skipping rhymes, chanting games and tag (Lindon, 2001a). According to
Sluckin (1987), many activities are handed down through the generations.
Nonetheless, it is judged that, ‘Despite the motherly influence of tradition ...
children’s play is like every other social activity [in that] it is subject to

continual change’ (Opie and Opie, 1969, p.8). Examples of games
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documented by Opie and Opie (op cif) can be found in Appendix 2. Lindon
(op cif) is of the opinion that it remains open to question whether or not
traditional games have waned over the years. Eifermann (1976) concludes
that some games may be played sporadically and Sutton-Smith and Kelly-
Byrne (1984) suggest there are a number of playground games which are
seasonal. One game which most commentators agree presents problems is
football. However, Blatchford et al (1990) take a positive stance and claim
football gives an ideal opportunity to develop teamwork and it also provides a
chance to organise coaching and skills training activities. Moreover, Lewis
(1998) feels large ball games can be contained in designated areas (zoning)

thereby allowing space for alternative pastimes.

Friendships, gender, ethnicity and age

According to Aasen and Waters (2006, p.124), ‘Friendship and children’s play
must be seen as crucial for children’s feelings of happiness.” It is further
reasoned that children are able to express their friendships in the school
playground (Blatchford, 1994). There is a claim that school breaktimes are the
only occasions when children can meet up with friends who are not in the
same class (Blatchford, 1998). Convincingly, Davis (1982) suggests that
bargaining with friends requires complex strategies and additionally alleges
that children’s friendships remain stable over time. In contrast to this latter
assertion, however, Opie and Opie (1969) conclude there is a continuous
pattern of making and breaking in children’s alliances. Singer and Doornenbal
(2006, p.240) have found that ‘peer conflicts provide children with a charged
motivational context for moral, social and emotional learning.” While much
literature emphasises the beneficial aspects of playground relationships, some

commentators are keen to highlight the difficulties endured by a few children.

For example, Lindon (2001a) acknowledges that a number of pupils
experience the distress of being without friends in the playground. In addition,
a child may be excluded from playground games by another child; although
Lindon (op cit) determines that ejection from play might be only temporary
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and the child concerned may find other playmates. Even so, there are some
children who experience the isolation of continuous rejection and Blatchford
(1994) maintains such rebuff can powerfully condition behaviour later in life.
The possibility also exists of rejected children forming their own sub-group
whereby the main play activity is that of disrupting other children’s games or
resorting to bullying in order to establish a focus to their playground time
(Lindon, 2001a). Unsurprisingly, it is maintained that children who complain
of having no one to play with can experience a great deal of unhappiness and
Lindon (op cif) suggests happy playtimes are dependent upon having the
necessary social skills to negotiate entry into games, thus preventing children

from feeling isolated.

It is also noted that schools have now begun to address any isolation problems
by establishing ‘Friendship Stops’ (for instance, introducing special seats)
designed for children requiring company, or ‘Friendship Squads’ (buddies) to
help isolated pupils. Mosley (1993) further concludes it can be helpful for
older pupils to initiate playground games with younger children. In addition,
Boulton (1994) advises that adults might intervene and help to integrate
isolated children into peer group games. Interestingly, Ashley (1995) finds
that there are correlations between the social matrix in the playground and
pupils’ levels of academic attainment. Ashley argues that children with poor
attainment and poor behaviour in the classroom can have different playground
encounters from their peers and that socially low status children may tend to
have fantasy friendships rather than real attachments (op cif). Furthermore,
Kutnick and Kington (2005, p.535) have found that the experiences of primary
school male and female friendship pairs, both in and outside of classrooms,

link with pupils’ ‘approaches ... to cognitive problem solving’.

A number of sources refer to gender issues at breaktimes and it is said that,
‘Children in primary school tend to play with their own sex’ (Lindon, 2001a,
p.92). It is further noted that while there may be similarities between the play
of boys and the play of girls, there are also variations which cannot be
attributed to a child’s individual temperament (Lindon, 2001a) and there are

held to be sex differences in the choice of children’s playground games
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(Blatchford, 1994). This is judged to increase with age. Girls are said to play
a wider Variety of games than boys. In one study (Blatchford ez al, 1990), it
was confirmed that the main playground activity of boys is football. This
appears to be played by 84 per cent of all 10 and 11 year-olds and tends to
monopolise the playspace. A comprehensive picture of the differences
between the two sexes in respect of contemporary playground games is
provided by Lindon (2001a, p.92):

Girls’ play
*  Girls spend less time than boys playing competitive team games.
* Girls generally play in smaller groups.
s Girls tend to play skipping games with rules and a competitive edge.
(For example, counting how many skips each can achieve.)

* Girls talk more in social groups.

Boys’ pla
"« Boys play more football (although girls sometimes get involved).
* -Boys organise teams and negotiate the rules of play.
« Boys do have occasion to talk together but appear to take on the social
learning that males rarely talk about their feelings.
Even so, Lindon (op cif) stresses playground play is not completely segregated
and that mixed groups are to be found. Nonetheless, it is felt that children

who cross gender lines are likely to be teased as a consequence.

There is an idea that the playground is a' ‘proving ground’ for boys’
masculinity (Ross and Ryan, 1990, p.6) and therefore girls may feel frightened
in this male dominated space (Kelly, 1994). Moreover, boys are perceived as
being more involved in fighting than girls (Blatchford, 1989). On the other
hand, Grugeon (1988; 1991) claims girls use traditional games as
empowerment against boys. However, it is reasoned that any attempt at
changing gender related behaviour would be difficult (Blatchford, op cit).
Sykes (2003, p.335) states that ‘different genetic interests’ are responsible for
‘the often very distinct behaviour patterns of the two sexes’. Sluckin (1987)

concludes that playground games introduce children to culturally specific sex-
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roles, values and attitudes. Thorne (1993, p.44) notes that in playgrounds,
*Activities, spaces and equipment are heavily gender-typed’. All the same, it
is argued that school playgrounds should bevorganised for the promotion of
anti-sexist equal opportunities. For example, Mosley (1993, p.99) maintains
that, “The football policy should include equal opportunities for both boys and

girls’.

According to Smith (1994b), even in multi-cultural settings, children tend to
have playmates from the same ethnic group. It is judged, nonetheless, that
there has been insufficient research into ethnic differences in school
playgrounds. One study, however, does highlight the fact that racism itself
presents problems (Ross and Ryan, 1990). Cameron ef al (2006, p.1216)
argue for ‘extended contact as an intervention to reduce children’s negative
outgroup attitudes’. Blatchford (1989) makes it plain that while there is an
obvious need to produce clear guidelines to combat racism, it is also vital to
involve parents as well as pupils and staff because racism clearly extends far
beyond the school playground. A further suggestion is that multi-cultural

games could be formally introduced at breaktimes.

Behaviour

Regrettably, it is asserted that playground life is a truly miserable experience
for those children who must endure unpleasantness and spitefulness (White,
1988). Shaw and Wainryb (2006, p.1061) observe that ‘children of all ages
are likely to be critical of behaviours that target others’ well-being’.
Numerous commentators confirm there is a negative side to the school
playground and several significant points emerge. For instance, most of the
fighting which occurs in school appears to take place in the playground
(Tizard et al, 1988). The majority of children view playground life as
physically and verbally aggressive (op cir). Blatchford (1989) concludes most
trouble in the infant playground originates from a comparatively small group

of disruptive children, with the Year 2 boys posing the most problems due to
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exceptionally boisterous behaviour.  According to O’Donnell  (1995),

however, playground behaviour in general is frequently very rough.

In addition, Smith and Cowie (1991) feel some children are disliked simply
because they show exceptionally high levels of aggression at breaktime. It is
also judged that primary school teachers perceive playtimes mainly in terms of
problems, rather than as offering the potential for play (Lindon, 2001a).
Teachers express concerns about ‘children idling around the playground — not
seeming to know what to do with themselves’ (Blatchford, 1998, p.4).
Coupled with this is the perception that children have far less respect for
authority these days and there is a substantial increase in pupils with behaviour
difficulties (ibid). Research indicates most playground conflict stems from the

following five aspects:

s Disobedience (for example, children ignoring requests).
« Parental attitudes (for example, children being told to fight back).
 Hierarchy (for example, children taking little notice of support staff).
« Exclusion (for example, football domination to the exclusion of other
activities).
 Violence (for example, verbal and physical).
Based on White (1988, p.194).

Blatchford (1989) observes that playground behaviour is often worse during
the longer lunchbreak than during shorter playtimes partly because children
gradually become more tired and partly due to the fact that supervision is not
as stringent during the lunch session. Certainly, the Elton Committee (1989)
concluded that the lunchbreak proved to be the biggest single behaviour
related problem that schools face. According to Wood and Attfield
(2005,p.2), ‘many children dislike outdoor playtime because it provides
opportunities for conflict, aggression, bullying and anti-social behaviour’. Of
particular interest, too, is the claim by Blatchford (1989, p.24) that the
changing seasons can affect children’s conduct with windy and cold days

bringing out ‘the worst in playground behaviour’. It is also judged that
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children show a lack of attentiveness on their immediate return to the

classroom following a period in the playground (Pellegrini and Davis, 1993).

Importantly, Whitney and Smith (1993) determine there is a link between
social disadvantage and undesirable behaviour at school. It is not unexpected
therefore that Stephenson and Smith (1989) have found builying to be more
prevalent in socially deprived areas. Whitney and Smith (1993, p.23) argue
powerfully that bullying is a ‘pervasive problem’ in schools, which Blatchford
et al (1990) maintain usually takes place out of sight of adults. This opinion is
shared by both Elliott, M. (1998) and Alexander (2002). In addition, it is held
that bullying is a phenomenon which has been endured for generations but
which has only recently ‘been brought out of the closet’ (Kelly, 1994, p.65).
Much research in this particular area has been inspired by the work of Olweus
(1991) in Scandinavia. While Salmivalli et al (2005) report on a more recent
Finnish study, there has also been a growing awareness of the extent of
bullying in British schools (Boulton and Underwood, 1992; Whitney and
Smith, 1993; Alexander, 2002). Nicolaides et al (2002, p.105) discovered that
trainee teachers lacked ‘confidence in their ability to deal with bullying’.

Bullying has been defined as, ‘Repeated oppression, psychological or
physical, of a less powerful person by a more powerful person’ (Farrington,
1993, cited in Rigby, 1997, p.15) and, according to Ross and Ryan (1990), it
stems from both power relationships and value systems. Significantly,
findings by Smith, Madsen and Moody (1999, p.282) suggest young primary
school pupils see negative behaviour (such as fighting) in terms of bullying
because they are unable to apply the ‘imbalance of power’ criterion. Not
unexpectedly, 85 per cent of primary school bullying occurs in the playground
(McLeod and Morris, 1996). Research by Whitney and Smith (op cif) and
Pellegrini and Bartini (2000) suggests bullying is more frequent in boys.
There is a tendency, however, for girls to experience verbal abuse and for boys
to be physically attacked (Blatchford, 1989; Whitney and Smith, 1993). In
addition, Boulton’s (1995) research indicates the victims of bullies tend to be
those children who are less popular with their peers. Rigby (op cif) endorses

this view.
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Additionally, Stafford and Stafford (1995) declare friendly incidents can easily
turn aggressive, presenting staff with the problem of establishing whether
children are playing or fighting. However, O’Donnell (1995) contends
deliberate fighting is not the same as general playground roughness. Even so,
the difficulties associated with ambivalent behaviour present staff with the
added problem of discriminating between playful fighting and real fighting
(Boulton, 1994; Stafford and Stafford, 1995). Furthermore, it is claimed
children quickly exploit such ambiguity (Sluckin, 1987; Blatchford, 1989). An
additional difficulty revolves around those children with faulty social skills
who see play fighting as intentional aggression by others (Pellegrini,! 1991).
Children who are rejected by their peers ‘may attribute aggressive intent,
whereas popular children, may correctly interpret the act as playful’
(Pellegrini, op cit, p.231). Moreover, Rigby (1997) concludes bullies often
justify their actions with arguments that they are only playing. In spite of all
this, Lewis (1998) is keen to point out that there may be very few incidents of
actual aggression, despite the widely held view that there is much intimidating
and very rough behaviour in school playgrounds. Sluckin (1987, p.150) is
adamant that ‘children at playtime are not just like little savages (as some of

 their teachers describe them)’.

At the same time, it is acknowledged that a few children are simply unable to
cope with the freedom of the playground and are not able to adopt acceptable
forms of behaviour (Mosley, 1996). Ashley (1995, p.26) suggests, ‘Some
children may survive or even thrive in the traditional playtime but others of
different disposition are unable to do so’. There are, for instance, those
children for whom the main playground is just too large. Ashley (op cif)
therefore reasons that schools may need to reconsider the organisation of
breaktimes by creating ‘smaller and more diverse play situations in which
children can explore social contacts in their own way’ (ibid). Furthermore,
effective management is judged to be a crucial element in preventing
disciplinary problems (Tattum, 1989). The DES (2003, p.54) considers it is

necessary to develop ‘a school ethos where children know, wherever they are



in the school — in the classroom, in the playground, in the corridor, in the

dinner hall — what is expected of them and how they ought to behave’.

Nevertheless, it is argued (Alexander, 2002, p.21) that, ‘it takes time and
energy to create a strong ethos built on respect and civility’. Docking (1996)
suggests that effective behaviour management stems from some form of
control to regulate children’s behaviour because children need direction for
their psychological stability. Playground sanctions are therefore required,
although it is acknowledged that some children will fail to respond to these
and that this presents a major problem (WEST, undated). White (1988)
advises schools to adopt a playground ‘code of conduct’ in order to make
children more reflective about their own behaviour. In addition, Ross and
Ryan (1990) propose that conflict in the playground can be effectively reduced
by adults fostering cooperative play and collaborative games. It is held there
is a requirement for organised games in order to prompt a sharp decrease in
aggressive behaviour (Stafford and Stafford, 1995). This is supported by
Visser and Greenwood (2005, p.29) who state: ‘Our current research presents
evidence to support the concept of changed playground ethos through the

introduction of playground games leading to fewer playground disputes’.

In contrast, it is élleged children will learn the skills of conflict resolution and
cooperation through a series of problems that require them to find their own
solutions free from adult intervention (Sluckin, 1987). It is further claimed
(Sharp, Cooper and Cowie, 1994) that little impact is made by simply telling
children not to fight, with the suggestion that conflict is an inevitable part of
normal life. Children should therefore be taught suitable skills of conflict
resolution which allow a ‘win-win’ situation. Docking (1996, p.124) reasons
that what matters is ‘how people respond to conflict’ and in order to provide
children with the necessary skills it is vital to ‘bring the playground into the
classroom’. In keeping with this, Rigby (1997) considers that a method
known as ‘Quality Circles’ will help to promote cooperation through group

problem solving.
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Mosley (2005, p.15) describes circle meetings as ‘about reinforcing - good
behaviour’. Circle time has been praised by the Office for Standards in
Education. According to Lindon (2001b), it represents more than just sitting
children in a group to talk. Instead, it is concerned with helping children to
diffuse conflict, to manage their feelings, to foster self-discipline and to
encourage collective responsibility (White, 1988; Ross and Ryan, 1990;
Whitney and Smith, 1993; McLeod and Morris, 1996). Docking (op cif)
asserts that when children are encouraged to debate their own behaviour it
forms a valuable part of their moral education. Such discussions contribute tb
the personal, social and health education (PSHE) curriculum. An additional
way of improving pupils’ playground behaviour is to provide children with the
opportunity to support their peers (Lindon, 2001a). This seems to be a
relatively new idea. While peer mediation may be appropriate for unresolved

arguments, children do need to be suitably trained in conflict management.

Other accounts also present a number of useful comments in relation to
playground behaviour. For instance, Reynolds (1989) argues that schools
should adopt an ethos of rewarding desirable behaviour rather than one of
punishing undesirable behaviour. Docking (1996) additionally reasons that
adults should consider the importance of terminology when, for example,
‘naughty pupil’ characterises the problem behaviour as malevolent and
intentional. Such an approach is deemed to be unacceptable. Moreover,
Blatchford (1989) expresses concerns about the problems occurring when
several classes are simultaneously en route to the playground (and returning
into school) and behaviour can thus easily deteriorate. In addition, it is argued
children return to school in a poor frame of mind when breaktime ends
abruptly by the sound of a whistle or bell (Blatchford, op cit). Furthermore, it
is held that there is a requirement to fully research the actual causes of

aggressive behaviour.
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Supervision

There is much debate in current accounts regarding the role of adults in the
primary school playground. Questions arise as to whether or not close
supervision is appropriate. (It is held, however, that some form of supervision
is always needed to ensure children’s safety.) Given that such supervision is
required, whether or not adults should introduce directed activities because
powerful arguments have been put forward in favour of free play. Ross and
Ryan (1990) maintain children should have the opportunity to participate in
undirected activities in order to develop physically, creatively and socially.
They conclude, even so, that the play area must be well structured because,
‘Playtime can then become about the freedom to make choices from a range of
activities rather than about confusion genera{fed by the “freedom” of a chaotic

unstructured playground’ (p.42).

Additionally, White (1988) holds strong views that playtime is the children’s
own time and it should not be organised by adults. Bruce (2004, p.vii) insists
children need ‘genuine opportunities to engage in their own play’ and
Brennard et al (2001, p.354) consider children need to ‘play in their own way’.
Similarly, Ashby (1995) claims the unique contribution breaktime makes to
children’s social development cannot be emulated by adult-directed activities.
Sluckin (1987) argues children are able to influence, initiate and change the
rules of games when they are left alone in a manner which would be
impossible between adult and child. It is also reasoned that adult controlled
activities cannot match the enthusiasm which children have when left to play
freely (Eifermann, 1976, Tassoni and Hucker, 2000). Hendricks (2001,
p.192) asserts that, ‘We must trust children and not over-organise their free
play spaces — otherwise they will never find out how to use their free time

without a calendar or time manager’.

Others tend to agree. Sturrock and Else (2002) feel adults should not
intervene in children’s play unless invited to do so and Sheridan (1999) claims
children should be left to play spontaneously. Opie and Opie (1969) allege the

outside world remains present when playground games are organised by
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adults. These ideas, of course, are far from new. Wilderspin (1840, p.11
quoted in Raymont, 1937, p.102) believed children should choose their own
play activities because if children ‘play at what they choose they are free
beings, and manifest their characters; but if they are forced to play at what
they do not wish, they do not manifest their characters, but are cramped and

are slaves, and hence their faculties are not developed’.

Despite this, it is recognised that adults are tempted to control children’s play.
Thomson (2003, p.57) observes that, ‘Games 'encouraged in the school
playground are quite often instigated and monitored by the adults; who
govern, process, and organise these games into packages’. Opie and Opie
(1969) point out this stems, in part, from a belief that traditional games are
dying out and therefore adult involvement is required. Games such as The
farmer’s in his den, Poor Jenny is a-weeping, Ring a roses and In and out the
dusty bluebells are said to be ‘in decline’ (Blatchford, 1989, p.13). As
Blatchford (op cif) has determined, however, such rhymes and games have
now become part of the curriculum and may no longer represent an attractive
alternative to formal schooling. Of course, it could also be argued that in a
multi-racial society these games are not part of the traditional culture for many

pupils.

Even so, is suggested by some that adult intervention enhances children’s play
(Tamburini, 1982, cited in Moyles, 1989) and that adults will inculcate good
play habits which children will then continue when they are left on their own
(O’Donnell, 1995). Stafford and Stafford (1995, p.290) go so far as to
conclude some children actually need to be ‘taught sow to play’. One recent
innovation of particular interest has been the ‘Positive Lunchtimes Initiative’
in Lancashire primary schools whereby lunchtime activities (attendance is
optional) are coordinated by teaching and welfare assistants (Marr, 2003,
p.24). It is claimed that through the introduction of various clubs, ‘The

atmosphere in the playground is transformed’ (ibid) in a positive way.

