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Abstract

This study explored the concepts of slow pedagogy and the unhurried child within the context of early years practice in Wales. The Curriculum for Funded Non-Maintained Nursery Settings places emphasis on children’s rights, participation, holistic development and child-centred learning, while contemporary literature highlights the importance of giving children sufficient time to think, explore and engage deeply in their learning. Slow pedagogy, developed particularly through the work of Clark (2023) on the unhurried child, shares important connections with Froebelian principles including self-activity, relationships, first-hand experience and respect for childhood in the present. However, tensions can arise between implementing child-centred curriculum principles and responding to wider expectations around assessment and accountability. This study therefore explored how principles of slow pedagogy can support implementation of the Curriculum for Funded Non-Maintained Nursery Settings in Wales.

A small-scale qualitative study was undertaken. Data were collected through observations in two early years settings and professional discussions and written responses from four experienced practitioners. The data were analysed using reflexive thematic analysis.

Four interconnected themes were identified: Protecting Time for Deep Thinking; Enabling Adults: Creating the Conditions for Children’s Thinking; The Environment as an Active Pedagogical Partner; and Children as Active Constructors of Curriculum. The findings suggest that slow pedagogy is not characterised simply by reducing pace, but by intentionally creating conditions in which children’s thinking, curiosity and agency can flourish. Organisational culture also emerged as an overarching influence, enabling practitioners to exercise professional judgement and respond flexibly to children’s interests and needs.

The study concludes that slow pedagogy is not simply about doing less or moving more slowly. Instead, it involves valuing children’s time, trusting their capabilities and recognising the importance of relationships, environments and professional judgement in supporting meaningful learning. Viewed through a Froebelian lens, these findings reinforce the importance of respecting children’s own purposes and ways of learning. Within the Welsh early years context, slow pedagogy provides a way of supporting the principles of the curriculum while protecting the time and conditions required for responsive, child-led and unhurried learning.


1. [bookmark: _Toc238149435]Introduction

Contemporary approaches to early childhood education increasingly recognise the value of allowing children time to become deeply engaged in meaningful learning experiences. Within Wales, this is reflected in the Curriculum for Funded Non-maintained Nursery Settings (Welsh Government, 2022), with its emphasis on child-led, experiential and responsive learning. Across many education systems, a growing emphasis on accountability, measurable outcomes and structured assessment has contributed to environments in which pace, productivity and demonstrable progress are often prioritised (Ball, 2013, cited in Clark, 2023; Moss, 2019). Within early childhood education and care, such pressures can shape practice through expectations to document learning, track development and produce evidence of attainment. Roberts-Holmes and Bradbury (2016) argue that processes of datafication have become increasingly influential within early years education, shaping both how children’s learning is represented and how practitioners understand their professional responsibilities. These developments may run counter to pedagogical traditions that emphasise relationships, play, responsiveness and learning that unfolds over time. More recently, Clark (2023) and McNair and Papaspyropoulou (2025) have drawn attention to the implications of increasingly accelerated educational and childhood cultures, raising questions about how the pace of early childhood provision influences children’s experiences of learning, participation and wellbeing.

These contemporary debates resonate with earlier pedagogical traditions, particularly the work of Friedrich Froebel as discussed by Tovey (2016). Froebel viewed childhood as valuable in its own right, with his pedagogy emphasising self-activity, sustained play and meaningful engagement with the natural and social world (Tovey, 2016). Although time was not articulated by Froebel as a discrete pedagogical concept, temporal qualities are evident within his emphasis on continuity, repetition, attentive observation and opportunities for children to pursue interests without unnecessary adult interruption. His understanding of the child as an active participant in their own learning also contrasts with more instrumental approaches in which progress is primarily understood through predetermined outcomes (Tovey, 2016: Moss, 2019). Contemporary concerns about pace can therefore be situated within a longer-standing tension between pedagogies that value children’s self-directed exploration and educational cultures increasingly shaped by accountability, readiness and measurable performance. This tension is reflected in the work of Moss (2019), who critiques increasingly instrumental understandings of early childhood education, and Roberts-Holmes and Bradbury (2016), who demonstrate how systems of accountability and data can influence everyday practice. More recent work by McNair and Papaspyropoulou (2025) suggests that practitioners and policy makers themselves recognise the effects of an accelerated childhood culture and perceive value in creating more unhurried experiences for young children.

Within contemporary literature, discussions of time have been developed particularly through Clark’s (2023) concept of slow pedagogy. She proposes that time should be understood not simply as an organisational constraint but as a pedagogical resource that influences the quality and character of children’s experiences. Slow pedagogy does not imply inactivity or reduced ambition; rather, it involves paying closer attention to children, allowing ideas to develop over time and creating conditions in which children can revisit experiences, sustain concentration and develop relationships with people, places and materials. This perspective challenges assumptions that educational progress is best demonstrated through speed, constant novelty or the rapid completion of adult-defined activities. Related research into sustained engagement and self-regulated learning has similarly identified the importance of time, reflection and continuity in supporting deeper learning (Whitebread et al., 2012). In this sense, slow pedagogy provides a contemporary framework through which older child-centred principles can be reconsidered in relation to current educational pressures.

Research has also begun to explore what slower pedagogical approaches may look like in practice. Carlsen and Clark (2022), for example, examine pedagogical documentation as a process through which children and adults can revisit experiences, reflect and construct meaning over time. Clark’s wider work on slow pedagogy similarly highlights the significance of listening, observation, revisiting and sustained engagement as alternatives to hurried pedagogical rhythms. Practical examples within the literature include extended engagement with materials and processes, where children can experiment, return to ideas and develop competence over time (Moorhouse, 2021; Green and Clark, 2024). Green and Clark (2024) also show how everyday experiences such as shared meals and collaborative activity can become meaningful spaces for communication, responsibility and relationship-building when sufficient time and agency are afforded to children. Such examples suggest that slow pedagogy is concerned not simply with reducing pace, but with creating the temporal, relational and environmental conditions in which children can become deeply involved in their learning.

The implementation of these principles, however, is not straightforward. Early years practitioners operate within complex policy and organisational contexts in which child-centred aspirations may coexist with expectations relating to assessment, accountability, funding and demonstrable progress. Roberts-Holmes and Bradbury (2016) illustrate how these pressures can influence practice in early childhood settings, while Moss (2019) highlights broader tensions between democratic, relational conceptions of early childhood education and more instrumental models of provision. Within the former, children are understood as active participants and early childhood settings as spaces for relationships, participation and meaning-making, rather than primarily as sites for preparing children to meet predetermined outcomes. In contrast, more instrumental approaches can position early childhood education in terms of readiness, measurable progress and future educational performance. Slow pedagogy must therefore be understood not simply as an individual practitioner choice, but as an approach that is shaped by wider structural, organisational and policy conditions.

These tensions are particularly relevant within the Welsh context. Early years provision in Wales operates within a policy landscape that places considerable emphasis on children’s rights, participation, holistic development and child-centred learning. The Curriculum for Funded Non-Maintained Nursery Settings identifies three key enablers of learning: enabling adults, engaging experiences and effective environments (Welsh Government, 2022). These principles have clear resonances with slow pedagogy, particularly through their emphasis on responsive adults, meaningful experiences, observation and environments that support exploration and agency. 

However, a rights-based and child-centred policy framework does not necessarily ensure that these principles are consistently realised in practice. Waters-Davies et al. (2024), in their exploration of child participation within Welsh early years classrooms, highlight the importance of adult listening, responsiveness and practitioners’ perceptions of children’s capabilities in shaping how participation is enacted. Their findings suggest that children’s rights and agency depend not only on policy commitments, but also on the everyday practices through which adults notice, respond to and make space for children’s perspectives.

This policy-practice relationship is developed further by Stewart, MacDonald and Waters-Davies (2024), who identify tensions between the promises of early childhood policy in Wales and the realities of provision. Their analysis highlights inconsistencies in how rights-based and child-centred principles are experienced across early childhood education and raises questions about the coherence of provision for young children. Such work is significant to the present study because it suggests that the challenge is not simply whether policy endorses child-centred practice, but how practitioners interpret and enact those principles within the practical realities of early years settings. From this perspective, slow pedagogy may offer a useful lens through which to examine how policy aspirations concerning agency, participation, relationships and holistic learning are translated into everyday pedagogical practice.

Against this backdrop, the concept of the unhurried child has emerged as an increasingly relevant way of considering the relationship between time, pedagogy and children’s lived experiences in early childhood settings. Clark (2023) uses the idea of the unhurried child to challenge environments and routines that prioritise speed, efficiency and constant transition, while McNair and Papaspyropoulou (2025) provide more recent empirical evidence that practitioners and policy makers recognise the impact of accelerated childhood cultures and the potential value of more unhurried approaches. The concept draws attention to the ways in which routines, environments and adult practices may either support or constrain children’s opportunities for sustained exploration, curiosity, participation and meaningful engagement. Importantly, being unhurried does not mean that children are left without challenge or purpose; rather, it places emphasis on respecting the time required for children to become absorbed, revisit ideas, develop competence and contribute to the direction of their own learning.

Existing literature has therefore established a growing theoretical and empirical basis for slow pedagogy, alongside an emerging body of research examining children’s participation, rights and policy enactment within Welsh early years education. However, less is known about how the principles of slow pedagogy and the unhurried child are understood and enacted specifically within the context of Welsh funded non-maintained early years provision, or how these principles might support the implementation of the Curriculum for Funded Non-Maintained Nursery Settings. This creates an important point of intersection between two developing areas of scholarship: research concerned with time, pace and slow pedagogy, and research examining the enactment of child-centred, rights-based early years policy in Wales.

This dissertation therefore explores how principles associated with slow pedagogy and the unhurried child may support the implementation of the Curriculum for Funded Non-Maintained Nursery Settings in Wales. It examines how practitioners understand and enact ideas related to slowing down, noticing and listening within their everyday work with children, and how these practices are shaped by enabling adults, engaging experiences and effective environments. In doing so, the study considers how slow pedagogical principles are negotiated within the practical realities of early childhood provision and how they may contribute to children’s opportunities for sustained engagement, participation and agency.

By bringing together Froebelian principles, contemporary slow pedagogy and the Welsh early years policy context, the study seeks to contribute to ongoing discussions about the role of time in early childhood education. It offers insight into how practitioners create conditions in which children can engage deeply with people, materials, environments and ideas, while also considering the wider policy and organisational conditions that enable or constrain such practice.



2. [bookmark: _Toc238149436]Literature Review

This review brings together three interconnected bodies of literature: Froebelian pedagogy, contemporary scholarship on time and slow pedagogy, and research concerning the enactment of child-centred early years policy, with particular attention to the Welsh context.
[bookmark: _Toc238149437]2.1. Froebelian Foundations of Early Childhood Pedagogy
[bookmark: _Toc238149438]2.1.1 Childhood, unity and self-activity

Friedrich Froebel (1782–1852), founder of the kindergarten movement, made a significant contribution to early childhood education by positioning childhood as a meaningful period of life in its own right rather than simply preparation for schooling or adulthood (Tovey, 2016; Bruce, 2021). Influenced by earlier thinkers including Rousseau and Pestalozzi, Froebel developed a distinctive philosophy centred on self-activity, play, relationships and interconnectedness (Tovey, 2016). In The Education of Man, he presented education as a process through which children’s capabilities unfold through active engagement with people, materials and the natural world (Froebel, 1887). This view has temporal significance. Valuing childhood in the present challenges approaches in which children’s experiences are judged primarily against future readiness or predetermined outcomes. Moss (2013) challenges the assumption that the purpose of early childhood education is to prepare children for compulsory schooling, while his later work critiques dominant constructions of early childhood shaped by accountability and measurable outcomes (Moss, 2019). Froebelian pedagogy therefore offers an early philosophical challenge to educational approaches that prioritise what children are becoming over the significance of what they are experiencing now.

