Reflective Journal

For this assignment I have been asked to write a reflective journal based upon a sequence of SKIP sessions delivered at Sandy Feet Crèche. Sandy Feet is a small Crèche situated in Sandfields, Port Talbot. Over the past 10 weeks I have worked with a variety of children age range 2-7 years for 3 hours a week. The 2 year old group had 4 children and we programmed in a 25-30 minute session. The 4 year old group had 6 children with the 3-7 years having 7 children. We prearranged a 45 minute session for both these groups. During the sessions we unfortunately didn’t always have the same children every week and new ones started half way through the block, so it was difficult to fully evaluate the progress of all the children. 
The aim of these sessions was to work on children’s movement, throwing, catching through fun imaginary activities. These are known as fundamental skills or motor skills and they are composed of locomotor and object control skills. Haywood & Getchell (2005) defined locomotor skills as the body moving through space and included movements such as running, skipping, galloping and hopping. Goodway & Branta (2003) suggested that there is a misconception that children will just naturally learn fundamental skills through free play. However there is a lot of evidence proposing that many children don’t actually obtain proficiency in all their fundamental skills solely through this and need to be taught through the correctly tailored games suited to their abilities.
Fundamental skills for children in the early years of a child’s life are vital for their development, to be able to go on and be a proficient mover. Being a proficient mover isn’t just in regards to sporting movements but everyday life. For example when going food shopping you will need to be able to move around the shop in different directions, potentially balance to get items from higher shelves and be able to pack items and carry them in and out of the car. Also SKIP Cymru (2016) have suggested that “when a child moves and improves their movement skills, their brain develops more connections (dense neural networks) and when a child moves they learn to process information more quickly and efficiently and have better attention” showing that it’s a massive advantage for a child not just physically but mentally to be active. 
Hodgson (2001) felt strongly that everything we discover about life, that we discover this through movement. This echoes the importance of why children need to learn through movement and play at an early age. This is reinforced by Clark & Metcalfe (2002) who believed that fundamental skills form the foundation for future movement and they would classify fundamental skills in the same category or the equivalent of the ABCs in the world of physical activity. Clark and Metcalfe (2002) additionally believe that if children can acquire a wide variety of motor skills during the foundational phase, that this will allow them to be able to play any activity when they are older, as they will be able to adapt their skills to suit the sport eg. Learning to catch could be mean they could play football, rugby, cricket and netball.
If a child has not gained these skills by the time they reach the end of foundation phase, they are unlikely to be able to take part in sport and will have a limited opportunity to be physically active, due to lacking the prerequisite skills in playing resulting in drop out (Clarke and Metcalfe 2002). 

Seefeldt (1980) echoes this by suggesting there might be a ‘critical threshold’ of motor skill competence, above which children will be active and successfully apply fundamental skills competence to lifetime physical activities, but below which they would be less successful and ultimately drop out of physical activities at higher rates. 

As shown in Seefeldt’s (1980) Model, if children haven’t gained the skills needed, they can’t get through the proficiency barrier to be able to play a variety of sports, meaning they are unlikely to want to take part. 
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Figure 1, Progression of Motor Proficiency Skill Levels (Seefeldt 1980)

Unfortunately, not all children are given the opportunity to learn these fundamental skills during the foundation phase, which gives them a disadvantage. This is supported by Davies M (2003) who stated “The indivisibility of movement from human functioning may be one of the reasons why its importance in terms of child development is not always given the serious recognition it deserves”, which is potentially the reason not all children are given the correct tools to build their fundamental skills during the crucial period. This is a theory that Goddard Blythe reinforces “We have seen how movement is an essential ingredient for a child’s development and capacity to learn, but children of today have less movement opportunities in their daily lives than any other generation” (Goddard Blythe, 2005: 130)