However, Beaver ef al (2001) consider it necessary for involved adults to have
appropriate knowledge and understanding of how to organise suitable play

opportunities. Moyles (1989) expresses a word of caution by suggesting that
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any adults who are involved in children’s play should both value the activity
and enjoy the opportunity to participate. Waters (2003, p.9) warns that adults
must be ‘extremely sensitive’ when joining in with children, while Ashley
(1995) suggests it is the role of the adult to facilitate play rather than to
intervene. Titman (1994) agrees that the emphasis should be on enabling
activities rather than on organising the play. One idea for adult intervention is

the teaching of playground games in physical education (PE) lessons.

While there is a tendency for lunchtime supervision to be passed from teachers
to ancillary staff, teachers are still required to supervise other breaktimes.
What is of interest, however, is that there is no legal minimum ratio of adults
to children in the playground (either at playtimes or lunchtimes). Instead, it ‘is
a matter which falls under the duty of care for pupils that every school has’
and furthermore, ‘The tradition of that duty into practice is the responsibility
of the head, who must consider all the relevant factors’ (Archimedes, TES,
2001). However, the literature distinctly suggests playground supervision
(‘duty’) is a task which teachers thoroughly dislike. Moreover, Sharp and
Blatchford (1994) claim there is a conflict that teachers experience between

their classroom role and the role of non-intervention in the playground.

Evans (1994) feels that one reason for teachers’ dislike of playground duty is
the policing role which is necessary for supervision and the consequential
confrontations with children. Nevertheless, it is generally judged to be vital
for teachers to walk around the playground ensuring children are free from
danger because the children’s safety is argued to be a first priority. Hendricks
(2001) suggests teachers who are outside and join in with the play (rather than
leading the play) thereby become important role models in children’s lives.
On the other hand, it is claimed that teachers cannot be doing playground duty
effectively and playing with the children (Evans, op cif). Significantly, it is
also concluded that the ‘first few playground duties are difficult for NQTs
[newly qualified teachers]’ (Taylor, op cif). Evans considers playground
responsibilities should be included in all pre-service teacher education courses
because playtime is such a crucial part of each child’s school experience.

Moreover, schools are now employing more teaching assistants who, along
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with nursery nurses, also carry out breaktime supervision and it is likely that

they, too, would benefit from suitable instruction.

Docking (1996) draws attention to the fact that under the School Teacher Pay
and Conditions regulations teaching staff (apart from the headteacher) are not
contractually obliged to supervise during the lunchtime session. In spite of
this, some teachers do carry out activities during the lunchbreak. This can
include some form of direct supervision or it might be in the form of providing
extra-curricular activities for groups of pupils. Problems may occur, however,
because teachers’ workload has now become a feature of prominence and
many teachers already ‘feel themselves stretched beyond what they can
reasonably be expected to manage’ (Morris, TES, 2002). It has additionally
been concluded that teachers need to ‘concentrate on doing the job of
teaching’ (Morris, ibid). It is highly unlikely that teaching staff would again

be compelled to resume the lunchtime supervisory role.

Lunchtime supervisory assistants are usually untrained (Rose, TES, 1999;
Ryall and Goddard, 2003). According to Blatchford (1989) they receive low
payments and work difficult hours. It is alleged that they often provide less
than adequate supervision and there is acceptance that schools do not always
employ the most suitable candidates (Blatchford, op cif). There are
indications that teachers often express concerns about the effectiveness of this
supervision and that such feelings contribute to teachers’ perceptions that
breaktimes are problematic (Blatchford, 1998). The point is also made (Ryall
and Goddard, 2003, p.73) that, ‘Some headteachers and teaching staff ... still
find this group of principally local women insignificant except as a source of
complaint when they fail to resolve problems on the playground by the end of
the dinner hour’. However, Anderson (2003, p.21) argues that, ‘A lack of
information, resources, authority or power can influence performance
adversely’. Titman (1992, p.11) is particularly informative in stating that,
‘Supervisors who are relegated to performing the role of policing the
playground, who through lack of training and skill, are unaware that the
manner in which they address children will determine the manner of response,

and who have nothing to “give” in terms of skills, are condemning children,
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themselves and everyone else to a daily diet of frustration’. Docking (1996,
p.119) reports that the difficulties lunchtime supervisors experience can be
expressed under the following five headings:

* lack of status

* lack of communication

* lack of information

* lack of role clarity

* lack of training.

Lack of status: It is believed children often treat lunchtime supervisors in

a manner lacking in respect because of an awareness that they do not have the
same authority as teachers (Blatchford, 1989). There can be problems, for
example, with the lack of sanctions which supervisors are able to impose
(Titman, 1992). Ryall and Goddard (2003, p.75) acknowledge supervisors’
feelings of ‘powerlessness’. Mosley (1993, p.82) argues for a whole-school
focus to raise the status of lunchtime staff, recommending that supervisors
should not be viewed as ‘second class citizens’. According to Whitaker (1998,
p.87), it is helpful to give staff ‘psychological pay-days’ so they feel valued
for their contributions. Riches (1994a) suggests employees who have negative
experiences at work will tend not to perform to the best of their ability. Fell
(1994), however, offers one possible solution by advising that the midday
supervisors should be involved in school policy making as this will enhance

their standing within the school community.

Lack of communication and information: It is held to be crucial

for lunchtime supervisors to be able to discuss their status and role with the
teaching staff (Docking, 1996). According to Sharp (1994) and Ryall and
Goddard (2003), communication between supervisors and teaching staff is
generally poor and White (1988) reasons that time should be set aside for
discussing the various issues that arise. Effective communication is held to be
vital for task accomplishment in educational settings (Fullan, 1992).
Moreover, good communication and information exchange facilitates

consistency of approach. Blatchford (1989) alleges teachers and ancillary
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staff have different thresholds as to what constitutes anti-social behaviour. It
is suggested that one solution for increasing consistency in approach is to
provide the midday supervisors with their own meeting times in order that
they might examine uniformity in the application of procedures (WEST,

undated).

Lack of role clarity: The DfES (1, 2004) maintains there should be a

‘clear definition of the roles and responsibilities of supervisors and teachers
when on duty’. However, there is some debate as to the exact role of midday
supervisors during the lunchbreak. While Titman (1992) feels strongly that
the role is one of facilitator of play, Lewis (1998) argues lunchtime
supervisors have conflicting interests when they are expected to arrange
positive play experiences but must also spend much of their time supervising
the school meal. Moreover, having two roles (supervisor and play worker)
presents problems and it might therefore be more appropriate to have just one
supervisor responsible for leading the play (Lewis, op cif). Furthermore, there
is a need for role clarity because, if the function of supervisors is likened to a
playground police patrol, then there is a requirement for staff to be able to see
all children at all times (Hendricks, 2001). On the other hand, if the
supervisory role is one of enabling play then there is a possibility of allowing

children secret places where they are hidden from adult view.

Whitaker (1998) maintains there is a need to have explicitness about all roles
and responsibilities. Of course, this leads to the requirement for supervisory
assistants to have a precise job description. Moreover, West-Burnham (1992)
feels that not only clarity of purpose, but also good interpersonal relationships
are necessary for any team if they are to work together effectively. West-
Burnham (2001, p.21) considers social relationships define work for most
people and that ‘the more positive the relationships the more likely it is that
individuals will be able to perform’. For Coleman and Bush (1994, p.271) it is
necessary to have ‘team members who can work together in a complementary

fashion’. Even so, Reynolds (2001) claims that there is a commonly held
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understanding that interpersonal relations among staff members within a

school are difficult to change.

Of course, it is equally important for the senior supervisory assistant to assume
the role of team leader and to lead the team in an appropriate manner.
According to Moos and Dempster (1998), the way in which leaders perceive
their own role will fashion how they perform the job. Watson (1996, p.263)
argues that it is the meaning that individuals attach to their jobs that is crucial
for how ‘they think and act with regard to their work’. Intriguingly, it is
asserted that humour is a vital ingredient in working life (Collinson, 1996).
This is said to both define the working group and to relieve the more
monotonous characteristics of the job. It is alleged that fun provides higher
energy levels which leads to individuals having a greater commitment to work

activities (Whitaker, 1998).

Lack of training: If adults are to closely supervise children’s playtime

activities with the emphasis on control and intervention then there is a very
strong’ demand for suitable training (Blatchford, 1996; Ryall and Goddard,
2003). According to the DfES (1, 2004), there should be, ‘Trained,
experienced supervisors training new recruits’. Rose (TES, 1999) maintains,
‘Training helps people to feel they are being taken seriously and that they do
matter’ by helping to raise self-esteem. Nonetheless, supervisor training
presents a difficulty because Local Management of Schools is said to favour
the training needs of other staff (Sharp, 1994). It is additionally concluded
that the day-to-day budget for the provision of adequate lunchtime supervision

is a very poorly resourced area (op cif).

In spite of such shortcomings, it is recommended that supervisor training on
behaviour management, child protection, bullying, play, how to communicate
effectively with children, how to work in a multicultural environment, and
also knowledge of first aid would be very beneficial (Rose, TES, 2000).
Blatchford (1989) also suggests that instruction on both Local Authority and

school policies would prove useful. In addition, it is argued training ought to
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be developed by LEA advisory staff and that sessions might be established by
both the LEA and school heads and deputies and it ‘could be compulsory’
(Blatchford, op cit, p.79).

What is more, Ross and Ryan (1990) consider ancillary staff need to be treated
in the same manner as teaching staff by having regular training workshops.
Titman (1992) feels schools should implement their own ‘in-service’ training
schemes; while Sharp and Blatchford (1994) conclude clusters of schools
could unite to provide appropriate ongoing learning opportunities amongst
themselves. This idea is supported by Glatter, MacBeth and Deem (1993)
who advise that ‘cluster’ schools might cooperate to develop a wide range of
in-service activities. Nevertheless, Reynolds (1989, p.39) claims ‘insecure
staff groups are ... least likely to take up any form of in-service exercise’.
Helpfully, McCall and Lawlor (2000) feel learning is far more effective when
it is fully integrated with workplace activity. However, it is accepted that
there is a requirement for staff to implenﬁent changes to their practice as a

result of any knowledge gained (Fullan, 1991).

According to O’Neill (1994), it is crucial to establish a positive learning
culture within the school and a wide variety of development activities could be
introduced. These would involve both individual and group learning,
delivered sessions, reflective self-analysis and action learning. Additionally,
Osterman and Kottkamp (1994) claim practitioners gain greater insights into
the impact of their own performance through the realms of reflective practice.
For Harrison (2003, p.31), ‘It is the way in which people use knowledge to
solve problems they encounter in practice settings which can be said to

characterise professional activity’.

Midday supervisors’ career structure: One further point of some -

note is the recommendation by Rose (TES, 1999) that supervisory assistants
not only require suitable training sessions but they should also receive regular
career reviews. It is further suggested (Ryall and Goddard, 2003, p.78) that

there should be regular reviews of ‘current performance preferably through
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appraisal’. According to Blandford (2000, p.144), ‘the purpose of appraisal is
to motivate and develop individual staff members’. Whitaker (1998, p.60)
thus proposes that individual schools need to take into account the personal
and career ambitions of each staff member ‘however lowly their status may

traditionally have been perceived’.

'The changing breaktime situation

It will have been determined that change has become a prominent feature of
primary school breaktimes. Fullan (2001b, p.30) concludes that, ‘Change may
come about either because it is imposed on us (by natural events or deliberate
reform) or because we voluntarily participate or even initiate change’ through
discontent with the prevailing situation. Issues relating to the transformations
taking place (both within and outside the school), together with an identified
need for further developments, as depicted in the relevant literature, all exert
an influence. It is argued here that such issues can generally be expressed
under four broad (but not mutually exclusive) categories (shown in Figure

1.1). These are as follows:

Social _issues including: children’s noted lack of outdoor play

opportunities; identification of bullying as a problem; perceived deteriorations
in pupils’ behaviour; recognition of isolated children in the playground leading
to the introduction of social support systems; and recent pupil involvement in

the decision making process via pupil councils.

Educational issues including: the introduction of the National

Curriculum; a greater emphasis on academic attainment; an increase in
technology with the resulting escalation in children’s sedentary pastimes;
recognition of the importance of physical education and exercise;

acknowledgement that children need real experiences; and an increase in
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extra-curricular adult-led activities encroaching on what has traditionally been

pupil’s free time.

Political issues including: the introduction of self-managing schools

(LMS); increases in special needs pupils in main stream schools; greater
emphasis on parental involvement in schools; introduction of healthy schools
initiatives; school workforce reforms; greater emphasis on having a well
trained workforce; and Government directives on written policies that schools

must now produce.

Institutional issues including: the introduction of Early Years Units;

security and safety aspects; maintenance of school grounds; reductions in
breaktimes; moves towards a more collaborative working style; use of INSET
(in-service education and training) days for playground related matters; and

policy formation.

Managing Change

Dalton et al (2001a, p.x) claim that, ‘Improvement is one of today’s
watchwords’ and, as previously suggested, many schools have recently been
seeking ways of improving breaktimes (Blatchford, 1994). Nonetheless, it is
maintained by the DfEE that, ‘Major change can take a long time to embed’
(NPQH, Unit 3.2, 2001, p.21). Arguably, improvements to primary school
playtimes can sometimes be difficult to achieve given the wide range of
interacting factors involved in determining a successful outcome. Hallinger
and Kantamara (2003, p.123) conclude there are both ‘change obstacles and
change strategies’, which serve to influence end results. Fullan (2001b, p.239)
reasons that, ‘Problems are so complex and context dependent to solve that
they must be worked on all the time’. There is an added problem in that
schools already face an overwhelming barrage of externally mandated change
and may thus be experiencing ‘change overload’ (Brighouse and Woods,

1999).
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However, school initiated change occurs when there is some dissatisfaction
with current practice (Fullan, 1991). As such, ‘School initiated change’
requires ‘local leadership, local agreement and local effort’” (Moos and
Dempster, 1998, p.105). Nonetheless, it is accepted that it may be far from
easy to get colleagues to recognise the need to move forward (Waters, 1996).
Furthermore, it is acknowledged that staff may lack both the energy and
enthusiasm to participate in the process of change (Preedy, 1993). It may well
be, too, that individuals and groups foster negative attitudes towards the
proposed change thus forming a potent collective barrier towards any
recommendations. As stated, it is easy to minimise the complexities of the
change process (Fullan, 2001a and 2001b). It is further emphasised that
‘successful  strategies always involve relationships, relationships,
relationships’ (op cit, p.70). Nevertheless, as Trafford (2001, p.17) strongly
maintains, ‘In managing any organisation , however small or simple, there will

be conflicts from time to time’.

Crucially, McCall and Lawlor (2000) claim that almost everyone is
predisposed to resist change. This is said to be for a number of reasons,
including threéts to status and security. In addition, staff may believe there are
no suitable improvements, or viable alternatives, to current practice due to
ingrained work patterns. Additionally, staff might lack confidence in their
ability to manage the change process. Moreover, some staff may be naturally
obstructive towards change, although it is felt that ‘no organisation is
inherently anti-change’ (op cit, p.44) and Fullan (2003, p.196) suggests
considering ‘the possibility that resisters have some good points to make’.
Busher (2001) alleges that some people will resist change because of the
values they hold. O’Neill and West-Burnham (2001, p.5) therefore argue that
the workgroup can ‘exert a powerful influence on individual action’ both in
terms of elaboration and constraint. Nevertheless, there are a variety of
strategies for promoting innovation (Harris, 2001). These include having open
discussions with staff and taking a collaborative approach (Hargreaves, 1992;
Dalton et al, 2001b; Reynolds, 2001). Fullan (2001b, p.xiii) strongly asserts

that, ‘The answer is for individuals, especially in interaction with others, to

77



arm themselves with knowledge of the change process and to refine it

continually through reflective action’.

The change process is usefully depicted in Figure 1.1 and Figure 1.3 as a four-
step course of action (planning, implementation, monitoring and evaluation).
It is cyclic in nature as shown in Figure 3.3. Fullan (1992) highlights a
requirement to support staff during the implementation process because any
change necessarily takes time. The psychological process of understanding
something new gradually evolves and therefore ‘shared cognition is a vital
component in making meaningful change a reality’ (Fullan, 1991, p.45). All
concerned need to have a sense of ownership in the change process
(Mortimore et al, 2000). Titman (1992, p.15) argues that it is ‘essential that
everyone understands and supports the rationale for change’ and that all are
completely clear about the aims and objectives. As previously explained,
there is also a consensus in the literature that pupils should be fully involved in

changes to breaktimes.

While Lewis (1998) is of the opinion that children should be included in the
decision-making process, she does warn that some children might have
unrealistic expectations about possible playground activities. Additionally, it
is argued that pupils need to be made fully aware of how others might be
affected by any breaktime modifications (Ross and Ryan, 1990). White
(1988) stresses that it is vital to consult pupils about their breaktime
experiences. One consideration is that there should be whole class discussions
about children’s playground encounters and pupils could use questionnaires or

interview schedules to consult their peers (Ross and Ryan, op cit).

However, Sheat and Beer (1994, p.91) advise of the need to guard against
‘tokenism’ when consulting children. These authors feel there is a possibility
teachers will involve children because it ‘sounds like a good idea’ with the
result that children’s contributions may become trivialised (ibid). Flutter
(2006, p.191) maintains that effective participation ‘requires more than short-
term, one-off or tokenistic strategies’. Cowie (1994) therefore warns of a

requirement for genuine power-sharing if children are to participate
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satisfactorily in playground matters. Suggestions for children’s involvement
in the change process include: asking children to design appropriate
playground apparatus (Tizard er al, 1988); requesting that children produce
drawings of ideal playtime situations (Sheat and Beer, 1994); and asking
children to compile a playground contract (Sheat and Beer, op cif).
Nonetheless, Hendricks (2001, p.198) cautions that involving children

demands sensitivity and presents the following arguments:

The process of involving children is a time consuming one
— it doesn’t work if they are set to list what they want or to
draw pictures of the play equipment they would like. There
needs to be time to study and talk through what should
happen outside including looking at other types of spaces
and other school yards. The process should include time
and opportunities to identify what the children like to do
outside now and where they like to do it and what they do
not like.

Hendricks also maintains children quickly understand whether this is a real
process or whether they are being used as ‘window dressing © (ibid). It is
reasoned that, ‘If children are simply asked what they want and then the adults
decide what can be done the children end up disillusioned about their ability to
influence the form of their public space’ (ibid). When improvements are made
it is essential to question ‘whether activities are enabling, productive and
beneficial’ (Ross and Ryan, 1990, p.72). This process thereby establishes the
effectiveness of the outcomes; although judging how effective any changes

have been can be problematic.

Effectiveness of change outcomes

Ouston (2003, p.260), argues that, ‘Effective change is very context
dependent’. This would seem to link to the individuality of schools.
Furthermore, questions arise as to who will define the criteria that will
determine whether there has subsequently been a ‘successful solution’ to the

outcomes of change (Bennett, 2001, p.110). Moreover, there are questions as
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to who will make these judgements and whether this rests with those within
the organisation, or whether it is parents (as ‘customers’), or whether instead
decisions remain with others (for instance, government inspectors). Bennett
(1993a) concludes there are likely to be different perspectives from each of
these groups. Fullan (2001b, p.110) makes the salient point that, ‘No one

knows for sure what is best’.

In addition, Fidler (2001) claims that it is sometimes difficult to provide
sufficient evidence to show that desired improvements have been achieved and
Dalton et al (2001b, p.141) judge that any ‘concept of best practice is
complex’. Bennett (1993b) claims that expectation of achievement is a key
consideration. West-Burnham (1994) reasons ‘effectiveness is the extent to
which intentions have been translated into observable change. According to
Bennett (1993a), effectiveness is the relationship between planned
achievement and actual achievement. Beare ef al (1989) refer to effectiveness
as simply goal accomplishment. ‘Goals can be big or small, short or long
term, and easy or challenging’ (Higgins and Davey, 2006, p.7). It is held by
West-Burnham et al (1995, p.25) that the clearest definition of effectiveness is

the ‘attainment of stated outcomes’.