Unity and connectedness are also fundamental to Froebel’s philosophy. Tovey (2016) describes learning within this tradition as relational: children construct understanding through connections between themselves, other people, knowledge and the natural world. Learning is therefore not simply the accumulation of discrete knowledge but an unfolding process through which experiences acquire meaning in relation to one another. This includes a temporal dimension, since children require opportunities to return to previous experiences, recognise patterns and develop ideas over time.

This holistic understanding presents tensions within systems where learning is divided into measurable outcomes or developmental checkpoints. Roberts-Holmes (2016) argues that accountability processes can fragment early childhood learning through requirements to categorise and evidence progress, while Albin-Clark (2021) demonstrates how practitioners can negotiate such expectations through professional judgement and acts of resistance. These tensions are relevant within the Curriculum for Funded Non-Maintained Nursery Settings (CFNMS), which similarly promotes holistic learning through meaningful and interconnected experiences rather than narrowly prescribed content (Welsh Government, 2022).

[bookmark: _Toc238149439]2.1.2 Play, relationships and the role of the adult

Play and self-activity are central to Froebelian pedagogy. Froebel viewed play as fundamental to children’s development and believed that children construct knowledge through activity arising from their own interests and purposes (Froebel, cited in Lilley, 1967). Tovey (2016) interprets self-activity as involving agency, choice and active participation rather than simply physical activity. Contemporary play literature similarly identifies active engagement, meaningful engagement and social interaction as important features of learning through play (Zosh et al., 2017).

Froebel did not, however, equate child-led learning with adult withdrawal. His principle of ‘freedom with guidance’ requires practitioners to balance children’s autonomy with sensitive support (Bruce, 2021; Tovey, 2016). Adults observe, respond and intervene when their participation may extend rather than displace children’s thinking. The quality of this judgement is partly temporal: practitioners must determine not only how to intervene, but when to wait.

Observation is therefore relational rather than purely technical. Bruce (1997) and Tovey (2016) position the Froebelian practitioner as a knowledgeable observer who seeks to understand children’s interests, intentions and relationships before deciding how to respond. This contrasts with more instrumental uses of observation. Bradbury (2019) argues that increasing demands for assessment and data can reshape early childhood practice, with children’s learning increasingly represented through measurable indicators of progress. This tension remains evident in more recent research into observation and documentation, with Cowan and Flewitt (2022) highlighting the potential for pressures to measure progress against predetermined developmental expectations to obscure more complex expressions of children’s learning. Observation may therefore become increasingly orientated towards producing evidence of developmental progress, creating tension between observing to understand children and observing to demonstrate outcomes.

This distinction connects Froebelian pedagogy directly with the temporal focus of this study. Allowing children to sustain play, encounter difficulty and develop their own solutions requires adults capable of resisting unnecessary interruption. Equally, attentive observation requires time to pause, notice and listen. Froebelian self-activity therefore depends not only upon opportunities for play, but upon the relational and temporal conditions created by adults.

[bookmark: _Toc238149440]2.1.3 Environment, materials and nature

Froebel also afforded pedagogical importance to children’s encounters with environments and materials. His Gifts and Occupations offered opportunities to investigate pattern, form, relationships and transformation through direct manipulation, although contemporary Froebelian interpretations emphasise their underlying principles rather than rigid reproduction of prescribed exercises (Bruce, 2012; Tovey, 2016).

Open-ended materials such as blocks, clay, sand and natural objects offer temporal possibilities because they do not require a single predetermined endpoint. Children can return to them, alter previous ideas and develop increasing familiarity and competence through repeated encounters. In this sense, their pedagogical potential depends partly upon children having sufficient time and continuity of access to revisit materials and extend previous ideas (Tovey, 2016; Clark, 2023).

Nature provides a further temporal dimension. Froebel’s concept of the kindergarten reflected his belief that children should develop relationships with the natural world (Tovey, 2016). Experiences such as planting, growth, decay and seasonal change expose children to rhythms that cannot readily be accelerated to fit adult timetables. Learning emerges through observation, repetition and revisiting over extended periods. The status given to environment within the CFNMS makes these ideas particularly relevant in Wales. ‘Effective environments’ are identified alongside ‘enabling adults’ and ‘engaging experiences’ as one of three key enablers of learning (Welsh Government, 2022). The environment is therefore understood as pedagogically significant rather than simply the location in which teaching occurs. From a Froebelian perspective, however, an effective environment is not defined solely by its resources; routines and expectations must also allow children sufficient continuity to revisit places, materials and ideas.

[bookmark: _Toc238149441]2.1.4 Froebelian temporality and the unhurried child

Froebel did not formulate a contemporary theory of slow pedagogy, and it would be historically inaccurate to present his work as such. Nevertheless, his emphasis on childhood in the present, sustained play, observation, relationships, self-activity and repeated encounters reveals a clear temporal orientation (Tovey, 2016; Bruce, 2021). The relationship between Froebelian and slow pedagogy is therefore better understood as one of conceptual resonance rather than equivalence.

Clark (2023) makes time explicit as a pedagogical issue through her work on slow pedagogy and the ‘unhurried child’, foregrounding opportunities to dwell, revisit, listen and develop relationships with people, places and materials. Froebelian philosophy provides an earlier foundation for understanding why such conditions may matter; slow pedagogy develops these concerns within contemporary contexts shaped by acceleration, accountability and measurable progress. The following section therefore considers time and slow pedagogy more explicitly.

[bookmark: _Toc238149442]2.2. Slow Pedagogy and the Temporal Dimension of Early Childhood Education
[bookmark: _Toc238149443]2.2.1 Time, acceleration and children’s lived experience

Contemporary literature increasingly positions time as a pedagogical rather than simply organisational concern. Clark (2023) argues that educational time shapes what children and adults are able to notice, pursue and sustain, while Moss (2019) locates pressures surrounding pace within wider systems of accountability, measurement and predetermined outcomes. More recent empirical research by McNair and Papaspyropoulou (2025) suggests that practitioners and policy makers themselves recognise features of an accelerated childhood culture and identify value in more unhurried approaches to early childhood education.

These perspectives challenge assumptions that time is a neutral resource to be managed efficiently. Clark (2023) distinguishes institutional or ‘clock’ time from children’s lived temporal experiences; absorption, curiosity and relationships do not necessarily conform to predetermined schedules. Established research has linked sustained play with self-regulation and metacognition (Whitebread et al., 2012), while more recent literature extends this discussion to relational and conversational time. Jones et al. (2026) argue that meaningful listening requires practitioners to attend to children’s verbal and non-verbal communication and allow sufficient time for meanings to emerge. 

This shifts attention from the quantity of time available to its pedagogical quality. A long period is not necessarily unhurried if children’s activity remains tightly directed, while adult involvement is not necessarily incompatible with slower practice. The critical issue is whether temporal conditions enable ideas, relationships and communication to develop with sufficient depth.

[bookmark: _Toc238149444]2.2.2 Slow pedagogy, listening and sustained thinking

Clark (2023) conceptualises slow pedagogy as creating conditions in which children and adults can linger, revisit experiences and attend deeply to people, places and materials. Green and Clark (2024) emphasise that slowness is concerned with depth and attentiveness rather than inactivity or reduced challenge. Although this resonates with Froebelian self-activity and relational pedagogy, slow pedagogy responds specifically to contemporary concerns surrounding acceleration and institutional time. While these dimensions provide a useful analytical framework, they represent a particular conceptualisation of slow pedagogy rather than a universally established model, and their enactment remains dependent upon context.

Listening is central to this orientation. Jones et al. (2026) argue that listening to young children involves more than eliciting an immediate verbal response; it requires attentiveness to multiple modes of communication and space for children’s perspectives to develop. An unhurried pedagogy may therefore support participation and agency by resisting pressure to move interactions rapidly towards anticipated or adult-defined conclusions.

This perspective also challenges any straightforward opposition between child-led learning and intentional adult interaction. Sustained shared thinking (SST), for example, involves adults and children working together intellectually to extend ideas, solve problems or clarify understanding (Siraj-Blatchford and Sylva, 2004). Rather than being time restrictive, such co-construction may itself require unhurried conditions. Practitioners need time to listen, judge when to contribute and remain with children’s ideas rather than rapidly directing conversation towards a predetermined outcome. Depth therefore depends not simply on who initiates an interaction, but on the quality and duration of shared attention.

[bookmark: _Toc238149445]2.2.3 Characteristics of slow pedagogical practice

Green and Clark (2024) identify four interconnected dimensions of slow pedagogy: being with, going off track, diving deep with children and taking the longer view. Together, these provide a framework for considering how an unhurried orientation might be enacted.

Being with foregrounds relational presence and attentive listening. Jones et al. (2026) similarly emphasise the importance of making time for children’s communication, while Waters-Davies et al. (2024) demonstrate within Welsh early years classrooms that children’s participation is shaped by how adults listen, interpret and respond to them. Presence therefore involves temporal as well as physical availability.

Going off track involves allowing children’s interests to alter the anticipated direction of learning. Albin-Clark and Archer’s (2026) concept of ‘resistance stories’ is useful here, highlighting how practitioners may exercise agency by adapting routines or expectations to protect child-led engagement. This responsiveness challenges pedagogical models in which progression must always follow predetermined sequences.

Diving deep prioritises sustained engagement over rapid movement between activities. This may occur through uninterrupted play, extended investigation or prolonged dialogue. Established research into sustained engagement (Whitebread et al., 2012) and SST (Siraj-Blatchford and Sylva, 2004), read alongside more recent work on listening (Jones et al., 2026), suggests that depth may be supported through both independent exploration and extended relational encounters.

Finally, taking the longer view challenges expectations for immediate, measurable outcomes. Instead, it values developments in competence, confidence, independence and relationships that may emerge across repeated experiences. Slow pedagogy therefore challenges assumptions that educational value must always be quickly visible.

[bookmark: _Toc238149446]2.2.4 Enacting slow pedagogy in practice

Slow pedagogy is not defined by particular activities but by decisions about time, relationships and provision. Green and Clark (2024) describe everyday practices such as shared meals and collaborative routines in which children are given responsibility and opportunities for sustained communication. Encounters with open-ended materials can provide similar temporal possibilities: Moorhouse (2021), for example, argues that woodwork encourages persistence, problem-solving and repeated experimentation. Outdoor exploration and longer-term projects may likewise support continuity by enabling children to revisit familiar places and interests over time.

However, these practices occur within wider institutional conditions. Moss (2019) argues that relational and child-centred pedagogies remain vulnerable within systems dominated by measurable outcomes, while McNair and Papaspyropoulou (2025) demonstrate that practitioners recognise tensions between accelerated cultures and aspirations for slower practice. Albin-Clark (2021) further suggests that practitioners actively negotiate such pressures through everyday professional decisions.

Slow pedagogy can therefore be understood both as a pedagogical orientation and as a critical lens through which the organisation and experience of time can be examined. The key question for this study is how these principles intersect with the distinctive policy context of Welsh funded non-maintained early childhood education.