In the first session of the project I used several typical warm up exercises to observe the children and get a visual picture of what stage of development they were at in regards to running, jumping, skipping, galloping and hopping. All of the children were at different performance points for each movement, even though they were the same age and due to the SKIP workshop and lesson on ‘stages of movement’, I was now able to identify exactly what stage the children were at and how I would try to improve this. One of the children who I identified as ‘sporty’ played football for a local team and was the most advanced mover in running and hopping. However, when performing other directional movements such as sideways and backwards he had to really concentrate on this and struggled to be able to perform a skill as efficiently which wasn’t moving in a forward direction. Additionally, when he was asked to kick or dribble a ball he was very good at this skill and I would identify him as a stage 4 kicker. But when we played a catching activity ‘Me to you’ he wasn’t such an efficient catcher and was about a stage 2. He was hugging the ball, suggesting he hadn’t had as much repetition of this skill compared to kicking. 
Clark & Metcalfe (2002) believes that if children cannot proficiently run, jump, catch, throw, kick a ball along with other skills, then they will have limited opportunities for taking part in physical activities later in their lives, because they won’t have the prerequisite skills to be able to be active. This is somewhat the case in regards to this child, who has potentially only been practising one set of skills, meaning he may struggle to be able to adapt to other sports when older, if other skills like catching and different directions of movements aren’t given the same amount of time and practise. This theory is shown in Clarke and Metcalfe’s (2002) model of mountain range, showing that if a person has been doing a specific sport only over a long period of time, without gaining the full range of fundamental skills, then they may struggle in the future to be able to adapt to do a different sport if they cannot continue that sport. As shown in figure 2, if children have a varied range of fundamental skills they will be able to build a mountain in any sport, as they can already do the basic skills needed to adapt to any sport or physical activity. 
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Figure 2, Model of mountain range (Clarke and Metcalfe 2002) 
During the 10 weeks we would always do two warm up games to work on locomotor skills, followed by two gardens which were set up ready for the groups. For our Age 4 and Age 3-7 years group, they were able to work around the gardens correctly and follow instructions. Whereas our age 2 group were running off, picking up equipment and dipping in and out of the sessions, rather than taking part thoroughly. After the first session we realised setting up lots of gardens wasn’t working, as they couldn’t concentrate fully with lots of distractions. So we kept it simple and would do one or two locomotor warm up games followed by one activity garden. We found this much more successful and the children were far more interactive in the activity, as they didn’t have so many distractions and curiosity of what the other members of the group were doing, as everyone was doing the same activity. We started off with the ‘Me to you’ game, but rather than having constraints of staying on spots let the children move freely in the garden with the ball. On week one the children were super excited at using the balls and were reluctant to give them up to others. For the first couple of minutes we allowed them to just walk around with their ball, to get used to holding it. We then started the game and asked the children to pass the ball (giving into the hands) to a member of staff. Many again were hesitant about giving it up, however we made sure as soon as they gave their ball to someone else they would get another one immediately. This really suggested to me that many of the children have had very limited opportunities with this type of equipment and this was why they were so eager to keep hold of it. Whereas if they had plenty of previous exposure they would have been far happier giving it up knowing that they would have plenty of other chances. By week 6 the children understood the game and were far more content to give up their ball, as they knew they would just get another one and so on. 
During the session I would start all of children off on the same activity and then after a couple of minutes observing them, would potentially change the activity for certain individuals if I felt the task did not suit their individual abilities. It is clear to see the significance of the constraints highlighted in Newell’s model in terms of understanding that “The individual is always undergoing age related change. This constantly changes the interaction with the environment and task and subsequently changes the way individuals move” (Haywood and Gethell, 2014 :6).
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Figure 3, Newell’s Model of Constraints (Human Kinetics 2009)

By using this model I was able to make sure all the children were challenged to their own abilities by manipulating the task constraints. For example during the battleship game we did the following; I firstly set up 3 mini ‘gardens’ to make sure all the children were doing the activity separate and couldn’t see what others were doing. What is great about this method is that they can’t see what others are doing so aren’t comparing themselves to their peers. I started all the children off at a similar distance away from the cone (battleships) which was very close to the target and for the first few minutes let them practise their throwing. I was then able to identify that some of the children needed to be challenged, so I firstly moved their starting spot back to be a further distance away from the targets. Secondly if they still needed to be challenged further, I took out some of the cones so there were less targets available, so they had to concentrate further on their aim. Alternatively, we had one child who found the starting point difficult so we moved them closer to the target and added in more ‘battleships’. Again they had plenty of success, but didn’t feel different to the group as everyone was still doing the same activity but with different constraints. 

For the past few weeks I have thoroughly enjoyed working with the children in Sandy Feet Crèche. I have found that due to having different children weekly it was a challenge to fully evaluate their progression compared to if we had the same group. However I have identified that many of the children have learnt or progressed at least one new skill which has been great to see. I am looking forward to going back into these settings to work with the Level 3 students.
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Seedfelt's model shows us a proficiency barrier:

Fiqure 1. Progression of Motor Proficiency Skill Levels (irom Seefelct, 1980, p.317)
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