Previous investigations

Much existing literature in the area under review centres on specific aspects of
the playground situation. Perhaps this is only to be expected given that such a
course facilitates an in-depth focus on a particular issue of relevance.
Nevertheless, there remains a need to comprehensively investigate the very
wide range of interacting processes which are involved in the management of
primary sector playtimes. Importantly, Blatchford and Sharp (1994) have
suggested that there is a general lack of regard for the various interconnected
issues. Some investigations show limited concern for the overall situation and

fail to look at the wider picture even though it is stressed there is a need to
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‘consider all aspects of management policy and practice’ (Titman, 1994,
p.116).

For instance, while Titman’s (1994) research is extensive and covers many of
the points previously discussed, especially the impact of the school
environment on pupils’ attitudes, even this study is not all inclusive. There is
no mention, for example, of pupils with special needs, although it is
acknowledged that there has been a steady increase of such children in
mainstream schools (Blatchford, 1998). Nor is there any discussion on the
importance of the transition stages (particularly pre-school to infant), although
commentators are of the opinion that reception pupils can experience distinct
difficulties in the playground (Hurst, 1994). According to Hurst (op cif), first
impressions are important. Blatchford (1989) suggests young children can be

overwhelmed by large numbers of noisy pupils.

Others, too, have concluded that ‘problems need to be tackled on a variety of
levels’ (Ross and Ryan, 1990, p.3). Certainly, Ross and Ryan (op cif) provide
a very detailed account of innovations to breaktimes in Islington schools.
Even so, there is again no mention of the requirements of the very youngest
pupils. Nothing is said either about the manner in which children enter and
exit the play space, although this is felt to be an exceptionally troublesome
issue (Blatchford, 1989). Likewise, a study by Lewis (1998), which is fairly
broad-based, completely disregards these highly salient aspects.

Essentially, there also remains a need to investigate the potential repercussions
that playground duty (supervision) can have on those involved, particularly
teaching staff. This vital aspect is one which appears to have been largely
ignored by researchers in this area. Moreover, analysts have generally
provided only limited mention of the substantial problems resulting from
inclement weather. So, while there has been an unparalleled amount of
research into primary sector playtimes in recent years, the current study

uniquely investigates and integrates a wider range of factors of relevance.
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Résumé

This chapter has provided an extensive, critical review of current literature
relating to breaktimes and the management of change. Initially, methods used
by other researchers in this field were explored and both qualitative and
quantitative methods were judged appropriate for different aspects of the
situation. Following this, the significance of both the cultural and physical
environments of the school were spotlighted in relation to change. The
individuality of the school’s culture, ethos and institutional bias was
emphasised. It was suggested that there were both ‘problem’ and ‘romantic’
views of playground life. Concern was expressed regarding the traditionally
poor condition of school grounds. It was proposed that children’s play spaces
could potentially be made far more interesting and that this would impact
favourably on pupils’ behaviour.  Children’s health and safety in the
| playground received due attention and issues were linked with societal
changes, such as children’s present-day sedentary lifestyles and lack of
opportunity to explore risk-taking situations. The need to increase children’s

physical activity levels was explained.

Attention then turned to financial matters with regard to breaktime
improvements. It was judged schools are now more able to deploy capital to
improve school grounds but that additional fund-raising might also be
required. The debate then moved to changes in the structure of the school day
and the resultant reduction in pupils’ free time, which is largely linked to
curriculum demands and behavioural difficulties. Some commentators have
judged this move to be undesirable. Also examined were matters relating to
school policies. The particular problems experienced by the very youngest
pupils and any potential improvements were then briefly analysed.
Subsequently, problems posed by the weather were reviewed with the
conclusion that there is a requirement for suitable all-weather outside areas.
Parental issues then came to the fore with consideration of the greater

accountability schools now face. This was followed by an in-depth look at the
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child’s need for free play and a feeling in some quarters that children
nowadays actually lack the ability to play. There is a view that traditional
games are in decline. The importance of the school playground for children’s
social development was then discussed along with gender and racial issues.
Girls and boys were noted to favour different playground activities with
football being the main pursuit of boys. ‘Friendship squads’ were discussed in

relation to supporting isolated pupils.

Breaktime behaviour was subsequently highlighted. This was judged to be a
matter of increasing concern and the need for smaller play situations for those
pupils experiencing difficulty in the outdoor school environment was
discussed. The introduction of social skills training (circle time) was duly
examined. The ambiguity of rough-and-tumble play was acknowledged.
Following on from this, the debate moved to arguments surrounding the idea
that there was now a requirement to produce a specific written policy for
playtimes. The changing role of the playground supervisor was also reviewed.
Consideration was given to the key issue of whether or not adults should
intervene in children’s free-choice playground activities. Arguments on both
sides received attention and it was suggested that behaviour levels improved
when play was adult-led. On the other hand, compelling claims were also
presented that children’s social development would be impaired if games were

adult-structured.

Leading on from this, it was alleged that all adults involved in playground
supervision should be suitably trained for this increasingly demanding and
important task. The particular difficulties of newly qualified teachers were
discussed. The role of the lunchtime supervisory assistant was highlighted. It
was maintained that both training and also an appropriate career structure
would raise the status of these largely under-valued staff. It was noted that
change has now become a prominent feature of the breaktime situation. Not
all change, however, would be considered effective. This is a crucial factor
when any improvements are contemplated. A whole-school approach with the
full involvement of pupils is the one most favoured by commentators. The

chapter concluded with a critique of previous studies and argued that a fully
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holistic inquiry was still lacking. The manner in which the current study
sought to comprehensively investigate breaktime change is revealed in the

next chapter where the research methods are discussed at length.
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Chapter Three
Research Design and Methods

Introduction

Chapter Three details the methods used to investigate the areas of concern
raised in the literature reviewed in the previous chapter. The management of
primary sector breaktimes represents a particularly complex area of inquiry
due to the wide variety of interacting factors involved (shown in Appendix 1).
The chosen methodology therefore needed to fully reflect this complexity in
order to answer the main research question: What is the existing situation
relating to primary sector breaktimes, what changes have been made and to
what effect, and how can breaktimes be further improved? The decisions taken
regarding the appropriateness of a largely qualitative approach are discussed in
detail. The importance of the researcher as the primary data collection
instrument is comprehensively explored. The chapter also amply explores the
overall research design and the four phases of the investigation. FEthical

considerations are given due attention.

The selection of a case study mode of inquiry is justified and the advantages
and disadvantages of such an approach are fully debated. It is maintained that
a case study form of inquiry alléws the identification of a variety of interactive
processes. An outline of the various data collection instruments is provided.
From the research literature surveyed it quickly became apparent that a multi-
method manner of exploration was essential for this study. The chapter
examines issues of validity and reliability and suggests that triangulation by
the use of more than one investigative method is required to increase
confidence in the findings. The need for documentary evidence, together with
observational and interview techniques, is discussed. The sampling

procedures used are explained with some thoroughness.
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To accompany the case study mode a questionnaire survey was judged to be
essential. This technique is extensively scrutinised and there is a focus on the
advantages and disadvantages of using this procedure. Ultimately, the ability
of a questionnaire to yield a substantial amount of data as concisely as
possible (Robson, 1993) made it the most desirable method. Change
management, which represents the final stage of the inquiry, is considered in
depth. The chapter concludes with an explanation of the data analysis strategy
and establishes that the educational management literature is used as a tool for
the interpretation of the information obtained. Both content analysis and
grounded theory are discussed, together with the necessity to link both the
qualitative and quantitative data that has been gathered. However, data
gathering, analysis and presentation are primarily related to the researcher’s
ability to ‘select appropriately’ (O’Neill et al, 1997, p.29) whilst maintaining
an ‘open-minded approach’ to the inquiry (op cif p.14).

Research approach

Importantly, there is a demand for researchers at ‘all levels to question, discuss
and justify the approach they have taken’ (O’Neill er al, 1997, p.11).
According to Hayes (2001, p.76), ‘there is rarely a single correct way of
conducting any research project’. Within the realms of educational research it
is also reasoned that a variety of techniques will be appropriate and that there
is no one standard method (Armsby ef al, 1998). For the current study it was
decided that a largely qualitative approach (to investigate current breaktime
practice at the selected schools) would be the most suitable, although it is
accepted that both analysis and interpretation can prove problematic in
qualitative studies (Hammersley ef al, 1994). Nevertheless, of essence to this
investigation was a requirement to ‘focus on natural settings’ and this is a
salient feature of qualitative research (Hammersley, Gomm and Woods, 1994,
p.50).
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In contrast to the use of ‘scientific techniques’ (Bell, 1993, p.5) associated
with quantitative methods the major part of the present inquiry demanded a
narrative mode. Such a mode is contextually embedded and pursues particular
connections between events to provide meaning. Stenhouse (1975, pp. 116-
117) suggests this is ‘through the use of criteria and conceptual frameworks.’
Maxwell (1996) is additionally informative in claiming qualitative
investigations are naturally inductive and grounded. For the current study it
was considered vital to investigate how those involved conceive their worlds
in relation to breaktimes. This could only be accomplished through qualitative

processes.

Easterby-Smith et al (1994, p.83) provide an illuminating discussion of the
strengths and weaknesses of the phenomenological paradigm and
accompanying qualitative methods, suggesting that one of its strengths is the
ability to gather data in a natural father than an artificial way. Furthermore,
that it facilitates the capacity to investigate change over time. This particular
aspect was an essential component of the study. Even so, the data collection is
often very time-consuming. Additionally, it is noted that the qualitative
approach could be accused of being ‘impressionistic, subjective, biased’ and
‘lacking in precision’ as well as being a ‘high-risk, low-yield enterprise’

(Hammersley et al, op cit, p.50 onwards).

In order to withstand such charges it is argued that it is vital to incorporate
certain procedures into the research, such as making only appropriate claims,
developing reflexivity, and providing a tightness of fit between data collection,
analysis and theory (ibid). In addition, it is essential to take account of the
researcher’s interpersonal skills and to ‘fine tune’ the self in order to develop
both observational and interviewing techniques, as well as to engender trust.
It is in this way that the researcher becomes an integral part of the research
process. Additionally, ‘a good researcher creates his or her own opportunities

for serendipity’ (Kruse and Seashore Louis, 2003, p.165).

It is claimed (Marshall, 1997) that investigators will bring different

preconceptions and attitudes to the scenario being observed and will therefore
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focus on different aspects of the situation thereby providing different
interpretations of events. Maxwell (1996) emphasises personal experience is
of direct relevance and Cresswell (1994) alleges the researcher will bring not
only knowledge and prior understanding to the role, but that certain biases
will inevitably shape the data collection. In respect of the current project,
because the making of recommendations for improved practice is a salient
feature, the role adopted by the researcher also becomes one of agent for
change. Moreover, although every effort has been made to achieve
objectivity, it is acknowledged that personal involvement in the area of study
(as a teacher) has undoubtedly allowed biases to fashion, not only the data
collection and interpretation, but also the presentation of the study. However,
information has been collected in a manner that is judged to be partly

independent of the investigator.

The design of the investigation

A useful definition of research design is given by Easterby-Smith ef al (1994,
p.21) who propose, ‘It is the overall configuration of a piece of research: what
kind of evidence is gathered from where, and how such evidence is interpreted
in order to provide good answers to the basic research question’. Cohen and
Manion (1994, p.135) take the view that the research design is simply a form
of action plan which facilitates ‘getting from here to there’. Maxwell feels
there is a demand to create a coherent design in which the ‘different methods
fit together compatibly’ (1999, p.81), while Marshall and Gretchen (1989)
stress the need to build in ﬂexibility. Comprehensive guidance is provided by
Marshall and Gretchen (1989, p.50) who determine the research design should

include each of the following aspects:

* site and sample selection

* researcher’s role management, including entry, reciprocity and ethics
* research strategies

* data collection techniques

* managing and recording data

88



* data analysis strategies

* management plan time line and feasibility analysis.

A cautionary note is expressed by Walford (1991, p.2) who concludes that,
while traditional textbooks are necessary for understanding about research,
they take little account of the ‘political and social realities of actual research

practice’.

The present investigation has been divided into four stages. Each stage has

therefore informed the activities to be undertaken in the succeeding phase.

1) Initially, an in-depth case study of one school, using multiple methods
of data collection (Yin, 1994a) provided information on significant
issues relating to playtimes.

2) A questionnaire survey of all primary sector headteachers within the
Local Education Authority was undertaken.

3) Follow up small-scale case studies were carried out in a sample of
those schools identifying good practice in the required area.

4)-  Incorporating ideas from 3) above, it was intended to improve current
practice in the'glain case study school.

This is shown diagrammatically in Figure 3.2.

Ethical considerations

In conducting this study appropriate regard has been given to various ethical
concerns outlined in the research literature. As this investigation involved a
number of contributors it became vital to consider, not just what would be
effective research, but also what would be morally acceptable practice. Sieber
(1992, p.6), for instance, notes the need to have ‘voluntary informed consent’
from all participants. The informants were therefore provided with a suitable
explanation of the aims of this study and participation by all individuals has
been entirely voluntary. It is further concluded that, because the research

might be considered to be intrusive (Cresswell, 1994) and there could be an
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invasion of privacy (Kane, 1987), the participants may feel vulnerable once
they have given the required information (Simons, 1984). As such, it was felt
necessary to be sgnsitive to participants’ needs while simultaneously building
up a relationship of trust. Additionally, care has been taken to protect the
interests of all individuals involved (Marshall, 1997). Informants were invited
to check the information recorded at the various interviews in order to ensure

that the opinions given had been accurately documented.

Furthermore, matters of both confidentiality and anonymity were duly
explained to participants and these have been meticulously maintained
throughout. Even so, as Walford (1991, p.97) acknowledges, ‘it is easier to
explain confidentiality and the purpose of research to adults than it is to
children’. Extra consideration was given to this issue and simple accounts
were therefore provided. In addition, Sieber (1992, p.113) suggests that where
child participants are subject to minimal risk ‘parental permission may be
waived’. In view of the fact that the child interviewees were to remain
anonymous and the subject matter is a familiar part of everyday school life
(and the researcher is an experienced teacher) it was expected that the risk
would indeed be minimal. However, because minors were involved in this
project it was essential to first obtain permission from the ‘adults responsible’
(headteachers), and also from the ‘young people themselves’ (Cohen and
Manion, 1994, p.352). Finally, heed was taken of Walford’s (op cit, p.91)
suggestion that it is imperative to ‘be careful not to antagonize anyone’ and

also to become part of the background.

Researcher’s diary

Throughout the research period a diary was kept in which reflections,
suggestions, activities, progress and feedback were chronicled. In case study
investigations the process of data collection and analysis are continual and

interconnected with preliminary data analysis informing subsequent data
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collection. ~As a consequence, a researcher’s diary has a particularly

invaluable role to play and becomes a vital part of the research process.

Case study

As it was necessary to investigate multiple issues relevant to existing
breaktime practice the most fitting mode for the present investigation was
deemed to be a case study approach. The primary sources of data collection
were the main and sample schools and only the case study mode could
recognise the complexity of social research of this kind. According to
Swetman (2000, p.39), case studies are concerned with ‘examining events and
facets of the focused area in a meticulous and systematic way’. Case studies
are regarded to be the quintessential phenomenological research strategy,
involving a diversity of techniques that can include both qualitative and
quantitative data collection. It is judged that ‘multi-method designs allow for
different types of data to be used in complementary ways, providing a holistic

picture of a phenomenon’ (Kruse and Seashore Louis, 2003, p.149).

Johnson (1994, p.20) describes the case study as investigating ‘a contemporary
phenomenon within its real context when the boundaries between the
phenomenon and the context are not clearly evident’. Even so, it is noted that
a case study approach lacks scientific rigour and the possible uniqueness of the
material means the results are not usually generalisable. Significantly,
however, Johnson (ibid) believes the case study approach is especially suited
to the resources of an individual researcher, particularly within the workplace.
This was the situation in respect of the main school under investigation at the

commencement of the project when the in-depth case study began.

The case study mode was additionally selected because it allows the
identification of a variety of interactive processes which could not be detected
by a large-scale survey (Bell, op cif). Furthermore, Armsby et al (1998, p.28)
consider, ‘Case studies allow the researcher to develop a full picture of their

subject of study at a particular point in time, often taking into account the
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interaction of factors that have led to the present situation’. It was essential
for this research to uncover any previously undetected interconnections, or
interrelationships, in order to bring forth fresh insights and to generate novel
ways of thinking about any problems located within the parameters of the

investigation. Only a case study mode raised this possibility.

Case study is an approach that explores and incorporates as many as possible
of the variables impacting upon the situation being investigated. This was a
key aspect of the present project. In this way a rich description can be
obtained because the investigator is compelled to interpret the deeper
meanings and cultural/subcultural implications of the descriptive data
acquired. Yin (1994a) presents a very detailed examination of case study
methods and suggests this process allows the investigator access to the unique
perceptions of the individuals involved. By its very nature, the case study
mode allows the influence of micropolitics upon the institution to be
examined. This was crucial for the present study as the literature reviewed

suggested it could be an important factor in managing change.

Bell (1993) makes a valuable contribution to the debate by stating that
organisations will each have their own common and unique features. It thus
becomes the task of the researcher to identify these features and to indicate the
ways in which they modify and influence how an organisation functions. A
case study can therefore produce a three-dimensional or well-rounded picture
which illuminates the patterns of influence arising in a specific context.
Essential to the success of a case study are the social skills which the
researcher possesses, and the human relationships which are developed during
the course of the investigation‘(ibid). While it is usually recognised that a case
study produces unique material, Yin (1994b, p.143) reasons ‘analytic

generalization’ is possible.

One additional consideration of direct relevance to this project relates to the
fact that a case study can be used to compliment a larger scale survey (Nisbet
and Watt, 1984). In this respect, Bell (1993, p.8) considers a case study can be

used either to put ‘flesh on the bones of a survey’ or, alternatively, can precede
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a survey to enable the identification of central issues which can then be further
explored. It is this second attribute which has greatest relevance for this
investigation. The initial in-depth case study afforded valuable insights into
various aspects of the area under examination, many of which were
subsequently incorporated into the questionnaire survey (for example, time
spent at break; problems with indoor breaktimes; alternative breaks for staff
completing break duty; training for supervisory assistants; buddy systems; and

playground induction arrangements).

Gathering the evidence

In gathering the evidence for this inquiry particular credence has been given to
Tindall’s (1994, p.157) argument that it is crucial to ‘recognize that all
research is constructed, that no knowledge is certain ... and that different
understandings, different ways of knowing, exist’. It is once more stressed
that, ‘Since no investigation of the social world can be completely value-free,
all claims to knowledge will reflect the value stance adopted’ (Wallace and
Poulson, 2003, p.31).

In the construction of the present inquiry the main techniques for case study
data collection at all relevant settings were interviews and direct observations.
However, documentary evidence was also obtained in order to provide a fuller

account, together with photographic records of each location.

Figure 3.1 Interconnected data (based on Holliday, 2002, p.39)
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Holliday (2002, p.79) argues that data collection in bounded social settings
provides an important means of obtaining a ‘thick description’. It is judged
that observations and interviews are socially connected within this confined
group locale . Consequently, they interconnect via an environment which

gives them meaning (Figure 3.1).

Triangulation

Importantly, Tooley (1998, p.43) has concluded that a ‘lack of triangulation’ is
a key problem in social research. According to Cohen and Manion (1994,
p.233), triangulation involves ‘the use of two or more methods of data
collection’ to study a particular aspect of human behaviour. Kruse and
Seashore Lewis (2003, p.166) maintain, ‘Qualitative methodology has long
held the tradition of triangulation as a form of increasing the wvalidity of
findings and conclusions’, which Siraj-Blatchford and Siraj-Blatchford (2001,
p.159) suggest might concern ‘the validation of observational data through
interview’ (for example, children’s playground activities) and Cohen and
Manion (op cif) indicate could involve questionnaire responses corresponding
to observations of the same event (for instance, alternative breaks for staff
supervising morning playtime). Triangulation therefore became an essential
component of the investigation. Triangulation is held to strengthen social
research because obtaining evidence from several viewpoints resulting in ‘a
broadly similar picture’ (Johnson, 1994, p.8) leads to greater confidence in any
conclusions reached. Marshall (1997) indicates that we cannot begin to
understand something unless we view it from many directions and in various
ways. Furthermore, Bell (1993) points out that cross-checking of accounts
from a variety of informants (for example, on the management of indoor
breaktimes) for contrast and comparison purposes produces a well-rounded

study.
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Validity and Reliability

According to Easterby-Smith et al (1994, p.90), validity answers the question:
‘Has the researcher gained full access to the knowledge and meaning of
informants?’ and reliability queries: ‘Will similar observations be made by
different researchers on different occasions?’ For Berry (2004, p.119), “The
basic virtue of research is accuracy’. It is claimed by Hammersley ef al (1994,
p.62) that validity in any qualitative research rests with the following aspects:

* the use of unobtrusive measures as a safeguard that the data reflect the

scene studied

* respondent validation

* triangulation
In order to increase validity therefore it was necessary for this investigation to
fully address each of these issues (each is discussed elsewhere in the relevant
context). In respect of construct validity, which Yin (1994b) feels is a
criticism of the case study approach because of the subjective judgements
being made, multiple sources of evidence have been used throughout this

project.