[bookmark: _Toc238149447]2.3. Enabling Conditions for the Unhurried Child in Welsh Early Years Practice

The CFNMS identifies three interconnected enablers of learning: enabling adults, engaging experiences and effective environments (Welsh Government, 2022). 
These offer a useful framework through which to examine the conditions associated with unhurried learning. However, policy intention does not guarantee consistent enactment. Stewart, MacDonald and Waters-Davies (2024) identify tensions between the rights-based aspirations of Welsh early childhood policy and the realities of provision, including fragmentation within children’s experiences. The issue is therefore not simply whether the CFNMS is compatible with slow pedagogy, but how its principles are interpreted in practice. 

[bookmark: _Toc238149448]2.3.1 Enabling adults

The CFNMS positions adults as responsive observers who attend to children’s interests and create nurturing relationships (Welsh Government, 2022). Waters-Davies et al. (2024) demonstrate, however, that children’s opportunities for participation depend upon how practitioners understand, interpret and respond to them. Agency is therefore not secured through policy alone but depends upon how policy principles are enacted through everyday interactions and pedagogical decisions. From a slow pedagogical perspective, time is therefore not only a condition for sustained learning but also for meaningful participation and agency.

Jones et al. (2026) add an important temporal dimension, arguing that meaningful listening requires attentiveness to verbal and non-verbal communication and sufficient space for children’s meanings to develop. Read alongside Clark (2023), this suggests that the enabling adult requires both professional knowledge and temporal capacity: time to notice, listen, wait and respond.

Practitioners must also negotiate competing institutional expectations. Albin-Clark (2021) demonstrates how educators exercise professional judgement through everyday acts of adaptation and resistance. The enabling adult can therefore be understood as an active interpreter of curriculum who decides when to intervene, when to follow children’s interests and when to protect sustained engagement.

[bookmark: _Toc238149449]2.3.2 Engaging experiences

The CFNMS emphasises authentic, purposeful experiences responsive to children’s interests (Welsh Government, 2022), reflecting an understanding of children as active participants in learning. International research into emergent curriculum also highlights the importance of responsiveness to children’s interests rather than rigid adherence to predetermined sequences. Drawing on early years practice in Malta, Bonello, Baldacchino and Dalli (2025) illustrate how a move from a prescriptive towards a more emergent curriculum can enable greater co-construction of learning between children and practitioners.

Such experiences need not be exclusively child-led. SST demonstrates the value of sensitive adult participation in co-constructed inquiry (Siraj-Blatchford and Sylva, 2004), while Jones et al. (2026) highlights the time required for children’s ideas to develop within interaction. Engagement may therefore depend less upon whether an experience is categorised as adult- or child-led than upon whether children retain agency, involvement and sufficient time to pursue meaning.

Similar principles can be identified internationally. New Zealand’s Te Whāriki, for example, places empowerment, holistic development and relationships at the heart of early childhood curriculum, alongside an emphasis on children’s active exploration (Ministry of Education, 2017). The Welsh emphasis on interconnected enablers therefore sits within a wider movement towards relational and experiential approaches to early childhood curriculum. Conceptual similarity between curriculum frameworks, however, does not imply equivalent enactment across differing cultural and policy contexts.

[bookmark: _Toc238149450]2.3.3 Effective environments

The CFNMS explicitly positions effective environments as a condition for learning (Welsh Government, 2022). This resonates with Froebelian understandings of spaces, materials and nature as integral to children’s experience (Tovey, 2016). Open-ended resources and flexible access can enable children to make choices, revisit ideas and deepen relationships with materials over time.

From a slow-pedagogical perspective, however, environment is also temporal. Children require continuity if they are to return to constructions, investigations or places and develop thinking through repeated encounters (Clark, 2023; Green and Clark, 2024). Environments organised around constant transitions or rapid completion may therefore offer apparent choice while limiting sustained engagement.

The Welsh concept of Cynefin, with its emphasis on belonging, place, community and culture, further highlights the relational character of environment. Comparable ideas are evident within Te Whāriki, where active exploration of natural, social and physical environments forms an explicit aspect of curriculum (Ministry of Education, 2017). Environment can therefore be understood as an active component of curriculum rather than a neutral backdrop.

[bookmark: _Toc238149451]2.3.4 From policy aspiration to practice

The central issue is whether enabling adults, engaging experiences and effective environments operate coherently in everyday provision. Examples of Welsh practice demonstrate what may be possible when these conditions align. An Estyn (2024) case study of Little Explorers Nursery, for example, describes uninterrupted periods of play, flexible routines and responsive adult–child relationships, reflecting principles associated with slow and Froebelian pedagogy. Such examples illustrate possibility rather than typical practice. However, Stewart, MacDonald and Waters-Davies (2024) caution against assuming consistency across Welsh early childhood provision, identifying fragmentation between policy commitments and children’s lived experiences. Similar implementation challenges have been identified beyond Wales; Walshe (2024), examining the implementation of Ireland’s Aistear framework, highlights the importance of effective training and professional support in translating curriculum aspirations into practice.

The literature therefore demonstrates strong conceptual connections between Froebelian principles, slow pedagogy and the three CFNMS enablers. These connections are particularly relevant within the Welsh context. Sarwar (2026), presenting findings from ongoing Froebel Trust-funded research, identified synergies between Froebelian principles and the curriculum enablers of enabling adults, engaging experiences and effective environments, highlighting their potential to support the interpretation and enactment of the Curriculum for Wales. However, existing research highlights continuing tensions between early years policy aspirations and their enactment in practice, including inconsistencies in the realisation of children’s rights and participation within Welsh early years provision (Waters-Davies et al., 2024; Stewart, MacDonald and Waters-Davies, 2024). Emerging work by Clement and Sarwar (2024) also identifies connections between Froebelian principles and the three CFNMS enablers. Taken together, this literature suggests that less is known about how practitioners within Welsh funded non-maintained settings interpret and negotiate these principles in everyday practice, particularly how adults, experiences and environments interact with time to enable or constrain children’s opportunities for sustained, self-directed engagement. This provides the rationale for the present study.
[bookmark: _Toc238149452]3. Methodology
[bookmark: _Toc238149453]3.1 Research Approach and Philosophical Position

This study, Noticing, Listening and Slowing Down: A Froebelian Inquiry into the Unhurried Child in Welsh Early Years Practice, explored the following research question: How do the principles of slow pedagogy, informed by the philosophy of Friedrich Froebel and the work of Alison Clark, support the implementation of the Curriculum for Funded Non-Maintained Nursery Settings in Wales?

The research focused particularly on how practitioners understood and enacted principles associated with the unhurried child and how these related to the three enablers identified within the Curriculum for Funded Non-Maintained Nursery Settings (CFNMS): enabling adults, engaging experiences and effective environments (Welsh Government, 2022). The intention was not to measure the extent to which slow pedagogy was implemented, but to understand how practitioners interpreted and negotiated these principles within everyday practice.

The study was situated within an interpretivist paradigm and underpinned by a constructivist epistemology. Constructivism assumes that meaning is not simply discovered as an objective reality but is constructed through individuals’ interactions with their social and cultural worlds (Creswell and Poth, 2018). Interpretivist research consequently seeks to understand how people make sense of their experiences within particular social and professional contexts (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2018; Flick, 2018). This was appropriate to a study concerned with practitioners’ interpretations of concepts such as slowing down, noticing and listening, which are relational and context-dependent rather than readily measurable.

This position also acknowledges the researcher as part of the meaning-making process. Knowledge generated through interviews, observations and subsequent analysis was therefore understood as co-constructed rather than objectively discovered. The researcher’s professional background in early childhood education and existing interest in Froebelian pedagogy provided valuable contextual understanding but also had the potential to shape what was noticed and how data were interpreted. A reflexive stance was consequently maintained throughout the study, recognising researcher subjectivity while making its influence as transparent as possible (Finlay, 2002; Braun and Clarke, 2022).

[bookmark: _Toc238149454]3.2 Research Design, Setting Selection and Participants

A qualitative, small-scale multiple case study design was adopted. Qualitative research is suited to investigating complex and context-dependent educational phenomena because it enables detailed exploration of participants’ experiences, interpretations and practices (Flick, 2018; Mukherji and Albon, 2023). Case study methodology was particularly appropriate because slow pedagogy cannot readily be separated from the relationships, environments, organisational cultures and curriculum contexts through which it is enacted. Yin (2018) argues that case studies enable contemporary phenomena to be explored within their real-life contexts, while multiple cases provide opportunities to consider similarities and differences without removing practice from those contexts.

Two Welsh early years settings were selected purposively as information-rich cases (Patton, 2015). Both delivered funded early education and the CFNMS to three- and four-year-old children and demonstrated an established commitment to Froebelian and child-centred pedagogy. Both had also received strong external evaluations through the joint Care Inspectorate Wales (CIW) and Estyn inspection process and had contributed examples of their practice to professional learning networks. Selection therefore drew upon external evidence of pedagogical quality rather than relying solely upon settings’ self-evaluation.

The intention was not to compare ‘effective’ and ‘ineffective’ settings but to examine slow pedagogical principles within contexts where child-centred practice was already well developed. This inevitably limits the diversity of provision represented but was consistent with purposive case selection and the study’s emphasis on depth rather than statistical generalisation.

Four practitioners participated in the semi-structured interview process. Participants were selected because of their direct involvement in children’s everyday experiences and their capacity to reflect upon pedagogical decision-making. The small sample supported detailed exploration of participants’ perspectives and was appropriate to the scale and interpretive aims of the study (Mukherji and Albon, 2023).

The possibility of undertaking the study within the researcher’s own nursery was considered but rejected. Although insider research can provide contextual knowledge and ease of access, existing professional relationships and positional authority may influence what participants feel able to disclose and how researchers interpret familiar practices (Mercer, 2007). As owner and manager, the researcher’s authority could have increased social desirability in participants’ responses, while familiarity with routines risked reducing critical distance. Selecting external settings therefore provided greater professional distance while retaining the researcher’s contextual knowledge of early childhood practice.

[bookmark: _Toc238149455]3.3 Data Collection

Data were generated through semi-structured practitioner interviews (Appendix E) and non-participant observations (Appendix D). Using two methods allowed practitioners’ accounts of their pedagogical values to be considered alongside observations of enacted practice. The purpose was not to establish one source as the ‘truth’ against which another could be verified, but to generate complementary perspectives and explore areas of convergence and divergence within the data.

[bookmark: _Toc238149456]3.3.1 Semi-structured interviews

Semi-structured interviews were used to explore practitioners’ understandings of slow pedagogy, the unhurried child and the conditions that enabled or constrained these approaches. This method provided a consistent framework across participants while retaining sufficient flexibility to explore examples, clarify ideas and allow practitioners to reflect upon their own professional experiences (Flick, 2018; Mukherji and Albon, 2023).

The interview schedule was developed from the literature reviewed in Chapter 2, with its focus on practitioners’ experiences of time, routines and responsive practice informed conceptually by the Falkirk Slow Pedagogy Project (Green, 2022). Questions (Appendix E) were adapted to reflect the Welsh policy context and explored time and routines, sustained engagement, the role of adults in noticing and listening, children’s agency, environments and experiences, and potential tensions between slow pedagogical values and institutional expectations. The interview schedule is provided in Appendix D.

Semi-structured discussions were conducted with four practitioners. Although the interview schedule provided a common structure, discussions were intentionally conversational, enabling participants to elaborate on issues they considered significant and to reflect openly on their practice. Rather than audio-recording the conversations, detailed notes were made during and immediately following each discussion. Following the discussions, participants were invited to provide written responses to the interview schedule. This gave them additional time to reflect upon the questions, develop points raised during the conversation and clarify their perspectives. The written responses were considered alongside the researcher’s discussion notes to produce a single comprehensive interview account for each participant (Appendix H, I, J & K). These interview accounts, rather than verbatim transcripts, formed the practitioner dataset used in the subsequent analysis.