Validity has also been increased by studying the informants in normal settings
in some depth. Riley (1990, p.151) alleges this gives the best chance of
‘producing ideas that are close to reality’. Nonetheless, some acceptance has
been made of Silverman’s (1993, p.163) assertion that a critical reader might
not be persuaded by ‘claims made on the basis of a few selected examples’.
Therefore, where appropriate, deviant examples have been cited and explained
(for instance, staff attitudes to break duty and indoor breaktimes). Silverman

(ibid) declares this increases confidence in the analysis presented.

Furthermore, Allison and Race (2004, p.13) insist there is a need to ‘select or
devise appropriate data-collecting instruments that are valid and reliable’
although acceptance is made that these ‘ride largely on the skills of the
researcher’ (Miles and Huberman, 1984, p.6). Note has been taken, too, of

Yin’s (1989, p.102) suggestion that ‘maintaining a chain of evidence’
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increases reliability in case study research. The current study additionally |
endeavours ‘to gather an “authentic” understanding of people’s experiences’
(Silverman, 1993, p.10) because Silverman concludes authenticity rather than

reliability is the more frequent issue with qualitative research.

The research process

The research process is shown in diagrammatic form in Figure 3.2

Figure 3.2 The research process
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Preliminary stage and Stage 1: in-depth case study

As revealed, the initial stages in the study were undertaken (in tandem with the
literature review) to provide relevant information on issues of significance to
breaktimes. In the preliminary stage practitioners had identified practice as a
cause for concern and were beginning to seek improvement. This began with
the lunchtime period. = Two one-hour training sessions for the midday
supervisors were observed, together with attendance at a subsequent meeting
(30 minutes) between the headteacher and the training consultant. Eventually,
the headteacher was consulted at length (30 minutes) to further assess any
matters arising. As the researcher was employed (part-time) at the school
there was obviously no difficulty with access. Existing practice was

subsequently investigated in some depth to identify any prevailing difficulties.

Interviews

As previously explained, interviews became an essential feature of this
investigation. In order to ascertain practitioners’ views, attitudes and needs,
together with deepening an understanding of playtime matters and potential
problems, those staff supervising the playground at breaktimes and during the
midday session were duly consulted. In addition, a number of pupils and
parents were also questioned (Appendix 3). All interviews were completed
with the full approval of the headteacher. It has been suggested (Cannold,
2001, p.191) that, ‘The goal in collecting interview data is to generate theory.’
However, Putwain (2006, p.29) maintains that, ‘The choice of questions asked
by an interviewer is influenced by their previous experience, beliefs and

theoretical perspective’.

In the adult interview situation it additionally became feasible to further
explore any impressions given. Where necessary participants were asked for
fresh clarification and there was some reflective probing. This flexibility
would not have been possible if questionnaires had been used instead. It is

acknowledged, however, that an interview presents a ‘very artificial situation’
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(McNeill, 1990, p.47). It has also been suggested that a lack of trust can result
in the interviewee telling the researcher only those things which they consider
the researcher is likely to want to hear (Easterby-Smith ef al, 1991).
Furthermore, it needs to be fully recognised that ‘people are quite capable of
saying one thing and doing another’ even if they are unaware of this (McNeill,
ibid). McNeill terms this the ‘Interview effect’ (ibid).

For this investigation the questions for both the children’s and school staffs’
interviews were devised with the research objectives and background reading
firmly in mind in order to construct a series of items of particular relevance to
current breaktime practice, participant satisfaction and areas for improvement.
It was judged this would ensure that answers obtained would be applicable to
the issues which the study sought to investigate. It was also possible to
include items that have generally been neglected by other researchers in the
field (for example, the impact on staff of undertaking break duty). The
resulting interview schedulgs were adhered to somewhat rigidly to prevent the
inquiry from deviating too far from the original purposes. Nonetheless, the
questions were held to be sufficiently open-ended to encourage the exposition

of individual views (Appendices 4 and 5).

It has been argued (Marshall and Gretchen, 1989) that the case study interview
has its own style, and is usually of a loosely structured nature. The initial
intention of such an interview is to allow participants to respond in their own
unique manner. The researcher has a listening role at the start of the
proceedings but adopts a more positive questioning strategy. as the interview
progresses. It is suggested (Wragg, 1994, p.272) that the semi-structured
interview is the one most favoured because it affords respondents the chance
to ‘express themselves at some length’ while preventing ‘aimless rambling.’
Such interviews are held to be ‘focused’ while also allowing some ‘freedom
within the topic’ (Bell, 1993, p.4). ‘In a semi-structured interview
predetermined themes or questions are used but the order can be changed,
depending on the response of the participant. Particular questions can be
changed, additional questions can be added and inappropriate questions

omitted’ (Putwain, 2006, p.27). In addition, semi-structured interviews are
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most appropriate for situations where more weight is given to gaining the
convictions of a limited number of people than to ensuring information is

supplied in a standardised form.

Of importance also is the location in which the interview takes place and,
‘Neutral territory is recommended whenever available’ (Easterby-Smith et al,
1991, p.78). In the main case study school the majority of interviews therefore
took place in a small side room (uswally used for work with groups of pupils).
This afforded a location which was free from interruption and was largely
familiar to both staff and children. However, the youngest interviewees
(reception pupils) were questioned in their own classrooms during the
lunchbreak as this was considered to be a more appropriate setting for these

very young children (hopefully providing a greater sense of security).

Considerable thought was given to the most suitable method to document the
interview data. Tape recording was contemplated as this would have allowed
eye contact with the participant to be sustained and would enable complete
concentration on the interviewee. However, it was felt the use of a tape
recorder might prove to be intimidating‘, making the interviewee reluctant to
‘talk freely. Easterby-Smith et al (1991, p.79) point out audio tape recording
can lead to anxiety regarding confidentiality, resulting in the loss of
‘potentially revealing insights’. In addition, there follows the problem of what
to do with the recording. It is further suggested that whilst the use of a tape
recorder can aid data collection the transcribing can be ‘considerable’
(Johnson, 1994, p.48). Ultimately, therefore, it was decided that note taking
would be the preferred method of recording interview data. This necessitated
a more active form of listening in order to focus on what the participants were
saying. Extra care was also needed to record verbatim comments which could
subsequently be used to support the analysis, resulting in slightly more time

being required.

In spite of this, due consideration was given to the overall length of the
interviews. In the main case study school a stratified random sample (Kane,

1987; Allison et al, 1996) of child interviewees was selected (two boys and
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two girls from each of the nine classes). The children’s consultations were
brief and were usually completed within 10 minutes. The staff interviews
generally took no more than 20 minutes each. All staff and supervisory
assistants were interviewed. The supervisory assistants were mostly
interviewed within the space of half-an-hour (Appendix 4), although the
interview with the senior lunchtime supervisory assistant lasted for 50
minutes, as she was questioned in greater depth including her perceptions of |
her leadership role. All SA interviews took place at the beginning of the
autumn term when fewer children were staying at lunchtime and supervisory
staff were thus more readily available. It was felt vital to obtain information
on the perceptions, attitudes and needs of this group of participants to increase
understanding of lunchtime supervision and who takes on this job. In due
course, a number of supervisory assistants accepted a second post as a
classroom assistant. In both this and other schools visited anyone in this
position was reinterviewed (or interviewed) in respect of their dual role. This
was in an open-ended manner solely in order to uncover opinions held relating

to the twin role aspect.

The interviews with the children’s parents were also of a less structured nature
in order to effect a more open-ended approach in respect of parents’
knowledge and opinions of school playtimes (Appendix 5). According to
O’Neill et al (1997, p.33), ‘Good practice demands that you match the type of
interview to the sort of data you are attempting to gather’, A more open form
of approach was therefore considered appropriate because this provided the
interviewees with ‘more room to relate their view’ (Allison ef al, 1996, p.103).
Cannold (2001, p.180) confirms that, ‘open-ended questioning gives
participants the freedom to answer questions as they wish’. Nevertheless, it is
noted that certain weaknesses needed to be taken into account with this form

of questioning, including margins of error and misunderstandings.

However, it was anticipated this method of inquiry would better enable the
participants to ‘open up’ (ibid) and thereby disclose useful information.
Allison et al summarise this type of interview as: ‘Typically they operate to

elicit responses which are more discursive, concerning the interviewee’s
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personal evaluation or attitudes towards a given issue or event’ (ibid). (By
simply asking parents for their general knowledge of breaktimes, together
with any potential changes desired, it was felt that answers would also be
likely to disclose parents’ attitudes towards the playground situation.) It was
judged that this would provide a better reflection of parents’ views than
methods (statement cards for group discussion) used by Ross and Ryan
(1990). While the interview room was largely unfamiliar to parents it was
nevertheless felt to provide a suitably relaxing, non-threatening venue for

these particular participants.

Reaching parents in the main case study school who were available and
willing to be interviewed proved to be a far more difficult task than had been
anticipated. It was reasoned that the most appropriate time to interview
individual parents would be in the morning when the children had been
escorted to school and parents were therefore already on site. In the event,
however, many parents were found to be in employment while others had
younger children whom it was considered might be a distraction in an
interview situation. Furthermore, a few parents were apparently apprehensive

and thus unwilling to participate.

Consequently, following a number of negative responses, the headteacher
published an endorsement of the importance of the research study in a parents’
newsletter. In this way it eventually became possible to interview the parents
of 18 children (six of each from reception, Year 1 and Year 2 and equal
numbers of parents of girls and boys). Parents were interviewed individually
and a large time investment was required (each interview lasting up to 60
minutes). It quickly became evident during the interview situation that many
of these participants were developing their opinions during the course of the
consultation, rather than simply relating preformed ideas. This may have been
because school breaktime was not necessarily a subject at the forefront of
people’s minds. The interviews again provided an occasion on which to probe
for meaning and gave the opportunity to reflect back impressions of what had

been disclosed. The interviewees were invited to check the accuracy of the
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transcripts and to make any alterations or additions to the raw data in order to

reduce any misunderstandings or errors.

Direct observation

While it is argued (Nisbet and Watt, 1984) that interviews reveal people’s
perceptions regarding what has happened (rather than what might actually
have occurred), direct observation of the events themselves is held to be rather
more reliable. Observations were therefore deemed necessary to record actual
playground happenings, rather than simply relying on the accuracy of
informants. Rolfe (2001, p.227) claims that direct observation is, ‘Probably
the technique that practitioners use most, because it is the richest account of
ongoing behaviour’. Given that the overall researcher role at that time was
one of ‘participant observation’ (Mercer, 1991; Mac an Ghaill, 1991;
Marshall, 1997), the decision needed to be taken as to whether it would be
beneficial to become an active participant, or whether to stand back and
observe in a more dispassionate manner in the outdoor location. However,
there was 'inevitably some participant observation as the children were already
fully accustomed to having the researcher supervising the playground and thus
‘some interactions with pupils took place. In spite of this, a conscious effort
was made to step outside the situation and to observe in a more detached
manner with the minimum of involvement. In other schools visited for the
study the researcher was generally unknown and non-participant observation

thus became a more feasible option.

Additionally, direct observation ‘can range from formal to casual data
collection’ (Yin, 1989, p.91). Moreover, less formal observations can also be
made during the course of field visits. The current investigation drew on a
selection of observational styles in this way. For example, the initial four
winter playground observations in the main case study school were carried out
using a simple observation schedule based on Lewis (1998). This can be seen
in Figure 6.3. Only instances of activities observed during two brief

playground/hall scans (10 minutes each) undertaken each lunchbreak were
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recorded. It was additionally felt necessary to supplement this information by

noting relevant happenings of particular interest.

Even so, this method proved to be rather limited and did not provide a full
picture of the children’s activities and interactions. Subsequently, it was
decided a richer portrayal would be obtained by producing a straightforward
narrative account of all issues of significance to the investigation, which
occurred throughout each of the five summer lunchtimes observed. In this
manner games and behaviour were recorded and gender aspects were noted.
This method was also used for both the morning breaktimes and the later
playground observations in other schools (again observing throughout the
whole of the break period). Hobart and Frankel (2004, p.38) maintain there
are some disadvantages with this method in that it can be ‘difficult to keep up
with all that is happening’ and ‘an unwieldy amount of information may be
produced’. In spite of this, heed was taken of the requirement to capture events

as faithfully as possible as they happen (Robson, 1993).

A running record or ‘descriptive narrative’ (Rolfe, 2001, p.227) was kept
which was free from inference and which followed Robson’s (op cit, p.204)
advice to make a ‘conscious effort’ to distribute attention as widely and evenly
as pbssible. Notice was taken, too, of the necessity that all unstructured
observation still needs to be systematic (Johnson, 1994), even though
categories of behaviour and time units have been discarded. In this manner
playground observations were completed by the researcher standing slightly to
one side of the area under scrutiny. It was additionally possible to use these
open-ended observations to produce divisions of behaviour to be looked for in
supplementary surveillances (Faulkner et al, 1991). For instance, one child
with special needs (emotional and behavioural difficulties) was observed
throughout one breaktime and activities and interactions were thereby noted
(Appendix 6). In addition, pupil/adult interactions were observed separately
throughout one lunchtime and one breaktime. The junior playground squad
(‘buddies’) were also observed separately on two occasions (firstly, to confirm

or refute the headteacher’s opinions and on the second occasion to ascertain
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any improvement in préctice). These observations were of 30 minutes

duration.

Observations were undertaken in the main case study school during morning
breaktimes and lunchtimes and also throughout both the winter and summer
months (the literature suggests children’s behaviour may differ at different
times of the year). Moreover, the nursery children in the main case study
school were observed during their first visit to the playground at morning
breaktime (prior to school entry). In addition, these children were further
observed (on two morning breaktimes and two lunchtimes) when they entered
mainstream schooling (the literature acknowledges potential difficulties at this
time). Furthermore, an observation was made of staff while the children were
outside during morning playtime (the interview data had indicated that this
was a valuable time for lesson preparation). Additionally, the senior
lunchtime supervisory assistant was observed throughout one lunchbreak in
order to gain a greater understanding of what this job entailed, following

details supplied during her interview.

The recorder club was also studied for 30 minutes during one lunchtime (to
register the impact on normal lunchtime routines) and indoor observations
were completed in inclement weather throughout two morning playtimes and
two midday sessions. (The interview data revealed that these could be
problematic.) Written notes were made of all observations. Video recording
was also considered but was eventually rejected. Tizard and Hughes (1991,
p.25) helpfully advise that video recording can be ‘cumbersome and intrusive
in natural settings’ and can prevent children from moving around freely. Such
advice was felt to be especially relevant to the situation under observation.
Yin (1989), however, does suggest that an investigator might contemplate
taking photographs at the case study site. Photographic evidence was
therefore obtained during visits to all schools (a total of 120 photographs were
taken overall). This was used to supplement the written evidence and to act as

an ‘aide memoir’.
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Documentary evidence

It was held to be essential to obtain all documents of relevance to the area of
study. Nisbet and Watt (1984) believe it is vital to check documents to
ascertain any decisions which have previously been made. In addition (as
formerly mentioned), by analysing documents and records it becomes possible
to provide triangulation of evidence that has been collected in other ways
(O’Neill et al, 1997). Moreover, examining documents relevant to case
studies ‘may raise new questions about communications and networking
within an organization’ (Yin, 1989, p.86). There is one obvious advantage in
collecting documentary evidence in that it already exists in a ‘definite form’
(O’Neill et al, op cit, p.58). Johnson (1994, p.25) makes a number of
favourable points with regard to documentation analysis but also accepts that
there can be difficulties. For example, insider knowledge may be required to
make sense of the documents. On a more positive note Johnson (ibid) stresses

that access is obtained to past issues/events and the method is unobtrusive.

It is advised that ‘scrutiny of the documents will be guided by ... [the]
research questions’ (Faulkner ef al, 1991, p.24). It was felt desirable to
acquire:

* the behaviour policy (for references to playground conduct)

* the staff induction policy (for references to playground procedures)

* the Ofsted report (for breaktime mentions)

* the handbook for parents (this was partly to seek corroboration of the
information given during various interviews and partly to gain further
insights into the school’s ethos and approach to breaktime mentions).

* job descriptions for supervisory assistants (for greater understanding of

the role).

Stage 2: Questionnaire survey

The second phase of the investigation involved a questionnaire survey of all

primary headteachers within the LEA (except the main case study school).
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This was considered to be the most suitable strategy given that personal
contact with each member of this group (64 in total) was not a viable option
due to time constraints. Robson (1993) notes that such a technique is not
without its problems and claims that any data so obtained are affected by the
respondents’ characteristics (for example, motivation, knowledge and
memory). Furthermore, respondents may not report their attitudes and beliefs
accurately (for instance, they may give a socially desirable response).
McNeill (1990, p.47) supports this assumption by stating that, “What people
say when filling in questionnaires may not be the same thing as what they
actually think or do’ and, ‘There is therefore a major potential problem with
the validity of the findings of such research’. Crucially, McNiff et al (1996,
p.98) suggest that issuing a questionnaire constitutes ‘a political act’ because

questionnaires alert respondents ‘to ideas not thought about before’.

One disadvantage of questionnaires is that self-administered surveys typically
have low response rates (Robson, op cif). In spite of this, the many
advantages of this technique made it the principal option. For instance,
Robson (1993, p.128) concludes a survey is ‘the easiest way of refrieving
information about the past history of a large set of peoplé ... providing large
amounts of data ... in a short period of time’. Moreover, McNeill (1990, p.46)
states the survey technique gives rise to data that can be expressed statistically
enabling ‘comparisons to be made between different groups and populations’.
A questionnaire was therefore designed to yield elementary and background
data for the main investigation. Accordingly, great care was needed in
planning the answer sheet to ensure that it would bring forth the information
required, linked to issues depicted in the areas shown in the conceptual
framework (Figure 1.3), aspects highlighted at Brownlow infant school, and
various related broad research questions. There was an aim to include a
number of variables in order to ascertain whether there were common features

in those schools identifying good practice.

Due attention was also paid to the overall length and complexity of the
document in order not to reduce the headteachers’ willingness to complete it.

In accordance with Bell’s (1993) recommendations, the questionnaire was first
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piloted by willing volunteers who would not be involved in the final study but
who were typical respondents. Allison et al (1996, p.95) advise that
volunteers should be of a similar background to the target population (in this
instance two former headteachers) and recommend noting down any ‘lack of
clarity for rewording’. This resulted in changes to the order of a number of
questions posed. For example, questions relating to the SA training sessions
(whether these were external meetings, or whether instead an external
consultant visited the school) were reversed, as such questions were deemed to
be unclear. May (2001, p.100) claims, “The most important part of the actual
design of questions is to construct them unambiguously’. Eventually the
questionnaire was found to be satisfactory in that the purpose was clear and
the questions displayed clarity. Importantly, the paper took no longer than 10
minutes to complete and this was considered to be vital if é good response rate

was to ensue.