Combining conversational discussion with participant-generated written responses provided complementary forms of evidence. The discussions enabled ideas to be explored responsively, while the subsequent written responses offered participants greater opportunity for considered reflection. However, because the conversations were not audio-recorded, the resulting accounts cannot be regarded as verbatim representations of the discussions. Transparency about this distinction was therefore important, and analysis focused on the meanings expressed across the interview notes and participants’ written responses rather than on detailed features of spoken language.
[bookmark: _Toc238149457]3.3.2 Observations

Non-participant observations were undertaken in both settings to examine how slow pedagogical principles were enacted within everyday practice. Observation was particularly relevant because concepts such as waiting, sustained engagement, responsiveness, transitions and the organisation of the environment may be embodied in practice without necessarily being articulated explicitly by practitioners (Flewitt and Ang, 2020; Mukherji and Albon, 2023).

One whole-morning observation was undertaken in each setting. This allowed naturally occurring routines, interactions, transitions and periods of play to be considered across an extended period rather than through isolated episodes. An extended observation period is also consistent with the principles underpinning established process-quality approaches such as the Sustained Shared Thinking and Emotional Well-being Scale (SSTEW), which attends to relational and interactional aspects of early years pedagogy including sustained shared thinking, communication and self-regulation (Siraj, Kingston and Melhuish, 2015). The present study did not employ or score SSTEW; rather, its emphasis on sustained observation supports the methodological rationale for examining pedagogical interactions across naturally occurring practice.

A structured observation framework was developed specifically for the study and is provided in Appendix D. Its domains were derived from the literature review rather than from the researcher’s personal interpretation alone. These included Froebelian principles of self-activity, observation, relationships and environment; Clark’s (2017; 2023) work on slow pedagogy, listening and ‘slow knowledge’; literature concerning sustained shared thinking; and the three CFNMS enablers. The framework focused upon adult responsiveness, adult–child interaction, sustained engagement, uninterrupted play, routines and transitions, children’s agency, use of space and materials, and opportunities for revisiting experiences.

The framework functioned as a sensitising tool rather than a prescriptive checklist. It provided consistency across settings while allowing unexpected aspects of practice to be recorded. This was important because, although the observational domains were theoretically grounded, qualitative observation remains interpretive: decisions about what to attend to and how to understand events are influenced by both the research context and the researcher’s theoretical position.

The framework was piloted within the researcher’s own setting before formal data collection. No research data were collected during this process. Piloting enabled the sequence and clarity of the prompts to be refined and allowed the researcher to practise recording detailed field notes while observing interaction. During formal observations, notes distinguished as far as practicable between descriptive accounts of events and subsequent analytical reflections, supporting transparency and reflexivity. The observation records for both settings can be found in Appendices F and G.

Practical constraints limited observations to one morning in each setting. Geographical distance and the researcher’s professional responsibilities prevented repeated visits within the study timeframe. Repeated observation would have enabled greater exploration of variation across time; however, the whole-morning observations generated contextualised accounts of everyday practice and were complemented by practitioner interviews.

[bookmark: _Toc238149458]3.4 Data Analysis

Analysis followed Braun and Clarke’s (2022) six-phase process of familiarisation, coding, generating initial themes, reviewing and developing themes, defining and naming themes, and producing the analytical account. Familiarisation involved repeated reading of the practitioner interview accounts, including the written responses and discussion notes from which they were constructed, alongside repeated reading of the observation field notes. Initial impressions and analytical reflections were recorded throughout this process.

Coding was predominantly inductive but not theoretically neutral. As Braun and Clarke (2021) note, analysis cannot be completely separated from the knowledge and assumptions researchers bring to the data. The literature review provided an extensive conceptual foundation, including Froebelian principles, slow pedagogy and the CFNMS enablers. These acted as sensitising concepts that influenced analytical attention without functioning as predetermined coding categories.

Practitioner interview accounts and observation field notes were initially considered as separate datasets in order to preserve the contribution of each form of evidence. An example of initial coding of one observation is provided in Appendix L. The interview accounts illuminated practitioners’ articulated beliefs, experiences and professional reasoning, while observations offered insight into enacted pedagogical practice. They were subsequently brought together during theme development to examine patterns, differences and points of connection across the dataset (Appendix M).

Candidate themes were generated by grouping related codes into broader patterns of shared meaning and were repeatedly reviewed against the complete dataset. Theme development was recursive rather than linear, involving movement between coded extracts, candidate themes and the wider dataset (Braun and Clarke, 2021; 2022). Particular attention was given to material that challenged emerging interpretations as well as evidence that appeared to confirm them.

The resulting themes were defined in relation to the research question and developed into an analytical narrative integrating practitioner accounts, observational evidence and relevant literature. The final thematic framework is provided in Appendix O.

[bookmark: _Toc238149459]3.5 Ethical Considerations

Ethical approval was obtained through the university’s research ethics procedures before data collection commenced (Appendix A). The study followed principles of voluntary participation, informed consent, confidentiality, anonymity and the right to withdraw, in accordance with BERA (2024).

Participants received written information explaining the purpose of the study, what participation involved, data handling procedures and their right to withdraw without consequence. Written consent was obtained before interviews and observations, and participants were reminded that consent remained ongoing throughout the research process. Copies of the participant information and consent documentation are included in Appendices B and C.

Pseudonyms were used for settings and participants, and identifying details were removed from transcripts, field notes and reporting. Research data were stored securely in accordance with university data-management requirements and relevant data-protection legislation. Interview notes, participant written responses and observation field notes were anonymised and stored securely in accordance with university data-management requirements and relevant data-protection legislation.

Children were present during observations but were not direct research participants. Observational attention focused on practitioner actions, interactions and the pedagogical environment; no identifying information about individual children was recorded. The researcher sought to minimise disruption to everyday provision and maintained children’s wellbeing as a primary ethical consideration (BERA, 2024).

Power and positionality also informed the ethical design. The decision not to conduct the study within the researcher’s own setting reduced the potential influence of managerial authority and existing employment relationships on participation and disclosure, reflecting the need to attend to power relationships within educatioal research (BERA, 2024). Ethical practice was therefore treated as relational and ongoing rather than confined to gaining formal approval before data collection (BERA, 2024).

[bookmark: _Toc238149460]3.6 Trustworthiness and Rigour

Rigour within qualitative research is concerned with demonstrating that interpretations are credible, transparent and grounded in the research process rather than reproducing quantitative notions of objectivity and statistical reliability. This study was informed by Lincoln and Guba’s (1985) criteria of credibility, transferability, dependability and confirmability, which continue to inform approaches to qualitative trustworthiness (Nowell et al., 2017).

Credibility was supported through complementary forms of data generation. Practitioner perspectives were explored through conversational semi-structured discussions and subsequent written responses, allowing participants additional opportunity to elaborate and clarify their views. Observations provided a further source through which articulated perspectives could be considered alongside enacted practice. Transferability was addressed through contextual description of the participating settings and pedagogical practices, enabling readers to judge the relevance of findings to other contexts rather than claiming statistical generalisability. Dependability was supported through systematic documentation of methodological decisions, field notes, coding and theme development, creating an audit trail of the analytical process.

Confirmability was approached reflexively rather than through claims of researcher neutrality. The researcher’s professional experience and commitment to Froebelian pedagogy provided contextual sensitivity but also created potential for confirmation bias. Reflexive notes distinguished observation from interpretation where practicable, and coding involved active consideration of data that challenged emerging assumptions. This approach is consistent with qualitative accounts of rigour in which researcher influence is acknowledged and critically examined rather than assumed to be absent (Finlay, 2002; Braun and Clarke, 2022).

Together, theoretical grounding of the research tools, systematic data capture, complementary methods, an explicit analytical process and ongoing reflexivity provided a transparent basis for evaluating the trustworthiness of the findings.

[bookmark: _Toc238149461]3.7 Limitations

The study has several limitations. First, it involved only two settings and four practitioners, purposively selected because of their established commitment to high-quality, child-centred and Froebelian-informed practice. Their experiences may therefore differ from those of practitioners working within settings with different pedagogical orientations, resources or organisational pressures.

Second, observations were limited to one morning in each setting. Although this enabled sustained observation of naturally occurring practice, the data represent a snapshot rather than evidence of practice across different days, seasons or organisational circumstances. Repeated or longitudinal observation could have captured greater variation.

Third, the findings are context-specific and are not intended to be statistically generalisable across Welsh early years provision. Consistent with an interpretivist case study design, their value lies in providing detailed, situated understanding from which readers can consider potential transferability to comparable contexts (Lincoln and Guba, 1985).

Finally, the researcher’s professional background and theoretical interest in Froebelian and slow pedagogy inevitably influenced the research process. Reflexivity, theoretically grounded data-collection tools and attention to disconfirming evidence were used to make this influence transparent but cannot remove subjectivity entirely. Within the epistemological position adopted, this subjectivity is understood as part of the interpretive process rather than simply a methodological flaw.

These limitations should therefore be considered when interpreting the findings, while recognising that the small-scale design enabled the depth of observation and practitioner reflection required to address the research question.


[bookmark: _Toc238149462]Chapter 4: Findings
[bookmark: _Toc238149463]4.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the findings generated through Braun and Clarke's (2022) reflexive thematic analysis of the observational field notes and practitioner interview accounts from the participating early years settings. The analysis sought to explore how principles of slow pedagogy were enacted in practice and how these supported the implementation of the Curriculum for Funded Non-Maintained Settings in Wales (Welsh Government, 2022).

The analytical process resulted in four interconnected themes that together illustrate how practitioners intentionally created the conditions in which children could think, explore and construct meaning through their own experiences. Rather than representing isolated aspects of practice, the themes demonstrate how slow pedagogy was enacted through a coherent pedagogical approach in which time, adult interactions, the learning environment and children's agency worked together to support sustained and meaningful learning. Throughout the analysis, organisational culture emerged as an overarching influence, creating the conditions that enabled practitioners to enact these principles consistently across the settings.

Figure 4.1 presents the final thematic map developed through the iterative process of reviewing and refining themes.
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The four themes presented in this chapter are:
· Protecting Time for Deep Thinking
· Enabling Adults: Creating the Conditions for Children's Thinking
· The Environment as an Active Pedagogical Partner
· Children as Active Constructors of Curriculum

Each theme is illustrated through extracts from both the observational field notes and interview, demonstrating patterns of shared meaning across the complete dataset. Observation and interview data are presented together to explore relationships between practitioners' articulated beliefs and observed practice.
[bookmark: _Toc238149464]4.2 Protecting Time for Deep Thinking

Protecting children's time emerged as a defining feature of slow pedagogical practice across both the observational and interview data. Rather than viewing time as a neutral organisational resource, practitioners consistently described it as a pedagogical condition through which meaningful learning could emerge. Across all four practitioner accounts, participants emphasised that children required uninterrupted opportunities to think, revisit ideas and determine the pace of their own learning. Similarly, the observations demonstrated how these beliefs were enacted through daily practice, with routines, transitions and practitioner interactions organised to preserve rather than interrupt children's engagement. 
[bookmark: _Toc238149465]4.2.1 Uninterrupted time supports sustained engagement

Across both observations and practitioner accounts, uninterrupted time emerged as a fundamental condition for sustained engagement. Practitioners consistently rejected the notion that meaningful learning could be organised within fixed adult timescales, instead describing children's learning as a process that unfolded when they were given sufficient time to explore, investigate and remain immersed in experiences of their own choosing.

This commitment was evident throughout both observations. Across both settings, children moved freely between experiences and remained engaged for extended periods without unnecessary interruption. At Setting A, children repeatedly returned to painting and the climbing-frame pulley system, while at Setting B sustained engagement was evident through clay, drilling and light projection. Continuous snack provision in both settings reduced routine interruptions to children's play.

The interview data provided insight into the pedagogical thinking underpinning these practices. Practitioner B described uninterrupted time as essential because “if a child is really engrossed in something, that's when the learning is happening,” explaining that children use these periods to “test ideas, solve problems and make connections.” She argued that interrupting children simply because “we're moving on to the next part of the day” risks disrupting valuable learning. Practitioner C similarly reflected that “time is one of the most valuable things we can give children”, emphasising that children require opportunities “to think, to repeat things, to change their minds and to make sense of what they're experiencing.”

These perspectives were reinforced by Practitioner D, who suggested that “learning isn't something that fits neatly into adult timetables”, arguing that children need time “to think, to wonder, to repeat experiences and sometimes simply to observe before they're ready to join in.” Likewise, Practitioner A described time as “one of the most valuable resources we can offer children”, explaining that allowing children to determine the pace of their learning supported confidence, independence and genuine curiosity. 

Taken together, the observational and interview data suggest that uninterrupted time was not viewed simply as the absence of interruption but as an intentionally protected pedagogical resource. Sustained engagement appeared to emerge when practitioners resisted unnecessary transitions and trusted children to remain immersed in experiences for as long as their thinking required.
[bookmark: _Toc238149466]4.2.2 Revisiting experiences deepens children's thinking

A second pattern concerned practitioners' shared understanding that meaningful learning develops through children's opportunities to revisit experiences over time. Rather than viewing repetition as unnecessary or indicative of limited progress, practitioners consistently described revisiting as a mechanism through which children refined ideas, extended understanding and constructed increasingly sophisticated theories about the world.

Across both observations, children were repeatedly seen returning to experiences according to their own interests. At Setting A, children revisited painting, sand play and climbing throughout the morning, with one group returning repeatedly to the climbing frame and pulley system as they refined their ideas through persistence and experimentation. At Setting B, children returned to the butterfly projector several times during the observation, experimenting with torches and projected images, whilst others intentionally left clay animals to dry before returning to continue their work. These experiences demonstrated continuity rather than completion, with learning unfolding across time rather than within isolated activities. 

This understanding was shared across the interview accounts. Practitioners described deliberately leaving constructions and investigations available, recognising that children often returned with new ideas and questions. Practitioner B explained that children who revisit projects “don't just carry on where they left off” because time between encounters can enable ideas to become more complex. Practitioner C similarly observed that some of the most interesting thinking occurred when children returned to an experience “a day or even a week later”. Across the dataset, revisiting was therefore understood not as repetition, but as continuity through which thinking could develop over time.

[bookmark: _Toc238149467]4.2.3 Protecting time requires intentional pedagogical and organisational decisions

Although uninterrupted play appeared to unfold naturally within both observations, the interview data suggested that protecting children's time required continuous pedagogical judgement and organisational decision-making. Practitioners described deliberately organising routines around children's learning rather than expecting children to organise their learning around adult routines.

This commitment was visible throughout the observations. Continuous snack provision, flexible personal care routines and the absence of unnecessary whole-group instruction enabled children to remain immersed in their play. At both settings, practitioners protected children’s engagement by adapting adult practices and provision to children’s pace, approaching children where they were playing and keeping invitations available throughout the morning rather than imposing unnecessary interruptions or timescales.

The interview accounts showed that protecting children’s time required deliberate professional judgement. Practitioner C summarised this as, “We always start by looking at the children rather than the clock,” explaining that experiences continued while children remained “engaged, safe and still learning” and that routines should fit around children rather than the reverse.

Other practitioners similarly recognised that organisational routines could interrupt learning. Practitioner D argued that adults must become “comfortable with not always being in control” and question “whether those routines are serving children or whether children are serving the routines.” Practitioner B described reflecting on whether interruptions were genuinely necessary or simply habitual, while Practitioner A emphasised adapting routines so that “children’s play remains at the heart of our practice.”

The practitioner accounts also indicated that these decisions were supported by a wider organisational culture in which staff were trusted to exercise professional judgement rather than follow routines rigidly. This suggests that protecting children's time depended not only on individual practice but on shared pedagogical expectations across the setting.

Collectively, these findings suggest that protecting children’s time was a deliberate pedagogical and organisational commitment. Practitioners adapted routines, questioned established practices and trusted children to determine the pace of their learning, creating conditions for sustained engagement and deep thinking.

[bookmark: _Toc238149468]4.3 Enabling Adults: Creating the Conditions for Children's Thinking

The second theme concerned the role of adults in creating conditions for children's thinking. Across both datasets, practitioners adopted a facilitative rather than directive role, using observation, waiting and responsive interaction to support children's thinking whilst preserving their ownership of learning.
[bookmark: _Toc238149469]4.3.1 Observation and waiting preserve children's ownership of learning

Across both settings, practitioners observed children’s play before deciding whether intervention was necessary, suggesting that waiting was an intentional pedagogical strategy rather than passivity. At Setting A, adults positioned themselves at children’s level and often observed for extended periods before intervening, while at Setting B they similarly stepped back once children had the necessary support. During the drilling activity, for example, adults demonstrated the safe use of the hand drill before allowing children to develop competence independently. Across both settings, this approach appeared to protect children’s ownership while enabling adults to respond when needed.

The interview accounts confirmed that this restraint was deliberate. Practitioner B described “watching first” to understand children’s intentions before becoming involved, viewing her role as “adding to the experience rather than directing it.” Similarly, Practitioner C intervened only when she could “genuinely extend the learning without taking it over,” arguing that “sometimes waiting is exactly what children need.” Practitioner D also emphasised becoming “comfortable with silence and observation,” as this was often when children’s own ideas emerged.

Waiting therefore emerged across the dataset as an active pedagogical decision. By resisting unnecessary intervention, practitioners protected children’s ownership of learning and created space for independent problem-solving, creativity and sustained thinking.



[bookmark: _Toc238149470]4.3.2 Responsive interactions extend rather than direct children's thinking

When practitioners intervened, interactions were characterised by curiosity, shared enquiry and carefully judged scaffolding rather than instruction. At Setting A, a problem with a paint pump became an exploration of why the paint had dried in the heat, while wind turning a child’s notebook pages developed into predictions and experiments with a paper aeroplane. In both instances, practitioners responded to spontaneous events without taking control of the investigation.

A similar approach was evident at Setting B when a child discovered a snail. Rather than providing explanations, practitioners asked, “I wonder where he came from?” and “How could we make him a habitat?”, prompting the child to gather natural materials and construct one independently. The interview accounts reflected this practice: Practitioner A emphasised open-ended questions that encouraged children “to think independently”, while Practitioners B, C and D described intervening only when they could extend thinking through new language, collaboration or a carefully timed question.

Across the dataset, responsive interaction therefore involved extending rather than directing learning. Practitioners used questioning and shared enquiry to deepen thinking while allowing children’s curiosity to determine its direction.

[bookmark: _Toc238149471]4.3.3 Professional judgement underpins enabling pedagogy

Across the dataset, enabling pedagogy depended upon professional judgement rather than predetermined strategies. Practitioners adapted their responses to children’s engagement, deciding when to observe, wait or intervene. At Setting A, adults approached children rather than calling them away from play, while at Setting B they balanced observation with timely intervention as children’s interests developed.

The interview accounts highlighted the reflection underpinning these decisions. Practitioner B described stepping back as “the hardest thing to do”, recognising that premature intervention could remove opportunities for independent learning. Practitioner C advocated looking “at the children rather than the clock”, while Practitioner D questioned whether adult involvement was genuinely “adding something” or merely satisfying the practitioner’s “need to intervene”. Listening also extended beyond children’s words: Practitioner D described “listening with your eyes as well as your ears”, while Practitioner C argued that listening “only really matters if it changes what we do afterwards”.

Enabling pedagogy therefore required practitioners to balance observation, restraint and responsive intervention while preserving children’s ownership of learning. Rather than diminishing the adult role, slow pedagogy appeared to demand professional expertise, reflexivity and confidence in children’s capabilities.

[bookmark: _Toc238149472]4.4 The Environment as an Active Pedagogical Partner
Across both the observations and interview data, the learning environment emerged as more than a physical space in which learning occurred. Rather than functioning as a backdrop to children's experiences, practitioners described the environment as an active pedagogical partner that communicated trust, provoked curiosity and invited exploration. Carefully considered environments provided children with authentic, open-ended resources, opportunities for independent decision-making and uninterrupted access to indoor and outdoor spaces. Collectively, the findings suggest that practitioners viewed the environment as an integral component of slow pedagogy, intentionally designed to support children's autonomy, sustained engagement and meaningful learning.
[bookmark: _Toc238149473]4.4.1 The environment communicates trust and independence

Across both settings, the physical environment communicated trust in children’s competence by enabling independent access, choice and movement. At Setting A, open-ended resources including sand, water, loose parts, cameras, notebooks and construction materials were stored within children’s reach, while Setting B used accessible resources, authentic furniture and a calm, carefully organised space. Invitations remained available throughout the morning, allowing children to choose when and whether to engage rather than responding to adult-imposed timescales.

The interview accounts reinforced this emphasis on autonomy. Practitioner D argued that “the environment needs to communicate trust”, enabling children to make choices and shape the space independently, while Practitioner C described environments that tell children, “You can explore here.” Practitioners A and B similarly associated accessible, calm and responsive environments with children’s choice and deep involvement.

The environment therefore functioned as more than an organisational space; it communicated confidence in children’s capabilities and supported meaningful decisions about where, how and with what they learned.

[bookmark: _Toc238149474]4.4.2 Authentic and open-ended resources invite sustained enquiry

Across both settings, practitioners deliberately selected authentic, natural and open-ended resources that supported exploration and revisiting rather than predetermined outcomes. At Setting A, sand, water, natural materials and gardening resources encouraged investigation, while Setting B incorporated clay, plants, natural objects and real crockery within carefully considered invitations that remained available for children to revisit.

The interview accounts confirmed that resources were selected for their flexibility rather than appearance. Practitioner A explained that open-ended materials allowed children to “test new theories” through repetition and experimentation, while Practitioner B described resources that “grow with the children’s ideas”. Similarly, Practitioner C noted that such materials remain engaging because children use them differently each time, while Practitioner D associated greater possibilities with longer periods of engagement.

Resources were therefore valued not simply for being natural or aesthetically pleasing, but for their capacity to sustain enquiry, experimentation and creativity, enabling children to revisit and develop ideas over time.

[bookmark: _Toc238149475]4.4.3 Outdoor environments enrich curiosity, exploration and connection with nature

Across both settings, outdoor learning was integral to everyday provision, offering opportunities for exploration, managed risk and engagement with the natural world. At Setting A, children moved freely between gardening, photography, climbing, construction and imaginative play, while at Setting B activities such as caring for plants, digging potatoes and investigating a snail enabled children’s interests to develop through direct encounters with nature.