The answer sheet was compiled following Bell’s (op cif) advice to begin with
simple, easy to answer questions. Notice was taken, too, of 'Youngman’s
(1994, p.249) recommendation that ‘there should be some theoretical
justification for including a particular question’, together with such
considerations as neat appearance and providing a mixture of questions and
instructions. Heed was also taken of Allison et al’s (1996) proposal to avoid a
set response by preventing all items from being answered in the same way.
Robson (1993, p.243) additionally advocates keeping ‘open-ended questions
to a minimum’ because of the length of time required for analysis of such
responses. Nonetheless, Allison et al (1996, p.76) recommend the inclusion of
some open questions to ‘capture matters overlooked by other items’. In
addition, Marshall (1997, p.39) concludes closed questions may ‘impose a
direct threat to the validity of the findings’ because imposing a frame of
reference effectively limits the way the participant may answer. Faulkner et al
(1991, p.53) further suggest that questions should be grouped according to
similarity of issues although they do determine that ‘questionnaires are never

perfect’.
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Therefore, while the questionnaires were designed to yield substantial amounts
of quantitative data it was felt these would inevitably be somewhat limited and
unlikely to provide a full picture of current playtime practicé. It was thus
considered to be worthwhile to furnish respondents with the opportunity of
contributing additional qualitative information at appropriate junctures
throughout the answer paper (Appendix 7). This produced some especially
illuminating results. Sixty-four headteachers in the primary sector within the
borough were sent a copy of the questionnaire (via the internal post system),
together with an explanatory letter. A self-addressed envelope was also
enclosed. Advice from Bell (op cit) regarding the need to look critically at the
answer sheet to assess the impression it gives recipients proved to be
invaluable. A generally good response rate followed and a total of 46 replies
(just under 72 per cent) were received (Appendix 3). These comprised five
infant, six junior and 35 primary schools. The answer sheets were first
inspected to ascertﬁin ‘adequate completion’ (Allison et al, 1996, p.96). The
analysis of the closed questions was comparatively straightforward (by simple
counting techniques). The qualitative responses were analysed separately and

complimented the rather shallow coverage obtained from the closed replies.

Stage 3: the remaining schools

Brownlow junior school

It was felt to be useful to investigate the Brownlow infant school pupils’
transition to the link junior school and to compare any changes in the
children’s opinions of breaktimes. Those children who were originally
interviewed when in Year 2 were subsequently followed through to Brownlow
junior school and were reinterviewed when in Year 3, and again in Year 4 (to
ascertain any further changes in perceptions). This small sample thus
produced a longitudinal dimension to the interview data. In order to

contextualise this data, further information was acquired in this setting. An
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observation of the playground was completed at morning breaktime (15
minutes) and a surveillance of the play area was made during one midday
session (60 minutes). A copy of the school handbook was acquired and three
teachers, together with the headteacher and senior lunchtime supervisor (who
was also a classroom assistant), were briefly interviewed (15 minutes each).

Interview questions followed those used elsewhere.

Wells Green and Kitts Mount primary schools

Being the most recently opened primary school in the borough, Wells Green
received a one day visit to observe any innovatory breaktime practice. The
headteacher was interviewed (for approximately 30 minutes to follow up
questionnaire responses) and observations were carried out throughout both
morning playtime and the midday session. A copy of the school brochure was
obtained, together with a document provided by the ‘playground working
party’. Kitts Mount school was still under construction and a two hour visit of
the site (escorted by the architect who articulated his views throughout this

period) was completed.

The six sample schools

As indicated, the primary purpose of the questionnaire was to obtain
appropriate information to enable a choice of suitable schools for follow up
visits to be made. In this way six schools were eventually selected for the
small-scale case studies (Appendix 8). Selection was principally on the
grounds of self-identified ‘good practice’ in the area of study. Evaluations of
practice were based on the judgements of the headteachers in their response to
salient questions in the survey. All schools identifying some element of good
practice were considered for further investigation. However, further criteria
were also used to make the final choice of schools. These criteria included the
following:

* initiatives taken to improve practice (for comparison purposes).
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* - size and age of school (to detect any particular problems related to
these aspects).
* Jocality (in order to include schools from various parts of the borough
to provide a differing social mix with regard to pupil intake).
Because the main case study school is an infant school with a link junior
school two similar schools were chosen, together with four primary schools.
No particular problems with access were experienced and those headteachers
approached were generally extremely cooperative and willing to participate.
(Had difficulties arisen the head teacher of the main case study school had
offered her additional support.)

Interviews

The longest interviews were with the headteachers of the schools directly
involved in the study. These interviews lasted for up to an hour and were
always by prior appointment at a time convenient to the interviewee. It was
judged to be vital in these interviews to follow up the information given by the
headteachers in the respective questionnaires. Consequently, questions were
of a more individual nature, relevant to each setting. Nonetheless, a few
general themes were included in order to acquire some equivalent data for
comparison purposes (for example, relating to the planning of improvements,
finance, difficulties encountered and so forth). Although it was possible to
interview all staff in the main case study school, time constraints made this
impractical in the six sample schools. In these schools opportunity samples of
those staff who were supervising both breaktimes and lunchtimes provided the
interview data. In each school four breaktime supervisors (teachers, nursery
nurses, teaching assistants) and three midday supervisors were consulted

(Appendix 3).

All interviews (approximately 15 minutes in duration) took place in the
playground whilst the interviewees were undertaking supervision duties (with
the prior consent of the respective headteachers). Other adults were also

supervising and, although not all interviews were entirely free from the
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occasional interruption, this generally proved to be a very satisfactory
loéation. It was convenient in that the participant was not required to devote
extra time from an already busy schedule, and it was also highly appropriate
given the subject matter. Quite by chancé, a newly qualified teacher at
Hallside junior school took a particular interest in the study by expressing her
initial reactions to playground duty. This led to further interviews with new
and recently qualified teachers whenever such staff were employed in the
fieldwork schools (Appendix 3). These particular teachers were questioned,
not only about their attitudes towards playtimes, generally, but also about
whether they had received any training for playground supervision (and the

universities attended).

In each of the six sample schools pupils were randomly selected to provide the
interview data on the basis of one boy and one girl from each year group. The
children were interviewed in various places as convenient for each setting (for
example, quiet space in a corridor, hall, classroom or library). Because the
researcher was not known to these participants, some of whom were very
young, any child wishing to bring along a (silent) friend for company was able

to do so.

As previously explained, a total of 18 parents were interviewed in the main
case study school. The parents interviewed in the six sample schools were
simply those who were present in each school during the period of fieldwork
and they therefore represent ‘accessible subjects’ (Allison et al, 1996). Even
though it was convenient to interview such parents it is noted that they may
epitomise a potentially biased sample (i.e. they could hold different opinions
from those parents who have little contact with the school or little direct
experience and knowledge of school breaktimes). Appendix 3 gives the
numbers of interviewees. Interviews lasted for approximately 20 minutes

each.

At one venue (the infant and linked junior school in the sample) a group

interview of ten mothers attending an hour long coffee morning took place.
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While it was largely felt desirable to interview parents individually (rather
than allow group members to influence the opinions of others), Gough (2003,
p.185) maintains a group consultation ‘can sometimes be particularly
revealing as respondents prompt each other to think through their views’. All
the same, it is acknowledged that ‘group interviews may be less effective in
allowing personal matters to emerge’ (Allison ef al, 1996, p.122) and the
interviewer is also required to manage the group dimensions while conducting
the interview. In spite of this, Alison et al (op cit) allege there are certain
benefits with this kind of questioning. These authors (1996, p.122) argue a
group interview can be a valuable research tool precisely because of ‘the
potential for discussion to develop among the group’. According to Maykut
and Morehouse (1994) interviews of this nature can lead to unexpected
insights, information, ideas and interactions and this was certainly the situation
with the present study (for example, matters relating to the current position
regarding communications to parents concerning playground happenings came

very much to the fore).

Direct observation

In each of the six sample schools one breaktime and one lunchtime playground
observation took place (observing throughout the whole period). As stated, in
these schools the researcher was unknown and non-participant observation
thus became a more feasible option (as with Wells Green). Observations
generally came after the staff and supervisory assistant interviews and pupils
had therefore become accustomed to seeing the researcher in the playground.
It was believed that this gave an increased opportunity for pupils to habituate
to the situation. However, it is accepted (Rolfe, 2001) that behaviour might

have been influenced by the presence of an observer.

Other activities taking place during the lunchtime (for example, clubs) were
observed in all schools where these had been introduced (usually for 10-15
minutes each). Added to this, casual data collection (Yin, 1989) took place in

all schools (for instance, discussions with welfare assistants, monitoring of
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supervisory assistant gatherings). It was hoped to provide a more rounded
picture of the culture and ethos of individual schools in this way. The
possibility also arose to observe a prospective midday supervisor’s job
interview in one school visited (20 minute observation). In addition,
lunchtime supervisory assistant training sessions were observed at Woodberry
school (two one hour observations). (The training consultant and three
midday supervisors were briefly questioned about the usefulness of these
sessions). Inside (wet weather) breaktimes and lunchtimes were observed in
all case study schools (one observation of each covering the whole of the

breaktime or lunchtime period).

Documentary evidence

It was felt desirable to acquire any relevant school behaviour policies (where
these contained references to playground conduct) and any staff guidelines
(for example, induction policies) where mention was made of appropriate
playtime procedures. This facilitated triangulation with the direct
observations. Copies of each school’s handbook for parents were also

collected to ascertain coverage of breaktime issues.

Stage 4: return to the main case study school

Managing Change

The final stage of this investigation sought to observe further changes in
practice at Brownlow Infant school. It was determined that staff would need
to be fully involved in the change process. Titman (1992, p.16) asserts that,
‘Whatever the nature of change, one element which appears to be integral to a
successful outcome is that of participation’. As previously noted, powerful
arguments have been put forward in favour of practitioner involvement in

change management. This was considered to be an essential strand of the
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concluding phase of the study. However, the researcher was no longer
teaching at the main case study school at this stage in the inquiry and this
presented problems because researcher engagement (as in most forms of
action research) was not possible. Nevertheless, researcher input (as an
additional source of initial ideas for improvement, stemming from initiatives
observed in the preceding stage of the investigation) would occur, as would

monitoring and reflection on the action taking place.

The cyclic nature of the improvement process is given in Figure 3.3.
According to Fullan (2001b, p.270) ‘improvement only occurs in context’
because of individual and setting uniqueness. Schon (1983, p.147) has argued
that practitioners not only have ‘an interest in transforming the situation from
what it is to something better’ but also have ‘an interest in understanding the
situation’ by an involvement in the process of change. This concept of
reflective practice is defined by Osterman and Kottkamp (1994, p.46) as ‘a
means by which practitioners can develop a greater level of self-awareness
about the nature and impact of their performance, an awareness that creates

opportunities for professional growth and development’.

It has already been noted that change is a complex process. Fullan (2001b,
p.91) sees four related problems:

* Active initiation and participation

* Pressure and support

* Changes in behaviour and beliefs, and

* The problem of ownership
These aspects, together with the management cycle, formed part of the

observation process.
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Figure 3.3 The management cycle
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Monitoring and evaluation at Brownlow infant school took place on an almost
weekly basis throughout one lunchtime session (90 minutes) over the course
of five school terms. This facilitated consultations on progress with various
participants, attendance at any lunchtime meetings, direct observations of
advancements, and the taking of photographs at various intervals to record
environmental developmeﬁts. Although the researcher was now teaching
elsewhere there was no problem with access, which was freely granted. It was
also judged that familiarity with the school and staff assisted in the production
of a more authentic account of the proceedings than would normally be

obtained by an external researcher.

Data analysis

The relationship between data collection and analysis is held to be a complex
one. As this was primarily a qualitative study it therefore became important
(as previously mentioned) to aftempt to make valid sense of the data by

endeavouring to reconstruct the social world of the participants. It was
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acknowledged, however, that there would inevitably be a difficulty in
determining what constitutes a suitable depiction of social reality. Allison and
Race (2004, p.13) stress that there is a need to ‘collate and analyse data using
appropriate techniques’. This phase of the research thus brought with it a

requirement for complex decision making.

Furthermore, Berry (2004, p.6) concludes that a thesis seeks to ‘assert an
evaluation of the material’ presented. Subsequently, the end results of this
investigation were evaluated against a framework evolving from the outcomes
of previous research and other literature reviewed. From the initial analysis,
which utilised concepts from breaktime and related literature, it became
apparent that an alternative literature was also required to fully reflect the
findings and thus provide a more rounded picture. Of particular relevance was

literature on the management of change.

Kruse and Seashore Lewis (2003, p.167) maintain that it can become
necessary ‘to seek literatures other than those initially explored’ in order to
adequately explain the data presented. For these commentators, ‘The
introduction of a new literature in the analysis phase of the research can have
the result of providing multiple lenses with which to view data’ (ibid). A
variety of educational management issues were therefore scutinised and these
have been integrated into the conceptual framework for the analysis (Figure
1.3). These include matters relating to:

* the culture and ethos of the school;

* collaborative planning;

* finance and resource provision;

* development of policy and practice;

¢ external relations;

* managing the pupil experience;

* staff roles and responsibilities;

* teamwork and leadership;

* training and staff development.
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Figure 3.4 The analytical framework
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Figure 3.4 shows the straightforward analytical framework for the inquiry.
Accurate analysis commanded detailed knowledge and judgement concerning
a wide range of interrelated issues relevant to the domains of the study.
Whilst again acknowledging that data collection, analysis and interpretation
cannot be value free a conscious attempt has been made to remain as objective

as possible in order to minimise this impact.

In respect of qualitative data, Easterby-Smith et al (op cit) suggest two kinds
of analysis are possible: content analysis and grounded theory. Both types
have been used in this investigation. Grounded theory is described by Zuber-
Skerritt (1996, p.5) as ‘theory grounded in experience and practice, by solving
complex problems in totally new situations.” The data thereby suggest a
theory ‘rather than beginning with theory and looking to see if the data fit it’
(Marshall, 1997, p.47). It is noted that grounded theory follows the stages of
familiarisation, reflection, conceptualisation and linking. With regard to
content analysis, Robson (1993) states that categories, codes and themes need
to be generated as the material is sifted. It is necessary to search for patterns
and themes within the data while simultaneously ‘being sensitive to
inconsistencies such as divergent views offered by different groups of

individuals’ (Bryman and Burgess, 1994, p.7).
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A thematic framework was thus set up within the material by the identification
of key issues and concepts. This framework was in keeping with ideas
submitted by Richie and Spencer (1994) who maintain the researcher needs to
draw upon, not only the a priori issues which were used to inform the original
aims of the research, but also the emergent issues raised by the participants,
and the analytical themes which have arisen from the patterning of particular
views and experiences. Emergent issues, for example, revolved around: the
significant need for teachers to have a break; the substantial impact of break
duty; the particular difficulties experienced by newly qualified teachers; the
notion of break supervision as a ‘duty’; the lack of use of quiet areas in the
playground; and matters relating to supervisory assistants’ dual roles, among
others, While undertaking this analysis it also became useful to revisit various
concepts to ascertain whether either further elaboration or simplification

would be appropriate.

The field notes from this project were extensive and the systematic analysis
which was undertaken required a very large time investment. Yin (1989,
p.105) reasons case study evidence presents the researcher with particular
difficulties which command ‘rigorous thinking’ on the part of the analyst.
Richie and Spencer (1994, p.177) claim, ‘Real leaps in analytical thinking’
require not only the need to jump ahead, but also the reworking of earlier
ideas. In this way the data analysis became a somewhat prolonged process. It
was essential therefore to obtain an overview of the data in order, not only to
look at its diversity, but to also begin the process of abstraction and
conceptualisation. Strauss (1987, p.171) argues data require microscopic
examination, and additionally that ‘the most difficult skill to learn is “how to

393

make everything come together’.

A further issue of importance with regard to this study was the need for data
reduction. Miles and Huberman (1984) provide an illuminating discussion on
this subject and advocate compiling matrices to reduce the data to manageable
levels. This led to the production of a number of appropriate matrices which
served to facilitate the analysis (Appendix 9). Of great significance for this

project, as well, was the proposal that for multi-site case study it is profitable
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to compare the data in each study with that of the remaining studies (Burgess
et al, 1994, p.142). In this manner ‘the topics and themes within individual

cases [lead] to cross-site comparisons’.

In addition, it was necessary to link the qualitative and quantitative data
obtained from the investigation and here Mason (1994) supplies a thoughtful
discussion of the problems and these ideas have been incorporated into the
data analysis to produce an integrated study. According to Mason (op cif,
p.107), it is necessary to determine ‘what mix of data ... [is] appropriate to
particular issues.” Thus, for example, data presented in various tables have
been supplemented with comments from a selection of interviewees. Bryman
and Burgess (1994, p.224) moreover maintain that data presentation in
qualitative studies generally appears to reply on the frequency with which
‘something is stated in interviews or is observed during the fieldwork. These
commentators therefore reason that presenting appropriate counts ‘could
substantially enhance the reader’s appreciation of the salience or significance
of percentages’ (ibid). Such counts have thus been included in the resulting
presentation. Even so, it is worth repeating here that ‘no knowledge of the

social world can ever be beyond all doubt’ (Wallace and Poulson, 2003, p.14).

Résumé

Chapter Three has presented a detailed account of the research methods
chosen to complete this project. The chapter begéﬁl with an in-depth
discussion of the qualitative approach and argued that this was particularly
appropriate for an investigation featuring social settings: Subsequently, the
design of the study was thoroughly explored and the gathering of evidence
was explained in detail. It was stated that the inquiry has been divided into
four stages with each phase informing the data collection in the succeeding
stage. The importance of conducting ethical research was outlined and matters

of participant confidentiality and anonymity were summarised. The use of a
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research diary was judged to aid the reflective processes of the inquiry
(Appendix 10).

It was further stated that the investigation has largely been centred around a
case study mode. This was justified mainly on the grounds of providing a
well-rounded picture and a thick description of the situation under
examination. It was concluded that case studies enable the researcher to
examine issues in the context that gives them meaning. Interactive processes
can also be identified. A full explanation of the data collection techniques was
given. It was determined that both direct observation and interview techniques
were the most suitable, although documentary evidence and photographic
records were also found to be useful. A multi-method approach is said to
increase confidence in the findings and the need for triangulation was
- discussed, together with issues of validity and reliability. Sampling techniques

have also been reviewed.

Due consideration has been given to the use of a questionnaire survey at stage
two of the project. It was reasoned that this was an appropriate means of
inquiry because it enabled the gathering of a large amount of information in a
comparatively brief period of time. Reference was made to the issues raised
during the piloting of the questionnaire. The questionnaire data obtained were
then used to identify sample schools for follow up visits at stage three. This
was followed by a discussion on change management for the final phase of

study.

Finally, the chapter specified the framework for the data analysis.
Consideration was given to both a priori and emergent issues and to both
content analysis and grounded theory. It was established that the research
needed to link both quantitative and qualitative data. It was noted that
concepts from the management of educational change were utilised in the
analysis process. The following chapter now begins the data presentation and
interpretation by contemplating the cultural and physical environments of the

school and the changes recently made to the breaktime situation.
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Chapter Four
The Changing Breaktime Scene

Introduction

Chapter Four focuses on the data presentation and analysis. The first part of
the chapter concentrates on recent innovations in primary sector breaktimes.
To begin with, there is an overview of the current situation. This serves to
provide a coherent examination of the many initiatives recently taken by the
borough’s schools. The present research indicates that changes can generally
be grouped into four broad categories: provision, organisation, socialisation
and supervision (although these are not mutually exclusive). Consideration is
also given to the planning of developments and whether or not schools have
utilised the much favoured collaborative approach which was outlined in the
second chapter, as this is deemed by some to enhance the change process.

Additionally, pupil involvement in the planning process is explored.

Following on from this, attention centres on Brownlow infants, the main case
study school. Initially, both the cultural environment (Docking, 1996) and the
institutional bias (Pollard, 1985) are identified and discussed. It is again
explained that the playground culture is linked to the values that children bring
with them to the school. Next, there is a systematic analysis of recent
innovations. This analysis facilitates reflection on many of the key issues
involved in breaktime reform. Following this, the remaining schools forming
the nucleus of this study are briefly examined and a number of comparisons

are then outlined. The uniqueness of each institution is emphasised.

The second part of Chapter Four centres on playtime provision. This includes
the physical environment of the school and encompasses the facilities and
resources available. The school campus is felt to impose restrictions on any
improvements the institution may wish to make. Following a synopsis of

practice across the LEA there is contemplation of the particular amenities
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available at each of the schools visited. Plans are provided of each site in
order to assist clarity. A new primary school (under construction) is then
investigated with regard to originality of design in respect of the outdoor
environment. Provision and location of appropriate amenities are also
discussed. Concepts arising from this evaluation are fully explored and due
consideration is given to the financial implications involved. The chapter
concludes by making some comparisons of relevant features at each of the

focus schools.

Changing practice

It has already been established that there is an evolving situation relating to
primary sector breaktimes. In the questionnaires headteachers were asked to
clarify any relevant initiatives schools had been making. Data obtained in this
manner thereby gave a useful insight into the kind of issues where schools
considered there was an identified need to improve practice. In addition,
schools were asked about which staff and other sectors (governors, parents,
pupils) were involved in producing these innovations. As already stated,
contemporary thought on development procedures strongly advocates a
collegial or collaborative approach as this will lead to more effective
improvement (Hargreaves, 1992; McCall and Lawlor, 2000). It has been
acknowledged, however, that there is also a need to monitor and evaluate
initiatives in order to determine their perceived effectiveness (Beare et al,
1989, 1993). Even so, Fidler (2001, p.64) does claim that it can sometimes be
‘difficult to collect evidence to show what has been achieved in the
improvement initiative’. Moreover, any outcomes of improvement as judged

by practitioners may be viewed as value laden.
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Across the LEA

It was found that most primary schools within the borough had made changes
to breaktime practice as Table 4.1 shows (37 out of 46, 80.4 per cent). For
example, the majority of schools had already established some form of
training for their midday supervisors. Staff development can be looked upon
as one way of attempting to improve the lunchtime situation. A wide
spectrum of complimentary reforms had also taken place. In general terms,
these innovations are entirely in keeping with popular thinking on playtime
‘developments (Titman, 1992, 1994; Blatchford, 1989, 1998). The benefit of
these initiatives, however, may vary depending largely upon the unique
circumstances and prevailing situation within the institution, as will be

revealed later.

The school grounds and physical environment are shown to be an especially
popular area for change within the borough’s schools. Learning through
Landscapes (2004) has found that the three main reasons for London schools
to improve their campuses are the appeararice of the grounds, the increased
play opportunities, and the need to improve behaviour and social interaction.
Nevertheless, it must be accepted that any such improvements may be
restricted by the overall space and site facilities. This may be linked to the era
in which the school was constructed. The most common developments
reported in the current study are zoned regions (Ross and Ryan, 1990), quiet
areas of seating (Titman, 1992) and some provision of shade (Hendricks,
2001). Intriguingly, pergolas now appear to be fashionable. In a number of
schools there has been an increase in playground markings. Supplying a
selection of loose equipment is another well-supported initiative and
contemporary accounts fully endorse this addition to playtimes (Ross and
Ryan, op cit). As well as the more usual skipping ropes and balls a few
schools have chosen to accommodate board games and various table-top

activities such as reading and card games.
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- Table 4.1 Have schools made any changes to breaktimes?

Questionnaire responses

Yes No No response Total
37 7 2 46

Further developments revolve around provision for pupils’ social and
emotional needs. Within this range has been the introduction of ‘friendship
benches’ and ‘friendship stops’, ‘playground squads’ or ‘buddies’ (Lindon,
2001a) and the training of child playleaders and mediators. In addition, a
number of schools have reported launching extra-curricular activities such as
lunchtime clubs. It was found from the follow up sample of schools that these
have usually been established for children experiencing ‘difficulties’ in the
playground (Ashley, 1995). Furthermore, some schools have formulated a
‘code of conduct’ specifically for the playground (White, 1988) or have begun
to award badges for appropriate behaviour. Moreover, there has been the
specific teaching of playground games (Lewis, 1998) and many schools (38
out of 46, 82.6 per cent) have commenced circle time activities (Mosley, 1993;

Rigley, 1997).

In addition, substantial changes are reported to the overall organisation of
playtimes. The removal of the afternoon break and the shortening of the
lunchbreak are common (Tables 5.3 and 5.4). It is suggested that these are
frequently linked with a need for extended time to deliver the curriculum.
Introducing separate playtimes for different age groups (thereby increasing
playground space) is also a popular initiative outlined by some schools (Table

5.1). The introduction of separate playtimes (or sectioned play spaces) for the
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youngest pupils (Hurst, 1994; Lindon, 2001a) is another stated change (Table
5.11). Removing whistle blowing to signal the end of break is also reported.
Additionally, one school reveals that the headteacher now maintains ‘a very
high profile at lunchtime’ possibly to help alleviate potential behaviour
problems. Moreover, a number of schools have recognised the need to
improve inside playtimes (Fell, 1994). Measures taken include the
introduction of ‘wet play boxes’ (i.e.lspeciﬁc equipment for pupils to use
during inclement weather) or allowing pupils to watch videos during wet
lunchtimes. A few schools have established pupil monitors whereby older

children help to supervise younger ones during inside break.

Figure 4.1 Broad areas of change

provision organisation

supervision socialisation

All in all, this gives the impression of being a very wide range of reforms. It
is judged that developments can usually be categorised into four broad areas
shown in Figure 4.1. Clearly, an increased interest in school playtimes has
become a noteworthy feature of contemporary practice within the borough

(and presumably elsewhere). Headteachers were also asked to indicate who
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had been involved in planning the various changes. Thirty-five of the thirty-
seven schools shown in Table 4.1 responded to this question. Eleven schools
noted that ‘all staff’ had played a part and a further eleven schools indicated

that pupils were also involved.

The inclusion of pupils is an interesting new idea, which is championed in
many present-day accounts (Lewis, 1998; Hendricks, 2001; Flutter, 2006).
Unfortunately, Factor (2004, p.142) reveals that there is a ‘lack of consultation
with the playground’s users when well-meaning but ignorant “landscaping” of
a school playground is undertaken’. Docking (1996, p.126) argues strongly
that ‘the pupils who use the playground must be involved in its development,
since what adults value may not always be what children want’. However, a
cautionary note comes from Hendricks (2001) who warns that once children
have been included their views need to be heeded and for the most part there is
no way of knowing the exact level of pupil participation in those schools

claiming pupil involvement.

The remaining thirteen schools specified certain members of staff who were
said to have joined in with planning innovations. These included Senior
Management Teams, Special Educational Needs Co-ordinators (Sencos) and,
in one school (Oatlands), a recently appointed playground co-ordinator. In
addition, four headteachers .were keen to point out that the supervisory
assistants had been instrumental in drafting reforms. Moreover, three schools
had involved their governors, two had included parents, and one school had
uniquely established an ‘environmental working group’ who assumed
responsibility for all campus developments. It can therefore justifiably be
claimed that the value of adopting some form of collaborative (or collegial)

approach has been recognised by many schools.

Moreover, unless there is a high degree of staff endorsement for the ideas
advanced it is unlikely any changes can succeed in the longer term. It must be
accepted, nevertheless, that in the main, it cannot be established just how

effective the changes outlined above have actually been (the exception being
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those schools visited). However, headteachers were also asked to make
evaluations of current practice. This was considered to be satisfactory, or
better, in the majority of schools (40 out of 46, 87 per cent for playtimes and
34 out of 46, 73.9 per cent for lunchtimes) and so some measure of success
might be assumed (Tables 7.1 and 7.9) at least in terms of practitioner

assessment (Fidler, 2001).

Headteachers were additionally invited to add any further comments at the end
of the questionnaires. Many remarks related to the changes that had already
been made or to those that headteachers would like to see in the future. One
primary head, for example, considered that ‘all staff” should be trained in
playground supervision. Furthermore, one infant headteacher reasoned that,
‘Lunchtimes should be supervised by others in school or else there should be
more money for fully trained staff’. Patently, this focuses attention firmly on
the midday supervisory assistants as they are frequently untrained for the job
(Rose, TES, 1999). One primary headteacher in particular made a series of
highly salient remarks which serve to summarise the views of other

respondents:

I do have concerns about breaktime. We are getting more
‘difficult’ children and whilst they are usually well-
managed in class, the situation can be very different
outside. Support for ‘statement’ children never seems to
take account of playground issues.

Of course, this raises a major topic concerning special needs children (i.e.

statemented) and consequent problems presented at breaktimes. Other

headteachers also mentioned these difficulties. It was further suggested that:

Money is also an issue. We have 8 people supervising at
lunchtime for 14 classes. On fine days this is manageable,
on wet days it is very hard and teaching staff often stay in
their classrooms to help with supervision. Being very
pragmatic, they say they would prefer to forego a break
than spend an awful afternoon sorting out the ramifications.

Again, these problems were similar to those found elsewhere (St. Mark’s

being one example). It was concluded that:
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We have just changed our staffing structure to have 4
Classroom/Supervisory Assistants and 4 SAs. The former
work in class from 9 — 11.45/12.00 and then go into the
hall/playground to supervise the children at lunchtime. The
SAs are just employed for lunchtime. The new structure
has helped the Classroom/Supervisory Assistants have a
higher status and children are more respectful (usually).
Without me, my deputy, the SEN co-ordinator [special
educational needs] having a high profile every lunchtime
things would be even more difficult.

These anxieties spotlight dilemmas experienced by other schools and
distinctly show a number of the very serious concerns that some headteachers
now have. The recognition of worsening behaviour and the increase in EBD
pupils (those with emotional and behavioural difficulties) was repeated by
other headteachers.  Problems resulting from insufficient numbers of
lunchtime supervisors is another fairly common theme (Table 7.10). Schools
receive funding on the basis of one SA for two junior classes with a more
favourable ratio for younger pupils. Any school wishing to increase this
provision (and some of those studied find this to be beneficial) must find
funding from elsewhere in their budget. In spite of this, headteachers
probably feel that this is money well spent given that lunchtime is identified
as presenting a challenge. According to Blatchford (1989, p.132) ‘At the very
least there should be enough supervisors to allow one for every class in the

school’. This has yet to happen.

A further matter of note is that teaching staff are increasingly involved in
some form of lunchtime supervision on a regular basis (Table 7.12). For
instance, it was found that some Sencos assume extra responsibilities at
midday. Moreover, additional problems originating from inside (‘wet’)
lunchtimes, as expressed by this headteacher, were discovered to be typical of
many schools throughout the course of this investigation (Table 5.16). A
further point of significance is the establishment of the supervisory

assistant/classroom assistant dual role, which appeared to become increasingly
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popular during the study period. All such aspects (and others) have formed a
key part of the present research.

Brownlow Infant School

The cultural context

The main case study school is situated in a socially and culturally diverse
location on the less affluent, more industrialised, eastern side of the borough.
It was noted in a recent Ofsted inspection (June, 2002) that a well above
average 54 per cent of pupils are registered as having English as an additional
language. Furthermore, a higher than national average number of children
arrive and leave during the course of the school year. Many pupils come from
families described as asylum seekers or refugees. All of these characteristics
contribute to the ‘institutional bias’ of the school which Pollard (1985, p.115)
describes as the ‘rather intangible “feel” of schools as organisations’. The
Ofsted report (2002, p.21) recognises that the school presents ‘a team effort
and shared ethos that puts children and their families first’. In addition, the
school is considered to maintain a harmonious, caring environment by
providing good standards of behaviour. Ofsted also acknowledged that the

headteacher provides strong leadership.

Changing practice

As Appendix 11 shows, Brownlow infant school became the main focus of the
current investigation with the instatement of a newly appointed headteacher.
This change in leadership provided the impetus for a thorough review of
current practice in respect of playtime management. The new headteacher had
been deputy head at the same school and came to the headship with a sound
knowledge of the prevailing situation, together with what the DfEE describes
as a clear ‘vision’ (NPQH, Unit 3.2, 2001) of what she hoped to achieve

during her time in office. However, in order to facilitate effective change it
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was essential to first ascertain the exact needs of the school (Leigh, 1994).

According to Dalton er al (2001b), this includes an appraisal of how

something may best be done. It was thus determined that the midday

supervisory team and the broader lunchtime scenario were priority areas for

improvement.

Subsequently, an external consultant was employed to deliver a series of three

training sessions for the supervisory assistants (during October 1998). In due

course, the headteacher received feedback from the consultant (the researcher

was present at this meeting). The main findings concerned the following

aspects:

The SAs had a lack of time to talk with each other.

All SAs felt a general confusion and lack of role clarity.

There was a lack of strong leadership.

The leader (senior SA) needed to be given a clear message that it was
her responsibility to provide leadership.

The new SAs needed induction from a clear leader.

There was a great deal of negativity within the group.

Even so, a number of SAs were doing a very good job.

Obviously, this state of affairs required a speedy solution. Fortunately, the

consultant was able to offer the following well-chosen advice:

The SAs should be provided with a time for meetings but they would
require help as they might not be able to work things out for
themselves.

All SA meetings would need a facilitator to do the internal organising
otherwise the session would become rambling and anecdotal.

Each session should last for one hour.

It might be appropriate to appoint a leader for the meeting who could
then discuss any points arising with the headteacher.

All SAs should be in school five minutes before the lunchtime session

as they are paid for this time.

These suggestions were acted upon immediately and the process of change

had begun. The headteacher introduced half-termly meetings for the SAs but
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mindful of any potential difficulties she remained present and led the group
herself. The meetings provided a useful forum for an exchange of
information. At the initial meeting a number of supervisors suggested the
children did not enjoy being in the playground for such a long period of time
at midday. However, ‘There was no way to shorten the lunchbreak [90
minutes] — the children take too long to eat — there are no options here’
(Headteacher). It had additionally been noted that behaviour had deteriorated
during the midday session. The headteacher revealed that, ‘There were lots of
problems at lunchtime ... These rumbled on into the afternoon — took up
teacher time — the children were upset — this affected learning for the
afternoon’. This is not an uncommon problem. The literature suggests it is

one crucial reason why schools have been making changes to practice.

All difficulties were fully discussed with the Senior Management Team
(SMT) thus there is some evidence of a more collegial approach (Hargreaves,
1992) although it is noted that the midday supervisors were not consulted at
this point. It was decided that alternative activities would be made available
in the school hall during the midday session. Additional activities would be
provided in one classroom (two teachers volunteered to supervise these
pastimes). The headteacher explained that, ‘We gave the children options and
one SA remained in the hall’. Giving the children a free choice as to whether
or not to remain outside is a key issue here. This is fundamentally different
from those schools who require any child experiencing difficulties in the
playground to attend adult-structured activities (as a number of schools have
chosen to do). The headteacher explained the range of basic pastimes being
offered (drawing, books and construction toys) and then added, ‘The children
seemed keen and it left more space in the playground and so we took out
hoops and bats and balls — the problem had previously been a lack of space

out there.’

This description of the change process plainly shows the modest beginnings,
the trying out of novel ideas and the informal evaluations (i.e. ‘the children
seemed keen’). Fullan (1992, p.123) sees monitoring of change as important

because ‘it exposes new ideas to scrutiny, helping to weed out mistakes, and
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further develop promising practices’. Also of importance is the realisation
that a lack of play space had been the root cause of many of the problems. As
will be shown, space is yet another key issue where breaktimes are
concerned. Furthermore, it is possible to detect how these original changes
were subsequently modified and refined because supplementary equipment
was introduced, ‘Some different things from the classroom apparatus’. This
had necessitated fund raising in which the pupils (and parents) had become
involved. The children were also consulted about what equipment to buy and
‘adventure playthings, puppet theatre, puzzles, tent and tunnel, space hoppers
and different construction toys were suggested’. The children’s own ideas

were thereby being incorporated into the plans.

Nevertheless, all activities required support and commitment from adults and
this presented the headteacher with a number of challenges. It was disclosed
that, ‘The SAs [supervisory assistants] — we had a talk — not all were keen and
they kept throwing up problems. I suggested the children would be less likely
to present problems if they were playing happily’. Even so, the headteacher
did recognise that, “The SAs were asked to do something which was very
different from anything they had done before’. It is noted, too, that the
proposed changes had not originated from the lunchtime assistants but had
come from the school management team, representing a ‘top-down’ approach.
It can easily be detected that finding the right strategy to implement the
proposed innovations was problematic. Crucially, the headteacher recognised
the need for the SAs to adopt a new and demanding role. The change process
continued, although the difficulties were still present at the time of this
interview. The headteacher conceded, ‘Some [SAs] still find it difficult to
cope in the hall — the children should be responsible for counting equipment
but I haven’t convinced the SAs of this and so we’re still losing equipment ...

There is a lack of organisation by some SAs’.

For a minority of midday supervisors the new role appeared to be too exacting
and a lack of enthusiasm prevailed. Perhaps this is predictable given that this
represents a fundamental change which seems to have been imposed with

little consultation. Those SAs experiencing most problems were long
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standing members of the school community with well-established work
patterns. They may well have held a different set of values from those which
were now required. According to the headteacher, the more recently
appointed supervisory assistants were better able to adapt to the essential
modifications and to develop the necessary skills to carry out the new role
effectively. Staff development was thought to provide a possible solution to
these problems. The supervisors were duly invited to join other staff for an
INSET (in-service education and training) day on behaviour management. In
spite of this, the headteacher felt that the original consultant would need to

revisit the school for further sessions with the supervisors.

The headteacher continued to reveal the remaining problems by
acknowledging that, ‘The SAs now have different perceptions of lunchtimes
but there are still adjustments to be made ... We need to make sure the
equipment is well looked after — it’s not being put away properly’. Equipment
was being lost or damaged and the headteacher felt this was due to a lack of
adequate supervision by some of the midday staff. One solution would be to
select which SAs would oversee the hall because in her view ‘not all are
suitable’. This shows very clearly that modifying practice is not necessarily a
straightforward procedure particularly when new skills may be required or
where there may be some resistance to procedural changes. The head

admitted that, ‘We are trying to avoid situations where problems occur’.

According to O’Neill (1994, p.209), ‘it is inevitable that any attempt to
diverge from historical patterns of employment will create tensions’. This
would seem to be the situation with the midday supervisors. However, it must
also be recognised that several changes were occurring simultaneously as
there were additional alterations in the children’s ‘lining up’ procedures. This
is likely to have intensified any problems. In spite of this, the headteacher
continued to seek new ways forward. Nonetheless, for these initiatives to
succeed they needed to be accepted by all SAs and this appears not to have
happened. Such innovation implies a change in values and there seems to be

little indication that this was occurring for some supervisors.
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Other transformations were taking place in the playground. The head
explained, ‘We have junior [pupil] helpers ... They might teach games — turn
taking etc.’ This is seen as one way of improving playtime experiences
(Lindon, 2001a). Regrettably, this proved to be yet another initiative which
was beset with complications in the early stages. As the head disclosed,
‘There are some problems — the juniors don’t all necessarily feel they are here
for the little ones — it’s not worked quite as we hoped, but it’s still been
valuable’. Informal monitoring of the playground led swiftly to the realisation
that the junior helpers were not carrying out their new roles as effectively as
anticipated. The headteacher remained resolute and emphasised that, ‘Lots of
infants enjoy seeing the older children ... Often they just hold hands so
they’ve still got a lot out of it ... and the juniors have got a lot out of it, too,
especially those who previously had behaviour difficulties in the infants and

have difficulties still’.

Once more, this change to practice fell short of expectations. The headteacher
was seen to be exploring possible reasons for this. Ultimately, she adopted
alternative justifications for having junior helpers in the infant play space.
The playground observations (completed for the present study) served to
spotlight the weaker characteristics of the junior ‘playground squad’
(discussed later). According to Brighouse and Woods (1999, p.163), ‘there
needs to be a healthy recognition that the first time of doing anything is not
going to be without blemish’ and this might have been the situation here. The
headteacher took the view that the next group of helpers would perform to a
higher standard. Further innovations were also in the pipeline. The head
stated that, “The climbing frame is coming to the end of its life — it’s boring.
We’re going to replace it with something that is more fun’. Another
sponsorship day was required to fund this equipment (an adventure play area,
as requested by the pupils). Fund raising therefore illustrates a different level
of parental involvement in the change process but it relies heavily on the

ability and willingness of parents to make a financial contribution.