The interview accounts reinforced the pedagogical importance of outdoor learning. Practitioner C described how the outdoor environment “naturally sparks curiosity”, while Practitioner D emphasised the freedom, managed risk and connections with nature that were not possible “in the same way indoors”. Practitioners A and B similarly associated outdoor experiences with discovery, independence, resilience and greater freedom to explore.

Outdoor environments therefore functioned as active pedagogical spaces rather than extensions of indoor provision, enabling curiosity and investigation to develop through authentic experiences and relationships with the natural world.

[bookmark: _Toc238149476]4.5 Children as Active Constructors of Curriculum
The final theme concerned how children were positioned as active participants in constructing their own learning experiences. Across both the observations and practitioner interviews, children were consistently viewed as capable, competent learners whose interests, questions and ideas shaped the curriculum. Rather than delivering predetermined activities, practitioners described a responsive approach in which planning evolved through careful observation of children's fascinations, enabling children's investigations to develop over time. Children's voice extended beyond verbal communication, becoming visible through play, repeated interests, symbolic expression and everyday decision-making. Collectively, the findings suggest that children's agency was not viewed as an additional element of practice but as a fundamental principle through which meaningful learning was co-constructed.
[bookmark: _Toc238149477]4.5.1 Children's interests drive curriculum development

Across both settings, children’s interests shaped the direction and content of learning, with practitioners responding to emerging curiosity rather than following predetermined activities. At Setting A, spontaneous experiences involving insects, paint and wind developed into imaginative and scientific enquiry, while at Setting B a child’s discovery of a snail prompted an extended investigation into habitats and care for living things.

The interview accounts reflected this responsive approach to curriculum. Practitioner A described using observations of children’s interests to “adapt the provision, introduce new materials or extend existing experiences”, while Practitioner B recalled abandoning planned activities when children became fascinated by insects. Similarly, Practitioner C described a gardening project that “wasn’t in the original plan - it grew because the children’s interest kept growing”, while Practitioner D explained that sustainability projects emerged from children’s own questions about recycling and the environment.

Curriculum therefore emerged as an evolving, co-constructed process in which children’s curiosity provided the starting point for meaningful learning rather than being accommodated within predetermined adult plans.


[bookmark: _Toc238149478]4.5.2 Children's voice is expressed through multiple forms of communication

Across the dataset, children’s voice was understood as extending beyond spoken language to include play, behaviour, repeated interests and everyday choices. At Setting A, children expressed preferences through direct communication, a voting system for choosing stories, and their independent selection and transformation of resources. Similarly, at Setting B, practitioners interpreted children’s repeated engagement with clay, projection and outdoor investigations as meaningful expressions of interest.

The interview accounts reinforced this broader understanding of communication. Practitioner A described children as communicating “continuously through their play, interactions and behaviour”, while Practitioner B suggested that children were “constantly telling us what’s important to them” through their choices, body language and repeated interests. Practitioner D captured this as “listening with your eyes as well as your ears”. Practitioners also valued conversations with families as providing additional insight into children’s interests and experiences beyond the setting, informing responsive planning.

Children’s voice therefore extended beyond verbal participation, with practitioners interpreting play, choices, behaviour and relationships as meaningful forms of communication that informed pedagogical decision-making.

[bookmark: _Toc238149479]4.5.3 Agency enables ownership of learning

Across the dataset, agency was evident not simply in children's opportunities to choose, but in their capacity to influence what happened within the setting. Observationally, this was evident as children independently selected and revisited experiences, determined how long to remain engaged and shaped how resources were used.

The interview accounts reinforced this understanding. Practitioner A described children as “active” in directing their learning, while Practitioner B emphasised that although adults planned opportunities, they did not determine how children should use them. Practitioner C similarly described children deciding “where they play, what they investigate and how long they stay”, while Practitioner D emphasised creating conditions in which “children’s own thinking can flourish”.

Importantly, agency did not mean withdrawing adult support. Instead, practitioners remained attentive and responsive while avoiding taking ownership of children’s ideas. Agency therefore emerged as relational, supported by trusting adults and enabling environments that allowed children to become active constructors of curriculum rather than passive recipients of adult-directed learning.

[bookmark: _Toc238149480]4.6 Chapter Summary

The findings identified four interconnected conditions through which slow pedagogy was enacted: protected time, enabling adult practice, responsive environments and children's agency. Across the dataset, these conditions did not operate independently. Children's opportunities for sustained thinking were supported by adults who resisted unnecessary intervention, environments that enabled independent exploration, and organisational practices that allowed children to determine the direction and pace of their learning. Organisational culture appeared to underpin these conditions by enabling practitioners to adapt routines and exercise professional judgement.

Together, the findings suggest that slow pedagogy was not characterised simply by reducing pace, but by intentionally creating conditions in which children's thinking, curiosity and agency could flourish. Chapter 5 considers these findings in relation to Froebelian principles, slow pedagogy and the Curriculum for Funded Non-Maintained Settings in Wales.



[bookmark: _Toc238149481]Chapter 5: Discussion
[bookmark: _Toc238149482]5.1 Introduction

This chapter critically discusses the findings presented in Chapter Four in relation to the existing literature and the theoretical framework underpinning this study. The research sought to explore how principles of slow pedagogy support the implementation of the Curriculum for Funded Non-Maintained Settings in Wales. 

Through Braun and Clarke's (2022) reflexive thematic analysis, four interconnected themes were constructed: Protecting Time for Deep Thinking; Enabling Adults: Creating the Conditions for Children's Thinking; The Environment as an Active Pedagogical Partner; and Children as Active Constructors of Curriculum.

Taken together, these themes suggest that slow pedagogy is not defined simply by reducing the pace of the day or allowing children more time to play. Rather, it represents a broader pedagogical orientation in which practitioners intentionally create and protect the conditions that enable children to become deeply engaged, exercise agency, develop their own ideas and construct meaning through relationships, play and authentic experiences. Time, practitioner interactions, the learning environment and children's agency were therefore not experienced as separate dimensions of practice, but as interconnected elements of a child-centred pedagogical approach.

This chapter considers each theme in relation to Froebelian principles, contemporary understandings of slow pedagogy and wider literature concerning children's agency, play, relationships, enabling environments and practitioner roles. Particular attention is given to the extent to which the findings support, extend or challenge existing understandings of effective early years pedagogy. The discussion also considers how the practices identified within the study align with the principles and pedagogical expectations of the Curriculum for Funded Non-Maintained Settings in Wales.

Although the four themes provide the structure for the discussion, organisational culture is considered across them rather than as a separate theme. The findings indicated that practitioners' capacity to protect children's time, exercise professional judgement and respond flexibly to children's interests was influenced by cultures of trust, reflection and shared pedagogical values. The chapter therefore considers not only what slow pedagogy may look like in practice, but also the professional and organisational conditions required for it to be sustained.

[bookmark: _Toc238149483]5.2 Protecting Time for Deep Thinking

One of the strongest findings of this study was the importance of protecting children's time. Across both observations and practitioner accounts, uninterrupted time was consistently viewed as a pedagogical resource rather than simply an organisational feature of the nursery day. Practitioners intentionally reduced unnecessary transitions, adapted routines around children's engagement and enabled children to remain deeply involved in experiences for extended periods. These findings suggest that meaningful learning was not associated with completing a series of planned activities but with allowing children sufficient time to develop increasingly sophisticated ideas through sustained engagement.

This finding aligns closely with Froebelian principles of self-activity and sustained engagement, in which children are afforded time and freedom to explore ideas and relationships through their own activity (Tovey, 2016).  It also resonates with Clark’s (2023) conceptualisation of slow pedagogy, where time is understood as a pedagogical resource and adults create opportunities for children to sustain, revisit and extend their experiences. The prolonged engagement observed within both settings is also consistent with research highlighting the importance of sustained engagement, reflection and continuity for children’s learning (Whitebread et al., 2012).

The findings also align with the CFNMS, which emphasises responsive, play-based learning built upon children's interests rather than predetermined adult outcomes (Welsh Government, 2022). The observations demonstrated how practitioners sought to organise the day around children's learning rather than expecting learning to fit within rigid organisational structures. This suggests that implementing the curriculum through a slow pedagogical lens may provide practical opportunities to realise its aspirations for child-centred learning. 

However, practitioners also acknowledged the tensions associated with protecting children's time. Organisational routines, staffing requirements and wider accountability demands continued to influence daily practice. This reflects wider literature identifying the pressures associated with increasingly instrumental and accelerated early childhood cultures (Moss, 2019; McNair & Papaspyropoulou, 2025). The findings suggest, therefore, that implementing slow pedagogy is not simply a matter of individual practitioner choice but requires organisational commitment to prioritising children's sustained engagement alongside operational demands. 

While these findings broadly support Clark’s (2023) conceptualisation of slow pedagogy, they also extend it by illustrating how unhurried time was actively produced through everyday organisational decisions. Time alone was insufficient; practitioners questioned habitual transitions, adapted routines and exercised professional judgement about when interruption was necessary. Although wider structural pressures were acknowledged, the settings demonstrated that practitioners and organisations could exercise agency in negotiating them. The findings therefore suggest that temporal conditions are not entirely determined by external structures but are also shaped through local pedagogical cultures and decisions. 

[bookmark: _Toc238149484]5.3 Enabling Adults: Creating the Conditions for Children's Thinking

A second key finding concerned the role of practitioners. Rather than positioning themselves as instructors or directors of learning, practitioners consistently described their role as creating conditions in which children's thinking could flourish. Observation, waiting and carefully judged intervention emerged as defining characteristics of enabling pedagogy.

These findings closely reflect Froebel's conception of the adult as a sensitive guide who carefully observes children's interests before responding appropriately (Bruce, 1997; Tovey, 2016). Rather than transmitting knowledge directly, practitioners sought to understand children's thinking before deciding whether intervention would genuinely enrich learning. This approach was evident throughout the observations, where practitioners consistently positioned themselves alongside children, asked open-ended questions and resisted providing immediate solutions.

The findings also add nuance to established accounts of sustained shared thinking. While Siraj-Blatchford and Sylva (2004) emphasise the value of adult–child co-construction, this study highlights the professional restraint that may precede such interaction. Practitioners did not continually seek to extend children’s thinking; they first judged whether their involvement would add value or displace children’s ideas. This supports more recent emphasis on listening as a temporal and relational process (Jones et al., 2026) and suggests that effective interaction may depend as much upon knowing when not to intervene as upon skilled questioning once interaction begins.

Practitioners repeatedly described waiting as an intentional pedagogical strategy rather than passive supervision, enabling children to retain ownership of their ideas before adults contributed to the learning process. This resonates with Clark's (2023) conception of slow pedagogy, in which slowing adult responses creates greater opportunities for noticing, listening and attending to children's perspectives.

The data further suggest that enabling pedagogy requires considerable professional expertise. Deciding when to intervene, when to wait and how to respond appropriately involved continuous observation, reflection and professional judgement. This reflects Albin-Clark's (2021) account of practitioners as active interpreters who exercise professional judgement through everyday pedagogical decisions. These findings challenge simplistic interpretations of child-led learning that position adults as passive observers. Instead, slow pedagogy appeared to demand highly skilled practitioners capable of making complex pedagogical decisions in response to children's emerging thinking.

Organisational culture also appeared significant within this theme. Practitioners described cultures of professional reflection in which observation, discussion and critical thinking were valued. This reinforces Clark's (2023) argument that slow pedagogy is shaped by the conditions within which practitioners work, while also connecting with McNair and Papaspyropoulou's (2025) attention to the wider cultures and structures influencing the pace of early childhood practice. The findings therefore suggest that enabling pedagogy is supported not only by individual practitioner knowledge but also by organisational cultures that encourage reflective practice, professional autonomy and, importantly, permission to wait, observe and exercise judgement rather than continually demonstrate adult intervention.

[bookmark: _Toc238149485]5.4 The Environment as an Active Pedagogical Partner

The third theme demonstrated that practitioners viewed the environment as an active participant in children's learning rather than merely the physical location in which learning occurred. Carefully organised environments communicated trust, encouraged independence and invited curiosity through authentic, open-ended experiences.

These findings extend Froebelian understandings of environment as integral to learning (Bruce, 2012; Tovey, 2016) and resonate with Green and Clark (2024), who emphasise revisiting and sustained engagement within slow pedagogical environments. Moorhouse (2021) similarly demonstrates how authentic materials can support persistence and problem-solving. However, the present study suggests that the pedagogical value of such resources lay not simply in their material qualities or open-endedness, but in the temporal and relational conditions surrounding them: continued accessibility, freedom to revisit and practitioners' willingness to allow children to determine how and when resources were used.

The importance of outdoor learning emerged particularly strongly. Practitioners consistently described outdoor environments as offering opportunities that could not easily be replicated indoors, including engagement with nature, managed risk-taking and meaningful encounters with living things. These findings align closely with Froebel's emphasis upon children's relationship with the natural world and suggest that nature continues to provide rich contexts for enquiry, imagination and environmental responsibility. The prominence given to outdoor learning also reflects the CFNMS, where effective environments and opportunities to engage with the natural world form important conditions for children's learning (Welsh Government, 2022).

Importantly, the findings suggest that environments communicate values as much as they provide resources. Environments organised around independent access, authentic materials and children's decision-making communicated trust in children's competence. This reflects the emphasis within the CFNMS on effective environments that enable independence, exploration and child-led learning (Welsh Government, 2022), while also resonating with Clark's (2023) understanding of slow pedagogy as dependent upon the conditions within which children's experiences unfold. Consequently, the environment itself became a pedagogical partner that actively supported the enactment of slow pedagogy. The findings therefore extend understandings of environment beyond its physical organisation, suggesting that a slow pedagogical environment is characterised not only by what it contains, but by the temporal and relational conditions that shape how children are able to engage with it.

[bookmark: _Toc238149486]5.5 Children as Active Constructors of Curriculum

Perhaps the most significant finding of this study was the positioning of children as active constructors of curriculum. Across both observations and interviews, practitioners consistently described curriculum as evolving through children's interests, questions and investigations rather than through predetermined adult planning.

This finding aligns strongly with the CFNMS (Welsh Government, 2022), which emphasises children's voice, agency and meaningful participation in learning. Rather than viewing planning as the delivery of predetermined activities, practitioners described planning as an ongoing, responsive process informed by careful observation of children's interests. Children's fascinations with insects, gardening, sustainability and natural materials developed into extended investigations that frequently crossed traditional curriculum boundaries.

This interpretation is consistent with Waters-Davies et al. (2024), whose Welsh research demonstrates that children's participation is mediated through how practitioners interpret and respond to their perspectives, and with Jones et al. (2026), who conceptualise listening as extending beyond verbal communication. The present findings develop these arguments by showing how repeated interests, play, bodily communication and everyday choices were interpreted as forms of voice. In this sense, participation reflected the principles of Article 12 of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (United Nations, 1989), not simply through verbal consultation, but through practitioners’ recognition of children’s multiple ways of communicating what mattered to them.

This study therefore supports the view that agency is not simply about providing children with choices between adult-designed activities. Rather, agency emerged as children's capacity to influence the direction, pace and content of their own learning, resonating with Froebelian principles of self-activity (Tovey, 2016) and Clark's (2023) emphasis on attending to children's interests and perspectives within slow pedagogy. Such findings suggest that curriculum developed relationally through interactions between children, adults and the environment rather than being determined in advance.

Collectively, the findings suggest that children became active constructors of curriculum because the preceding conditions were already in place. Protected time, enabling adults and carefully designed environments together created opportunities for children to exercise genuine agency and develop ownership of their learning. This supports Clark's (2023) conceptualisation of slow pedagogy as an interconnected approach concerned not simply with pace, but with the conditions that enable children’s participation and sustained engagement.

[bookmark: _Toc238149487]5.6 Bringing the Themes Together

Although presented separately, the four themes should not be understood as discrete aspects of practice. Instead, they functioned as interconnected dimensions of slow pedagogy. Protecting children's time created opportunities for sustained engagement; enabling adults responded thoughtfully to children's thinking; carefully designed environments invited curiosity and independence; and together these conditions enabled children to become active constructors of curriculum.

Organisational culture emerged as overarching influence that supported the enactment of these principles. Practitioners consistently described reflective professional cultures in which observation, dialogue and pedagogical autonomy were valued. This supports arguments that the possibilities for unhurried practice are shaped not only by individual practitioners but also by the wider organisational and cultural conditions within which they work (Clark, 2023; McNair & Papaspyropoulou, 2025). These findings suggest that implementing slow pedagogy depends not only upon individual practitioner knowledge but also upon organisational cultures that support professional autonomy, reflection and responsive decision-making.

Building upon Clark’s (2023) conceptualisation of the unhurried child, a significant implication of bringing these themes together is that the concept of the unhurried child cannot be understood through time alone. The study began from a concern with pace, yet the findings suggest that additional time has limited pedagogical value unless accompanied by adults who know when to wait and intervene, environments that permit independent and sustained exploration, and genuine opportunities for children to influence curriculum. This shifts the interpretation of slow pedagogy from a question of pace towards one of pedagogical conditions. The unhurried child can therefore be understood not as a child who is simply given more time, but as one whose time, agency and thinking are actively protected through relationships, environments and organisational practices.

Overall, the findings suggest that slow pedagogy may provide a coherent pedagogical approach through which the aspirations of the Curriculum for Funded Non-Maintained Settings (Welsh Government, 2022) can be supported in practice. Rather than representing a collection of isolated practices, slow pedagogy emerged as an integrated philosophy that values children's time, trusts their capabilities and positions relationships, environments and professional judgement at the centre of meaningful learning.

[bookmark: _Toc238149488]5.7 Implications for Professional Practice

The findings have several implications for early years practice within the Welsh funded non-maintained sector. Most importantly, supporting the unhurried child does not necessarily require additional activities, resources or programmes. Instead, settings may benefit from critically reviewing how existing routines, adult interactions and environments affect children’s opportunities for sustained engagement. This could include questioning unnecessary transitions, enabling children to revisit unfinished experiences, providing continuous access to open-ended resources and creating greater flexibility within everyday routines. Such approaches reflect Clark’s (2023) emphasis on time, continuity and revisiting, while aligning with the child-centred principles of the CFNMS (Welsh Government, 2022). 

The findings also have implications for practitioner development. Slow pedagogy should not be interpreted as adults simply stepping back. Observation, waiting and responsive intervention required considerable professional judgement, reflecting Albin-Clark's (2021) emphasis on practitioners as active interpreters who exercise judgement through everyday pedagogical decisions. Professional learning should therefore provide opportunities for practitioners to reflect upon when intervention genuinely extends children’s thinking and when it may unintentionally interrupt it. Collaborative observation and discussion could support teams in developing shared understandings of listening, agency and sustained engagement.

At an organisational level, the study suggests that practitioners are better able to enact these principles where professional autonomy and reflective dialogue are valued. For leaders, implementation of the CFNMS (Welsh Government, 2022) may therefore involve creating cultures in which practitioners have permission to adapt routines responsively rather than interpreting consistency as rigid adherence to timetables. Such approaches have the potential to strengthen children’s agency, independence and sustained engagement while supporting the child-centred aspirations of the Welsh curriculum.

For children, the potential benefit lies not simply in experiencing a calmer pace, but in having greater continuity in play, stronger ownership of learning and more meaningful opportunities to develop ideas through sustained exploration. In this sense, slow pedagogical practice may enrich both children's learning experiences and their participation within the curriculum.

[bookmark: _Toc238149489]5.8 Chapter Summary

This chapter has demonstrated that slow pedagogy is best understood not simply as a reduction in pace but as an interconnected set of pedagogical conditions through which children's time, thinking and agency are protected. The findings both support and extend Froebelian principles (Tovey, 2016) and contemporary understandings of slow pedagogy (Clark, 2023), by foregrounding professional judgement, organisational culture and the interaction between time, adults and environments. They also suggest practical ways in which the principles of the CFNMS (Welsh Government, 2022), may be enacted within Welsh early years provision. 





[bookmark: _Toc238149490]6 Conclusion
[bookmark: _Toc238149491]6.1 Introduction

This study explored how principles of slow pedagogy can support the implementation of the Curriculum for Funded Non-Maintained Settings in Wales. Drawing on observations within two early years settings and practitioner interview accounts, the research examined how principles associated with the unhurried child were understood and enacted in everyday practice. Reflexive thematic analysis identified four interconnected themes: Protecting Time for Deep Thinking; Enabling Adults: Creating the Conditions for Children’s Thinking; The Environment as an Active Pedagogical Partner; and Children as Active Constructors of Curriculum.

This chapter draws together the principal conclusions of the study, considers its contribution to early years practice in Wales and identifies recommendations for professional practice and future research.

[bookmark: _Toc238149492]6.2 Conclusions and Contribution

The central conclusion of this research is that slow pedagogy is not simply concerned with reducing pace or providing children with longer periods of free play. Rather, it involves intentionally creating pedagogical conditions in which children have sufficient time, autonomy and responsive support to develop their thinking. In this respect, slow pedagogy resonates strongly with Froebelian principles that value childhood in the present, self-activity, relationships and trust in children’s capabilities. The four themes identified through the study were therefore closely interconnected rather than independent features of practice.

Protecting time was fundamental. Across the settings, uninterrupted periods of play enabled children to sustain attention, revisit experiences and develop ideas through repetition, experimentation and reflection. However, the findings demonstrated that such time did not occur automatically. Practitioners actively protected it by questioning unnecessary transitions, adapting routines and considering whether organisational practices genuinely served children’s learning. Slow pedagogy therefore involved not simply having more time, but making deliberate decisions about how time was experienced.

The adult role was equally important. The findings challenged interpretations of child-led practice that position adults as passive observers. Practitioners demonstrated considerable professional judgement in deciding when to wait, when to intervene and how to extend children’s thinking without taking ownership of it. Observation, listening and pedagogical restraint emerged as active professional practices. An adult who waits before intervening is therefore not absent from learning; waiting may represent a deliberate decision grounded in careful observation and trust in children’s capabilities.

The environment formed a further condition for unhurried learning. Accessible, authentic and open-ended resources enabled children to make independent choices, revisit ideas and use materials in different ways over time. Outdoor environments were particularly significant in providing opportunities for enquiry, physical challenge, managed risk and relationships with the natural world. The findings suggest that environments communicate expectations about children as well as providing resources: spaces organised around accessibility and autonomy communicate trust in children as capable learners.

These conditions collectively enabled children to become active constructors of curriculum. Children’s interests, questions, repeated experiences and choices influenced the direction of learning rather than simply being accommodated within predetermined adult plans. Their voice was expressed not only through speech but through play, behaviour, movement and repeated engagement. Agency therefore extended beyond choosing between adult-selected activities to having meaningful influence over what, how and for how long learning occurred.