Disappointingly, problems revolving around a small number of supervisors

remained. There were continuing tensions and this particular group of
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employees found great difficulty in adjusting to the new system. There was
‘sustained opposition to the new ways of working and the difficulties
intensified. Preedy (1993, p.14) warns that, ‘Staff who feel that they will be
disadvantaged as a result of the change will oppose it either actively or
through passive resistance, and the innovation fails’. This may have been the
situation here. The headteacher expressed her further concerns that those SAs
who were fully supportive of the modifications mightéventually become
influenced by what was judged to be the highly negative stance of a minority
of group members and the new practice would need to be abandoned.
Following this interview with the headteacher the awkwardness persisted for
several months and there seemed to be no solution to these problems.
However, the situation changed rapidly in early 2000 when a number of
supervisors, including the senior SA, sought alternative employment
(apparently due to these difficulties). This enabled the building of a new team
(with a new leader at the helm) all of whom were fully committed to the
innovatory practice that was being established. The group dynamics changed
dramatically and finally teamwork flourished (as revealed in the interview

and observational data).

The supervisory assistants at last began to work extremely well together
(discussed in detail later). This was partly due to the very strong leadership
skills of the newly appointed senior midday supervisor. As will be shown,
other school staff also began to more readily appreciate the value of this
team. Four supervisors subsequently adopted a second role and became
teaching assistants (classroom or learning support assistants). They were
eventually interviewed about their dual roles during the autumn term 2001.
All expressed a desire to continue with both jobs. By the end of the autumn
term 2002, however, those in this position had become part-time rather than
full-time SAs. The reasons for this additional change in circumstances
centred on such perceptions as, ‘I see my main job now as a CA [classroom

assistant]’ (Supervisory / Classroom Assistant).

By the beginning of 2003, three of these staff had relinquished their original

roles as midday supervisors. The rationale for this further change included, ‘I
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found it too tiring” as well as, ‘It’s too emotionally demanding’ and, ‘There’s
no time for myself’. Sustaining both jobs therefore appears to be a
challenging task for some and the perceived greater status of being a teaching
assistant can lead the post holder to forsake the lesser role. Obviously, in turn,
this has brought about further major developments in this excellent
supervisory team. These changes culminated in the deputy headteacher
expressing his concerns that the outstanding teamwork which had now been

achieved might accordingly deteriorate.

Modifications to the by now well-established midday routines were also
required due to the appointment of a number of replacement supervisors
(some of whom were employed part-time). The senior SA found it necessary
to adopt new methods because she felt that the recent recruits were not
sufficiently experienced to cope with established practice (brief interview).
Inevitably, this placed an extra burden on the rest of the team as their own
work was affected and working practices were substantially modified. The
senior SA was consequently finding her own job increasingly demanding
because she was heavily involved with the induction of a number of new
colleagues. Nevertheless, she accepted this to be a vital part of her role. One
of the freshly appointed SAs was briefly consulted and she conveyed her

appreciation for the guidance and tuition provided by the senior supervisor.

By the end of 2000 the adventure play area (low level climbing apparatus)
was completed (Figure 4.3b). The playground observations show this was
popular with all age groups. Moreover, the children showed their approval for
the increasing selection of materials available for use during the lunchbreak
(interview data). All changes had been introduced with high hopes and for the
most part these appeared to be justified. The teamwork which had ultimately
been achieved by the supervisors, coupled with the wide variety of equipment
available, received praise in the school’s Ofsted report. It was stated that,
‘Playtimes and lunchtimes are pleasant social occasions’ and ‘the very good
quality supervision by the lunchtime assistants helps in providing for the
pupils’ social development through the wide range of games and activities

they provide’ (June, 2002, p.19).
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This standard had not always been easy to achieve, even though the school
had evolved clear objectives for the improvement of lunchtimes (i.e. to stop
perceived lunchtime boredom and to improve pupils’ behaviour; to develop
the role, skills and teamwork of the midday supetvisors; and to increase the
lunchtime activities). Navigating these objectives had presented many
difficulties because it was necessary to win the hearts and minds of those
involved. This seemed to be no easy task. In part, this may have been due to
feelings that these changes were being prescribed rather than developed
through open discussions to ascertain the views of the supervisory group. In
due course the objectives were met. If, as Beare ef al (1989, p.20) argue,
- ¢ “Effectiveness” means that one has a set goal and achieved it’ then plainly

these changes could be evaluated as being effective, at least in these terms.

However, it remains uncertain as to whether the original group of midday
supervisors would have ultimately adapted to the new methods. Fullan (1992,
p.123) alleges, ‘People can and do change, but it requires social energy’. It is
not clear whether some SAs would have become sufficiently motivated to
subsequently make the necessary adjustments to their practice. It seems far
more likely that effective change resulted from the recruitment of a number of
replacement supervisors who were willing to take the new practices on board.
This appears to be a key factor in the change process. Other schools have
reported similar difficulties concerning proposed developments to the
supervisory assistants’ practice. It is a very important issue, which runs

throughout this inquiry.

Brownlow junior school

The cultural context

Being the link school and sharing the same site, Brownlow junior school has a
similar institutional bias to that of Brownlow infant school. In addition, there

appears to be a culture of pupil participation via the school council and ‘pupils
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are actively involved in the decision-making process’ (school brochure). This
was confirmed by the headteacher but was not discussed with the pupils
themselves. In common with many schools during the period of this study,
Brownlow was experiencing difficulties in recruiting and retaining teaching
staff. This aspect led one relief teacher (with many years experience of
providing supply cover in both this and other primary schools in the borough)
to conclude there was ‘a great deal of instability’ due to the high number of
supply teachers involved in the school. Obviously, this represents one opinion
and time constraints prevented further investigation of this issue.
Nevertheless, it is a noteworthy view from a highly experienced professional.
It is an aspect which would be likely to impact upon both pupil behaviour and

any proposed changes to breaktime practice.

Changing practice
The change process was fully underway at Brownlow junior school at the time
of the research. Innovations were wide ranging and were based on the premise
that pupils’ behaviour in the playground was deteriorating. The headteacher
reported the following initiatives:

* the shortening of the lunchbreak

* the introduction of a quiet area (known by the pupils as the ‘red

house’)
* the introduction of a board games lunchtime club

* introducing Year 6 mediators.

The headteacher revealed that selected pupils had received ‘mediation
training’ with the expectation that they would then help peers ‘to sort out
problems’ in the ‘quiet area’. Incorporated within this idea it is also judged

that mediators will develop their own levels of responsibility.

In general terms, this seems to be a productive range of developments. Sadly,
however, each initiative encompassed difficulties.  For example, the
shortening of the lunchbreak (in order to retain an afternoon playtime and still

meet teaching requirements) resulted in a lack of time for all pupils to eat in
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the dining hall. One solution (allowing pupils with packed lunches to eat in
their classrooms) required teaching staff to voluntarily supervise children at
midday (which they do). This could, nonetheless, prove to be problematic
when current staff leave and others arrive who might not so willingly comply

with this arrangement,

Further problems had arisen with regard to those pupils receiving mediation
training. This procedure had been evaluated and according to the headteacher
it had ‘not embedded’. The assessment made was that ‘much more work’ was
required. It is unclear as to whether or not pupils had received insufficient
instruction or whether they were simply unable to apply the tutorage given to
the realities of the situation. Undoubtedly, peer mediation requires certain
skills on the part of the mediator, coupled with a willingness by those in
dispute to allow a third person to arbitrate. It is therefore a complex state of

affairs which needs very careful handling.

The lunchtime club presented further complications. At first sight this had
emerged as a particularly attractive idea and certainly one growing in
popularity in a number of the borough’s schools. However, the club was now
in suspension due to the very poor behaviour of those pupils who had been
attending. A brief consultation with a Year 4 pupil (class representative on the
school council) produced some instructive comments on the subject. It was
admitted that the club had ‘been stopped because sometimes people throw bits
about’. The interviewee made a further remark about the recently introduced
quiet area which was fraught with its own difficulties: ‘The quiet area is not
quiet because people are climbing all over the tables’. Such climbing is shown

by the current study to be a problem that other schools also face.

Again, due to time constraints these criticisms were not followed up and so
reliance is being placed on the accuracy of the informant. Nonetheless, it
certainly appears to indicate a need for continual close monitoring of the
situation. The headteacher showed an awareness of the problems and
conveyed an impression of seeking suitable solutions. It is possible, however,

that any potential improvements to practice which might work perfectly well
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in one school may not yield the same measure of success in another. This
might rest both on the institutional bias of the school, including the culture and
ethos, and the management strategies employed to implement the changes as
these may vary greatly. On this particular occasion the headteacher remained
optimistic and suggested that future solutions would be found and practice

would be improved.

Hallside infant school

The cultural context

Hallside infant school serves a multi-ethnic community with children from
Asian, Turkish, Greek and white British backgrounds, all of whom contribute
to the institutional bias of the school. The school is located in the more
affluent western half of the borough. Hallside attempts to promote a shared
value system revolving around respect for others and fostering a caring
attitude (school brochure). The pupils are compliant and behaviour standards
appear to be high. The headteacher appears to be an effective leader and all
staff consulted appreciatéd his management style. Of specific note is the
headteacher’s declared support for the inclusion and development of ancillary
staff, particularly the midday supervisors (the SAs were appreéiative of this
aspect).

Changing practice

In the six years since his appointment, the headteacher had made a number of
changes relating to breaktimes:

* timing of lunches — infants eating first

* new equipment in the playground

* planting and wall sculptures introduced

* new seating

* SAs spending time in the classrooms

* playground games introduced in assembly
According to the headteacher, these innovations had involved, °Staff,

governors and parents’ and so there is evidence of a collaborative approach to
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change. Nevertheless, there is little indication of pupil participation (for
instance, discussing new equipment), although the children had helped to
make the wall sculptures. The playground had acquired a number of
innovative features all of which were well used by the children. In this respect
improvements could be regarded as effective. The revised timing of the
lunchbreak had not yet been evaluated but the headteacher judged the situation

to be greatly improved and he was planning to build on this success.

Hallside junior school

The cultural context

Hallside junior school shares a site with the infant school and thus has the
same socio-economic, multi-ethnic catchment area and a similar institutional
bias. At the time of the visits the infant headteacher was temporarily at the
helm and the school was in a transition process. The acting headteacher was
found to be taking full advantage of his short residence and had already
initiated a number of significant changes, most notably to the midday session.
These developments had met with opposition, however, and the lunchtime
supervisors indicated their reluctance to embrace these innovations (discussed

below).

Changing practice
The changes made at Hallside junior school involved:

* changes to the timing of the lunchbreak and dining hall arrangements

* the introduction of lunchtime clubs

* SAs supplied with shoulder bags to store equipment
There were plans for transforming the outside environment with the addition
of fixed apparatus. It is to be hoped, therefore, that pupils’ views would be
sought. Changes involving the midday supervisors had met with a great deal
of resistance possibly due to well-established working patterns or due to a lack
of appropriate discussion of the issues. Initially, the SAs had fully agreed to
the acting headteacher’s ideas (for example, to wear tabards for easy

identification) but subsequently withdrew their support. Compromises were
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reached but there were still contentious issues. For instance, although the SAs
had been persuaded not to have shopping bags in the playground (the head
perhaps justifiably felt these were ‘a barrier’) they could not be induced to
leave their handbags in secure storage. The headteacher considered this was
unlikely to be resolved. The acting headteacher described the supervisors as
‘difficult’; although it is acknowledged that this represents only one perception
of the situation. As a consequence, the supervisors’ relationship with the
headteacher had apparently suffered enormously. According to Fullan (2001,
p.5), for change to be successful ‘leaders must be consummate relationship

builders’ otherwise ‘ground is lost” together with goodwill.

On a more constructive note, the lunchtime club had proved to be so
successful that it was due to be extended. Those staff (classroom assistants)
directly involved were briefly questioned and all were clear as to its efficacy.
It was judged that those children who had been experiencing difficulties in the
playground were deriving benefits from the alternative activities on offer (and
pupils consulted expressed their appreciation for the club). It could be argued
that the club was serving a useful purpose because all playground behaviour
observed was of a generally exemplary nature. To this extent at least it was

beneficial.

Gatward primary school

The cultural context

Gatward reflects the multi-cultural community in which it is located. The
institutional bias is, in part, related to the owner-occupier neighbourhood
which surrounds the school. The staff handbook expresses the school’s
general philosophy by stating that ‘we aim to develop team spirit’. To this end
pupils are awarded house points for positive contributions to school life. The
headteacher had arrived some three years earlier and had made substantial
changes to midday practice during this time. She stated that when she started
at Gatward, ‘There was a different ethos in the school ... children were

punished if they misbehaved’. Consequently, she had begun to create an ethos
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which placed the emphasis firmly on rewarding positive behaviour
(Blatchford, 1989). Nevertheless, conveying these values to the midday
supervisory staff had presented problems (for example, there had been
expressed concerns that the clubs meant children were receiving privileges for
displaying unsatisfactory behaviour). The teaching staff, however, showed
their commitment to all developments and interviewees echoed the ethos
which the headteacher sought to cultivate. There was some evidence of a
culture of collaboration with staff involved in the decision-making process.
The pupils also played a part by expressing their views via the school council.
Even so, the headteacher appeared to remain the driving force for innovation,

articulating clear goals for all improvements to lunchtime practice.

Changing practice
The changes made at Gatward are briefly summarised below:

* removal of the afternoon breaktime

¢ introduction of lunchtime clubs

*  Year 6 child monitors introduced

* introduction of a ‘friendship stop’
The observations and interviews leave little doubt as to the overall success of
the many and varied lunchtime clubs. This aspect of pastoral care had been .
singled out by Ofsted as a particular strength of the school. A number of
classroom assistants had recently been employed and they were contractually
committed to assuming responsibility for individual clubs (gardening, sewing,
board games and book reading). It is, however, difficult to assess the
effectiveness of the ‘friendship stop’ (akin to a miniature bus-stop) as no child
was seen to be waiting at this sign. It may be that thié signpost was forgotten,
or ignored, or simply that no child was in need of friendship. On the other
hand, the Year 6 monitors seemed to be a highly effective squad who were
observed busily organising young pupils during inside (wet weather)

playtimes. This innovation was therefore deemed to be working well.
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Woodberry primaryv school

The cultural context

Woodberry has an intake of predominantly white British pupils. The school is
located in an area which includes both local authority high-rise flats and
owner-occupied dwellings. These features contribute to the institutional bias
of the school. The headteacher is again judged to be the architect of change in
respect of playtime practice. Her leadership skills were referred to in a recent
Ofsted report as ‘outstanding’. Even so, changes had presented problems and
it seems that what O’Neill (1994) terms a ‘sub-culture’ had evolved with
regard to the supervisory assistants who had formed a collective opposition to
progress (see below). Nevertheless, Woodberry appears to have clear and
consistent expectations of desirable behaviour for pupils and a whole-school

approach serves to encourage success in this domain.

Changing practice
The Woodberry headteacher had been in post for 11 years and she had

previously been head of another primary school within the borough and was
therefore one of the most experienced headteachers consulted for this study.
The changes made are given below:
* Junchtime club for pupils experiencing playground difficulties
* recent changes to the junior pupils’ procedures for exiting the
playground
* introduction of weekly meetings between the headteacher and
supervisory team

* training sessions for the midday supervisors
p

There is some evidence of collaboration with ‘all staff® involved in the initial
discussions relating to the lunchtime club. A lack of consultation with the
midday supervisors over procedural changes to the junior pupils’ re-entry into

school at the end of lunch may have contributed to their less than positive
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attitude towards this initiative. All three supervisory assistants interviewed
expressed their disapproval that class lines had been abandoned. 1t is true that
there was a certain amount of confusion with the re-entry system, although
this may simply have been the result of difficulties during the initial change-

over period.

“On the other hzind, the benefit of the lunchtime club leaves little room for
doubt. Pupils were busily involved in a range of interesting activities and
games and expressed their approval for these pastimes. The club was well
organised by the two welfare assistants. Little desultory behaviour was
observed in the playground and this serves to provide some measure of the
success of this venture. Nevertheless, other initiatives involving the midday
supervisors had met with resistance and this had prevented the headteacher
from achieving her gdals. According to Stoll (2003), micropolitics can
prevent desired improvements from being successfully implemented.
Confirmation of the situation came from one supervisor who declared,
‘Whatever the head suggests we try it for a day and then give up. We say it
doesn’t work and go back to how we are’. Clearly , this seems to indicate a
very definite barrier to change (O’Neill, 1994) which needs addressing,

possibly through more democratic approaches.

Regardless of these problems, the headteacher was continuing to press for
improvements to lunchtime practice, which she had assessed as being simply
‘satisfactory’ (Table 7.13). To this end, the SAs received training via an
external consultant (this tuition was observed). The consultant felt that the
SAs ‘could make dinner times more fun’ for the children. Guidance was
forthcoming on suitable games and activities which the supervisors could
introduce. It was further suggested that the Year 6 pupils should become
playground monitors. The consultant was charismatic and she appeared to fire
the SAs with enthusiasm during the presentation. All ideas were practical and
potentially workable but they were reliant on a willingness by the supervisors
to adopt new working practices. Three SAs were consulted about the training
session. While it was judged to be ‘informative’ (supervisor for 15 years) there

was a consensus that ‘we try to do most of it anyway’. An impression was
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given that there might continue to be some reluctance by the SAs to change
their ways of working but obviously further observations over a longer time

period would be required to confirm or deny this belief.

QOatlands primary school

The cultural context

The headteacher describes the locality in which Oatlands primary school is
situated as ‘semi-industrial’. While some limited light industry exists nearby,
the school resides in a neighbourhood of largely privately owned semi-
detached and terraced houses. A multi-racial intake contributes to the
institutional bias of Oatlands. There is a strong corporate identity and pupils
express pride in their school. All staff interviewed were equally appreciative
of the school’s achievements and appeared to be fully supportive of the
headteacher’s philosophy and vision for the school; especially with regard to
improving playground practice. Oatlands shows a particularly strong ethos of
promoting positive behaviour among its pupils with tangible rewards (a class
points system) and firm reinforcement. The headteacher clearly demonstrates
his concept of what desirable behaviour entails and his values seem to be
effectively communicated to staff and pupils (pupils showing a clear

understanding of the boundaries and staff reiterating the head’s views).

Changing practice
Since the amalgamation of the infant and junior schools to form Oatlands
primary school (some four years previously) the headteacher had initiated a
number of meaningful changes. These included:

* introduction of a separate play area for the reception children

B gradual development of playground apparatus and equipment in all
playground areas
* appointment of a playground co-ordinator

* banning football in the junior playground
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The playground co-ordinator stated playground matters had been discussed
with the headteacher and staff and so there is some evidence of collaboration.
It was also maintained that the pupils had been included. The co-ordinator
explained that, ‘The children said what they wanted and we adapted their
ideas’. However, it was admitted that this had given rise to some ‘far-fetched
requests’ (for instance, having a swimming pool). Such demands are
recognised in the literature, of course, and children need to be made aware of

what is and is not possible.

The playground co-ordinator felt there were growing signs of improved
practice. The headteacher made a similar assertion and determined that the
school was in the process of ‘making the playground an interesting
environment’. This was supported by the observational evidence and each
play area had a variety of engaging and original equipment. The school,
therefore, shows signs of achieving its aims and goals (West-Burnham et al,
1995). Oatlands has plainly given playtime improvement a high profile and
staff spoken to were fully supportive of these changes. Fullan (1991, 1992)
claims that any change which is received favourably will become

institutionalised because it becomes embedded in usual practice.

St. Mark’s Church of England primary school

The cultural context

The institutional bias of St. Mark’s is largely governed by the school’s strong
Christian ethos. Murphy (2001) suggests church schools usually promote a
very positive ethos. Because St. Mark’s is a church school there is no
designated catchment area, but the majority of pupils live in the immediate
vicinity. The locality is one of socio-economic diversity. The pupils are
predominantly from white British backgrounds and all families are required to
be regular church attenders. School staff are expected to be sympathetic to the
aims of a church school. There is an ethos of fostering a caring attitude and

also of establishing positive behaviour with a whole-school approach to
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discipline. Pupils were observed to behave in a calm and responsible manner
and staff expectations are high. The headteacher appears to offer strong and
supportive leadership and, in general, staff interviewed showed a consensus to
her clearly articulated views. Nonetheless, some tensions were discovered and
not all ancillary staff were found to be in agreement with the headteacher’s

approach to lunchtime practice (discussed below).

Changing practice
The headteacher of St. Mark’s had made a number of significant changes since
her appointment to the school some three years earlier, including:

* the building of a substantial quiet area

* re-instatement of the afternoon breaktime

SA training sessions

head or deputy supporting the SAs at lunchtime
* introduction of lunchtime clubs

St. Mark’s had taken a collegial approach to planning changes and both pupils
and parents had been fully involved. Parents had provided practical help with
the creation of the quiet area. This level of parental activity was not found
elsewhere (although Hallside infant school had received a great deal of
parental assistance). It may well be that because St. Mark’s is a comparatively
small school, or because it is a church school, or even a combination of these
two factors, that there is a heightened sense of community, which results in

increased levels of parental involvement.

At St. Mark’s (in common with elsewhere) football was judged to be
dominating the playspace. However, the headteacher felt it necessary to
involve the children in the decision-making process; they had been asked to
discuss the issues and offer a possible solution. After much deliberation an
agreement was reached ‘to have a rota for football and basketball’ (an idea
proposed by the children themselves). This was a solution which was
apparently working successfully. With only four junior classes (the three

infant classes were provided with alternative equipment for activities) pupils
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did not have too long to wait for their chance to participate in these pastimes.
Games of football and basketball were confined to one part of the playground

and, although largely the province of boys, girls were also seen to be involved.

A further issue of some importance revolved around the midday supervisors.
The headteacher and deputy (herself comparatively new to the school) had
established a pattern of providing additional support at lunchtime in both the
dining hall and playground. The supervisors had previously tackled these
tasks without assistance from senior staff. This initiative afforded a good level
of extra support for the supervisors but it did create certain tensions. While
the majority of SAs were fully appreciative of the additional help, one SA
expressed her dislike of this policy and considered it to be a reflection on the
ability of the supervisory team to perform to acceptable standards. To a
certain extent this judgment was justified. The deputy head suggested that one
member of the headship team needed to be present otherwise the children’s
behaviour deteriorated to an unacceptable level. While the deputy revealed
strong feelings that this additional supervision was ‘very necessary’ it did

result in an ‘extra drain’ on her valuable time.

The quiet area provided an extremely attractive featurel in what would
otherwise have been a very bland playground. In spite of this, little in the way
of quiet activity (i.e. sitting chatting with peers) was noted to be taking place
(in common with other schools). Rarely did children linger for social contact
such as talking with friends. The quiet area, placed centrally in the
playground, thus became a thoroughfare rather than a place of tranquility.

Wells Green primary school

The cultural context

As previously explained, at the time of the one day visit Wells Green had only
admitted pupils in the nursery and infant age ranges. The school is located in

one of the more affluent parts of the borough. The headteacher clearly
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expresses her philosophy and her values would appear to permeate the school
(but naturally further evidence would be required to substantiate this
impression). There seemed to be a particularly strong ethos of encouraging
children’s independence and developing self-esteem within a calm and caring
atmosphere The headteacher maintained that, in any disputes, ‘The children
are empowered to resolve things for themselves’. The documentary evidence
obtained suggests that staff are fully involved in the decision-making process
with regard to playtime practice but as no staff were consulted this was not

confirmed by practitioners.

Changing practice

Being a newly .opened school, Wells Green was not generally in a process of
change. Instead, the school was establishing playtime practice, although the
headteacher had introduced some innovatory ideas including:
* not having supervisory assistants but having classroom assistants
oversee the lunchbreak
¢ forming a working party comprising of staff at various levels with
responsibility for playground improvement
* providing a large selection of outside activities at breaktimes and
lunchtimes including dressing-up clothes
The playground development team held regular meetings and also liaised with
other staff.  Plainly this shows evidence of collaborative processes.
Additionally, this reveals the importance the headteacher placed on
playground matters. Even so, there is no evidence to suggest that pupils were
consulted about playground activities. Nevertheless, the headteacher stressed
that all pupils were ‘closely monitored’ and insisted that their perceived needs

were being met as a result of these observations.

All procedures introduced at Wells Green gave a sense of being effective in
terms of what the school sought to achieve. The play area could best be
described as full of purposeful activity and pupils were supplied with a range
of colourful (and durable) equipment for outside use. Adult input was

exceptionally high. The headteacher argued that employing classroom
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assistants (rather than SAs) was a particularly successful way of meeting the
children’s needs. This practice was further considered to have eliminated
many of the problems which would normally be prevalent during the
lunchbreak (i.e. linked with behaviour management). This is an interesting
innovation which is definitely worthy of further investigation. The
headteacher stated that the playground situation would remain under review as

part of a continuing programme of development.

Discussion

As will have been determined, those schools forming the nucleus of the
present investigatibn depict a wide cross-section with regard to socio-
economic background. The uniqueness of each institution is again emphasised
at this point. There are striking differences between Brownlow infant school
and other schools in this study, and of course between the various schools
themselves. What draws them together, however, is an intention to improve
playtime practice. In all cases the headteacher is judged to be the driving
force for breaktime innovation. All headteachers appeared to present keenly
expressed values, well-defined goals, awareness of needs, and a positive
approach towards playground improvement. The Oatlands headteacher, for
example, revealed that he had ‘always believed that if children behave well in
the playground they’ll behave well in the classroom’; adding the proviso, if

‘the entry and exit is okay they will be okay in the classroom’.

All changes to practice mentioned by headteachers in the questionnaires were
confirmed by the observational and interview data. Achieving successful
outcomes is not always an easy task, as might be anticipated. Behavioural
expectations were found to be exceptionally high in some schools (most

notably at Oatlands). In all schools, however, staff appeared to show an
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awareness that positive relationships encourage desirable behaviour and a
whole-school approach seemed to prevail. This was further supported by
clearly expressed policy documents. According to Docking (1989, p.33), ‘A
reward based rather than punishment orientated school ethos’ is beneficial.
This was generally judged to be the norm in those schools visited (with

house/team points, badges and social rewards observed).

Each headteacher’s outlook with regard to breaktime practice was largely
(though not universally) shared by staff and a ‘we’ culture was generally seen
to exist in most institutions. This serves to substantiate staff involvement as
indicated in the questionnaire responses. When referring to any recent
innovations many of the teaching staff consulted would explain a school’s
approach in terms of ‘we felt that’ or ‘the staff here agreed that’. Fullan
(2001, p.118) describes this attitude as a ‘shared commitment to selected ideas
and paths of action’. It is a vital ingredient for successful change. Generally,
a change culture was present in these organisations in respect of breaktimes.
While all schools had already made substantial improvements, most
headteachers acknowledged that initiatives were ongoing (only the St. Mark’s
head felt there was a lull in the proceedings). This is in keeping with Fullan’s
(1991, 20014, 2001b) ideas of change as a process rather than as an event.

Even so, this is not to imply that chosen courses of action were always running
smoothly. When targets had been set the process of bringing these to
fulfilment had sometimes had its own impact. Some headteachers had
experienced pockets of resistance to their proposals, mainly from the ancillary
staff. Fullan (2001a, p.74) claims that, ‘In a culture of change, emotions
frequently run high. And when they do, they often represent differences of
opinion. People express doubts or reservations and sometimes outright
opposition to new directions’. However, Fullan (2003, p.196) also notes the
necessity to realise that resisters may ‘have some good points to make’. In a
number of schools (Brownlow infants, Hallside juniors and Woodberry),
problems had arisen and some midday supervisors had been disinclined to
become fully engaged in the change process. At both Woodberry primary and

Hallside juniors, in particular, this seemed to have led to ancillary staff
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forming a ‘collective barrier’ (O’Neill, 1994) against proposed innovations,

which had resulted in the formation of interest sets.

One reason for this could have been a lack of consultation to allow midday
staff to express their own ideas. In spite of this, schools were sometimes
attempting to include the lunchtime staff whenever improvements were
contemplated. In-service (and often in-house) training had been available for
many supervisory assistants. As will be shown later, supervisors consulted
mainly had a clear understanding of their roles, responsibilities and
contributions to their respective schools. Additionally, some schools had
introduced school councils (Brownlow juniors, Gatward and Woodberry) and
pupils were therefore being given a forum in which to express their own views
on playground matters. In itself this might be judged as desirable. The DfEE
maintains that ‘listening to the pupil voice can be a positive force for change’
(NPQH, Unit 3.1, 2002, p.35).

Provision and Environmental Resources

Across the LEA

With regard to provision, it was anticipated that primary sector schools would
vary widely in respect of their physical environment and other resources. The
questionnaires were designed to yield basic information about play areas and
facilities provided for the borough’s pupils. As previously stated, one reason
for this was to provide information for the selection of the sample schools. It
was also predicted that the available outside space would be a key factor in
limiting any changes a school might wish to make to the campus. Table 4.2
shows the number of playgrounds individual schools have. Table 4.3 gives an
indication of other amenities provided. The quality of the outside environment

is deemed to be a crucial feature where playtimes are concerned. Pellegrini
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and Blatchford (2000, p.49) suggest that, ‘Quality environments are those

where children exhibit playful behaviour’ while the reverse is also true.

As clearly depicted in Table 4.2, school playground facilities do show
variations. All infant schools and all junior schools have their own play areas.
However, three infant and two junior schools are rather more fortunate and
have additional shared amenities (the two Hallside schools are both
represented here). Naturally, this increases the overall size of the play space
for the pupils concerned. Nine of the 35 primary schools (25.6 per cent) report
having only a shared playground (i.e. used by both the infant and junior
children), which may easily lead to reduced opportunities for campus
enhancement. There is variation, too, in other resources offered to the
borough’s primary pupils. As seen in Table 4.3, only 11 of the 46 schools
(23.9 per cent) have any kind of shelter available; although a higher number
(25 out of 46, 54 per cent) do have an environment affording some form of
shade (which a number of respondents noted came solely from the buildings
and thus varied throughout the day during fine weather). For health reasons
shade from the sun is increasingly becoming a significant issue (Titman, 1999;
Hendricks, 2001).

Dividing the play space into sub-sections for assorted activities (zoning) has
obviously become a popular feature with 33 schools (71.7 per cent) reporting
this innovation. The provision of quiet areas of seating is even more common
(42 out of 46 schools, 91 per cent). This probably reflects the view now
widespread in contemporary accounts that such areas are highly desirable.
According to the DfES (4, 2004), it is advantageous to have ‘a covered seating
area for conversation’ although, as will later be shown, areas of seating may
not be as appealing for children as might be imagined. Interestingly, the
majority of schools also have green space (34, 73.9 per cent). However, a few
headteachers did qualify this by stating that it was ‘a small area’. (Again, as
will be discussed, green spaces may receive restricted use.) Even so, more
than a quarter of primary schools within the LEA do not have this amenity. In
all instances these are schools which were constructed prior to the First World

War.
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Table 4.2
Types of playground in the 46 schools

Infant schools
Infant playground only

Infant playground plus shared playground

Junior schools

Junior playground only

Junior playground(s) plus shared playground

Primary schools

Separate infant and junior playgrounds
Shared infant/junior playground only

Infant plus junior plus shared playground
Infant plus junior plus reception playground
Four separate playgrounds

No response

Number of
Schools

2

Total 5

Total i
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Table 4.3

Physical environment, amenities and resources available in the 46 schools

Facilities available

Shaded area

Sheltered area

Zoned area

Quiet/seating area
Field/green space

Planted area

Fixed playground apparatus
Loose equipment at breaktime

Loose equipment at lunchtime

Drinking water facilities

Do have adequate water fountains
Do not have adequate water fountains
No response

Total schools

Number of schools
with this facility

25
11
33

42
34
40
26
29

43

32

10

46
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Loose equipment (balls, ropes and so forth) is more readily available at
lunchtime (43 out of 46 schools, 93 per cent) than at breaktime (29 schools, 63
per cent). This is probably due to the longer period of time spent outside at
midday and therefore represents a greater need. Schools are generally
perceived to have sufficient drinking water fountains. Nonetheless, ten
schools (21.7 per cent) report inadequate facilities. Drinking water has now
become an important matter and difficulties associated with lack of a
satisfactory fluid intake have recently been spotlighted (FAQ, 2005). It is
argued that this leads to potential health problems and also results in poor
concentration. According to Shepherd (TES, 2004), ‘children who need to run
around for exercise at breaktime risk all of the uncomfortable and unhealthy

side-effects of dehydration’ when there is no easily accessible drinking water.

Brownlow infant school

Rather aptly, the school handbook describes Brownlow infant school as ‘a
pleasant oasis in a mass of bricks and mortar’. The grounds are portrayed as
‘spacious and very attractive with lawns and different varieties of trees’. The
playground is situated at the front of the campus (Figure 4.2). A small grassed
area is located to one side of the playground but this receives limited use due
to adverse weather conditions. As Blatchford (1989, p.80) readily
acknowledges, ‘Grassed areas may seem on a summer’s day to be a valuable
extension of the playground, but many are often too muddy to be used for
much of the school year’. The site also has a large field, but this is almost
exclusively used by the link junior school as there is restricted access for the
infant pupils due to the location. The school additionally has a fully enclosed
quadrangle, which is available for use during session times but is seldom used
at breaktime. Obviously supervision of this space is required and adults are

not always available.

The school is particularly fortunate in having separate dining facilities,

although this does create problems when pupils must navigate their way to the
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canteen during wet weather. The school hall is easily accessible with doors
opening directly into the playground. This is particularly fortuitous because it
allows admittance to inside activities during the lunchbreak. Both the location
of the medical room and the pupils’ toilets mean that children must first enter
the main building, which can lead to behaviour problems. An exceptionally
wide range of loose equipment has now been made available for midday use
(both inside and outside). In addition, the playground has the usual scattering
of surface markings (Figure 4.3a). In keeping with other schools visited,
however, the observations show that these receive little attention from the
children. For a number of years pupils have been encouraged to bring both
marbles and skipping ropes to school for playground use, but few children do

so (possibly as a result of limited interest).

There are two main entrances to the building and some congestion occurs
when children leave morning assembly to enter the playground. At midday
the situation is easier because the three Year 2 classes arrive from the Horsa
huts; although this does involve a substantial walk for some children.
Questions of safety arise as a result of pupils needing to cross the internal
driveway to access the dining hall. A busy highway also runs parallel to the
front perimeter of the playground. A number of parent interviewees expressed
their concerns about the children’s safety, feeling that the site lacked sufficient
safeguards (for example, high fencing). Docking (1989, p.6) argues that
‘parents need to be assured that conditions in school guarantee physical safety
and psychological security’. For some schools this can clearly be problematic,
although extra security measures have subsequently been taken at the school

(new fencing, gates and closed circuit television).

At the time of the interviews with pupils, parents and staff (2000) the fixed
climbing apparatus had just been removed from the playground (due to failed
safety checks). A few parents were glad to see its demise. One mother (boy,
reception) stated, ‘I don’t think a climbing frame is a good idea — the old one
frightened me’. (Interestingly, while some parents expressed safety concerns,
a number of pupil interviewees would like increased climbing equipment.) A

major problem with the playground is that little shade is provided. Previously,
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parents had voiced their concerns about this state of affaits. It was eventually
"decided that pupils could wear sunhats during hot weather. While offering -

some respite from the sun this is by no means an ideal solution.

Figure 4.2

Plan of Brownlow infant school
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Figure 4.3 Brownlow infant school playground

b) The newly established adventure play area
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Figure 4.4 Brownlow infant school outdoor environment

b) The newly established quiet area
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Brownlow junior school

Brownlow junior school shares its spacious grounds with Brownlow infant
school (Figure 4.5). The school is adjacent to a sizeable recreation ground and
is overlooked by high rise housing built by the local authority in the 1960s.
Climbing apparatus and swings in one corner of the school field had failed
recent safety checks at the time of the study and these were no longer in use
(a point noted by the child interviewees). A fairly new addition to the
playground was a trellis work seating and planted area, which the children had
named the ‘red house’ due to its overall appearance. In keeping with
comments made by one child, pupils were observed to be ¢limbing and
indulging in noisy activities in this location. This construction had not been
entirely without its problems, and the headteacher stated that it had been
‘vandalised’. Eventually the pupils were involved in the planting and the
vandalism stopped. Once more, pupils must access the dining facilities via the

internal driveway, resulting in some supervision difficulties.

At the time of the study, the school had just relocated its welfare provision so
that direct access from the playground had become possible. This was proving
to be a highly successful move, which had eliminated the tribulations caused
by injured pupils trailing through the school buildings. Nevertheless, informal
observations show problems (behaviour-wise) were arising from the boys’
toilets when pupils were first entering the main building unsupervised (the
girls’ toilets have direct outside access). The school has a number of
entrances/exits and so there are no complications with overcrowding caused
by pupils en route to the playground. One major difficulty, however, stems
from the south facing playground when pupils must spend time in the hot sun
during mid-summer, although mature trees at the edge of the field do afford

limited shade.
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Figure 4.5  Plan of Brownldw junior school
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The playground is equipped with the usual surface markings but, if the
observations are typical, these receive little attention from the children.
Brownlow junior pupils are supplied with skipping ropes and balls for use at
midday. Games of football are confined to one area of the playground thus
encouraging ‘successful containment” (Lewis, 1998, p.52). Some additional
activities (board games and jigsaw puzzles) had been supplied for the
lunchbreak. These had been funded by the local ‘Behaviour Support Services’

(such funding is no longer available).

Hallside infant school

The Hallside infant pupils have their own playground plus an additional area
shared with the junior school. There is no green space, a fact which was
bemoaned by some of the interviewees. The playground has many attractive
characteristics including a number of colourful wall mosaics. A pergola
provides shade and there is ample seating. Low level climbing equipment is
well used. A wooden boat graces the centre of the playground (built by
parents). There is a small under-cover area complete with brightly painted
wall mural; however this is used for storage rather than as play space (Figure
4.7b). In total, Hallside has an exciting outside play environment with many
imaginative features. Parents have made both financial and practical

contributions.

At lunchtimes pupils are given a selection of small equipment but children are
also encouraged to bring their own skipping ropes and soft balls for
playground use. Additionally, children consume drinks and fruit in the
playground. The surface markings are uninspiring and were not observed to
be used. The play area poses fewer security problems than at Brownlow
infants as it is located at the rear of the site and is surrounded by high fencing
and copious trees (Figure 4.6). There is ample shade on sunny days. The
main building has two exits and some congestion occurs following morning
assembly when pupils find their way to the playground. However, the toilets

have outside access and the welfare room is nearby and so is easily accessible.
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Figure 4.6  Plan of Hallside infant school
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Figure 4.7  Playground areas at Hallside schools

a) Hallside infant playground with the junior play area in the background

b) The under cover area at Hallside
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Hallside junior school

As shown in Figure 4.8 there are three playground areas for the junior pupils.
Years 5 and 6 share one play space (also used for football and basketball),
Years 3 and 4 share another, and one playground is available to all pupils.
There is no field. Seats and benches are placed in all areas but there is no
designated ‘quiet area’. Bloundary trees provide some shade on sunny days
(Figure 4.7a). The surface markings are uninspiring and appear to be little
used. Children have balls for use at both morning and afternoon breaktimes
plus a wider selection of loose equipment at lunchtime. Pupils are allowed to
bring skipping ropes and soft balls from home. Again, fewer problems are
posed by security as the site is only accessible through the main junior

building, which is located at the front of the campus.

The playground was devoid of climbing apparatus (a fact bemoaned by the
child interviewees). Pupils are encouraged to bring fruit and drinks to
consume in the playground (supervising staff were also observed eating fruit).
There are two entrances from the main junior building to the play space and
some congestion was noted as pupils left assembly to make their way outside.
However, this was minor and pupils were well behaved. The toilets and
welfare facilities necessitate a long walk from the various play areas. Pupils
conducted themselves well when re-entering the school to use these facilities
and no problems were observed. Because the dining amenities are in a
detached building the biggest difficulty observed at lunchtime revolved around
poor weather conditions with pupils getting very wet when both leaving and
returning<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>