Taken together, these findings provide a direct response to the research question. They suggest that slow pedagogy may support implementation of the CFNMS (Welsh Government, 2022) by providing a coherent way of enacting its commitment to responsive, experiential and child-centred learning. Building upon Clark's (2023) conceptualisation of the unhurried child, the study shifts attention from pace alone towards the wider pedagogical conditions that make unhurried learning possible. Additional time alone has limited value unless accompanied by responsive adults, enabling environments and genuine opportunities for agency.

The study also reinforces the continuing relevance of Froebelian principles within contemporary early childhood education (Tovey, 2016). Respect for childhood in the present, self-activity, observation, relationships, nature and first-hand experience were evident throughout the practices examined. Viewed through a Froebelian lens, protecting children’s time was therefore not simply an organisational decision but reflected a deeper respect for children’s own purposes, interests and ways of learning. Slow pedagogy does not replicate Froebelian philosophy but provides a contemporary lens through which its temporal and relational principles can be reconsidered within the Welsh curriculum context. 

Although small-scale, the study contributes an empirically grounded account of how slow pedagogical principles may be enacted in Welsh funded non-maintained provision. It suggests that unhurried time is not simply available but is actively created and protected through practitioners' professional judgement, organisational decisions and the conditions established within the environment. Slow pedagogy consequently appears to depend not only upon individual practitioners but upon cultures that enable them to question routines, exercise professional autonomy and prioritise children's sustained engagement.

These conclusions must be considered within the boundaries of the study. The research involved two purposively selected settings and a small group of experienced practitioners with broadly child-centred pedagogical orientations. Observations represented periods of practice, and children themselves were not direct research participants. The findings are therefore not intended to be generalised across Welsh provision, but to offer situated insights that may have relevance for comparable settings.

[bookmark: _Toc238149493]6.3 Recommendations for Practice and Future Research

The findings suggest several practical considerations for early years settings. Practitioners and leaders may benefit from critically examining daily routines and asking whether transitions and organisational practices support or unnecessarily interrupt children’s engagement. Opportunities to revisit unfinished experiences, sustained access to open-ended resources and flexible use of indoor and outdoor environments may help protect continuity in children’s learning.

Professional development should also recognise that slow pedagogy requires expertise rather than reduced adult involvement. Collaborative observation, professional dialogue and reflection could support practitioners to consider when intervention adds value and when waiting may better protect children’s thinking. 

Planning and assessment processes should similarly allow children’s emerging interests, sustained engagement and revisiting to be recognised as meaningful learning rather than prioritising continual novelty or immediately visible outcomes.

For leaders, the findings suggest the importance of organisational cultures that value professional autonomy and reflective decision-making. Practitioners require permission to respond flexibly to children rather than feeling compelled to adhere rigidly to routines or predetermined plans. Reviewing expectations surrounding timetables, documentation and staff deployment may therefore support more responsive implementation of the CFNMS.

Future research should extend this study across a wider and more diverse range of Welsh early years settings, including provision with differing pedagogical orientations, organisational structures and linguistic contexts. Longitudinal research could explore how slow pedagogical practice develops over time and examine possible relationships with children’s sustained engagement, independence and wellbeing.

Children’s perspectives should be a particular priority. Participatory approaches using photography, child-led tours, drawing, mapping or conversations through play could provide insight into how children themselves experience time, agency and environments. Research involving families could similarly explore expectations surrounding school readiness, structured learning and the value of sustained play. 

Further investigation of how slow pedagogy is understood within inspection, quality assurance and professional development would also help identify the wider conditions that enable or constrain unhurried practice.

[bookmark: _Toc238149494]6.4 Final Reflection

This study suggests that slow pedagogy is not characterised by doing less, but by doing differently. It asks practitioners to notice more carefully, listen more attentively and protect the conditions children need to develop ideas in ways that are meaningful to them. Slowing down does not imply lowering expectations for learning; rather, it creates opportunities for learning to become deeper, more sustained and more genuinely owned by the child.

A central conclusion is that no single element is sufficient. Time matters, but only when adults know when to wait and respond. Environments matter, but only when children have genuine freedom to use and influence them. Agency matters but depends upon relationships and organisational practices that communicate trust in children’s capabilities.

Within the context of the CFNMS, the unhurried child can therefore be understood as a child whose time, thinking and agency are intentionally protected. This understanding reflects a distinctly Froebelian view of the child as capable, active and deserving of respect in the present, while offering a contemporary way of considering how these principles might be enacted within Welsh early years practice. By trusting children’s capabilities, listening to the many ways in which they communicate and creating environments rich in possibility, practitioners can support children not simply to experience a curriculum, but to participate actively in constructing it.
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	1
	Research aims and objectives

	Research Aim:
This research aims to explore how the principles of slow pedagogy, drawing on the philosophy of Froebel and how the work of Clark (2023), can support the implementation of the Curriculum for Funded Non-Maintained settings (CFNMS) in Wales (Welsh Government, 2024). It seeks to examine what the concept of the ‘unhurried child’ looks like in practice and how practitioners enact these values in their everyday work. 

Research Objectives:
1. To critically examine the philosophical foundations of slow pedagogy through the work of Friedrich Froebel and Clark (2023).
2. To investigate how slow pedagogical approaches are understood and implemented by practitioners in funded non-maintained early years settings.
3. To observe how the ‘unhurried’ child is supported in everyday practice and how this aligns with the three enablers of the CFNMS: Enabling Adults, Engaging Experiences and Effective Environments. 
4. To consider the challenges and opportunities practitioners face when enacting slow pedagogical principles within the policy and funding context in Wales.

	2
	Vision

	This research addresses a timely and important issue within early childhood education: the tension between policy driven expectations of school readiness and pedagogical approaches that value children’s well-being, agency and developmental pace. Focusing on the philosophy of Froebel (Clements, 2023; 2024) and the work of Clark (2023) on slow pedagogy, the study explores how these principles support the implementation of the CFNMS in Wales.

By examining how slow, relational and reflective practices are enacted in settings, the research aims to generate new knowledge around what unhurried, child-centred pedagogy looks like in practice. It will provide insights into how practitioners navigate external expectations while maintaining pedagogical integrity, with particular attention to play, observation and relationships.

The study is well-timed, responding to current shifts in Welsh curriculum policy and growing interest in alternative approaches to early learning (Clements, 2023; 2024). Its findings have the potential to impact practitioner development, influence policy debates and contribute to more ethical, sustainable early years practices that prioritise children’s rights. Findings will be shared with participating settings and aim to influence future training, curriculum development and the wider discussions on unhurried, child-led learning in Wales.

	3
	Approach

	This study will adopt a qualitative, interpretivist methodology, underpinned by Froebelian and participatory principles (Clark, 2023). Empirical research will take place in two to three early years settings in Wales to explore how slow pedagogy and the concept of the unhurried child are understood and implemented in relation to the CFNMS.
. 
The data will be collected using two methods:-
1. Observations of adult practitioners supporting children of 3-4 yrs old in each setting. The Slow Pedagogy Observation Framework developed by Clark (2023), which focuses on pedagogical practice related to time, space, adult responsiveness, and the quality of interactions, will be the methodological tool used during observations.  The observation data will be collected through observation field notes scribed by the researcher. 
2. Semi-structured interviews with the adult practitioners.  Semi-structured interviews with practitioners will use a methodology based on the Falkirk project (Green and Clark, 2024) to explore slow, relational pedagogies in practice.  This data will be recorded through digital audio recordings and researcher notes. 

The data collected in 1 and 2 (above) will be analysed using a thematic analysis (Braun and Clark, 2006), to identify patterns across the data. 

Risks such as gaining access to settings and practitioners will be mitigated through early engagement and clear communication with participants to ensure voluntary informed consent (BERA, 2024) is achieved. (See documents A-E provided during email submission). 
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	Location of research activity
Identify all locations where research activity will take place.

	The research activity will take place across three early years settings in Wales. Two locations are confirmed.

1. Ely and Caerau Integrated Children’s Centre (Cardiff)
2. Golden Manor Nursery (Pembrokeshire)

A third setting is in process of being confirmed. 

All settings taking part in this study are funded non-maintained settings delivering the CFNMS to children aged 3-4 years. These settings have been selected based on their interest in or alignment with Froebelian principles and their willingness to participate in observational research and practitioners’ interviews.
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	☒
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	3
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	4
	Use of participant diaries? 
	☐
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	5
	Use of video or audio recording?
	☒
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	6
	Use of computer-generated log files?
	☐
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	7
	Participant observation with their knowledge?
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	8
	Participant observation without their knowledge?
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	Access to personal or confidential information without the participants’ specific consent?
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	Administration of any questions, test stimuli, presentation that may be experienced as physically, mentally or emotionally harmful / offensive?
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	11
	Performance of any acts which may cause embarrassment or affect self-esteem?
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	Investigation of participants involved in illegal activities?
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	Use of procedures that involve deception?
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	14
	Administration of any substance, agent or placebo?
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	15
	Working with live vertebrate animals?
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	Other primary data collection methods. Please indicate the type of data collection method(s) below.
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	Details of any other primary data collection method:
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SECTION G: Research Participants 

	Research participants include people who will be taking part in your research as providers of research data (e.g. being interviewed, answering questionnaires, or doing user testing of hardware or software). This includes animal participants.

	1
	Does your research involve human or non-human participants?
	YES
	Continue this section
	NO
	Click to continue to section N




	Participant numbers and source
How will you ensure an appropriately convened sample group in order to meet the aims of the research? Give details for subgroups separately, if appropriate. How will any potential pitfalls, for example dual roles or potential for coercion, be addressed?

	1
	How many participants will be recruited and how was the number decided upon?
	Between 6 – 9 participants will be recruited across 2-3 settings. Ideally 2 to 3 practitioners per setting. This number has been chosen to allow for rich, in-depth data collection through semi-structured interviews and to ensure that analysis remains manageable within the timeframe. 

	2
	Who will the participants be?
	Participants will be adult practitioners working with children aged 3–4 years in funded non-maintained settings in Wales. Observations will take place in environments where children are present, though children will not be the direct subjects of the study. Their actions may be indirectly referenced in field notes to support understanding of adult practice, but no identifying information about any child will be recorded.
Ethical procedures will be followed consistently across all settings.
Consent will be obtained from the setting management, participating practitioners, and parents of children who may be present during observations. Children’s assent will also be respected and if a child shows discomfort or asks not to be observed, the researcher will immediately disengage.

	3
	How will you identify the participants?
	Participants will be identified through initial contact with the setting manager who will then share the information sheet with their team. Practitioners who express interest in taking part in the study will be invited to contact the researcher directly to ensure voluntary participation. Setting managers are the initial gatekeepers in terms of deciding if the setting will or will not take part in research. 

	4
	Will you be excluding any groups of people, and if so what is the rationale for that?
	To ensure the data collected is directly relevant to the aim of the study it will only involve practitioners working directly with children aged 3-4 years in funded non-maintained settings. Practitioners working in other types of settings or with different age groups will not be invited to participate. 

	5
	Will the research involve any element of deception?  If yes, please describe why this is necessary and whether participants will be informed at the end of the study
	The research does not involve any elements of deception. Participants will be fully informed about the purpose, process and nature of the research at all stages of the study.

	6
	Describe whether participants will be able to withdraw from the study, and up to what point (eg if data is to be anonymised). If withdrawal is not possible, after a certain point, explain why not. 
	Participants will be able to withdraw from the study at any point up to two weeks after the interview has taken place. This timeframe allows for data to be excluded prior to transcription and analysis. After this point, it may not be possible to remove individual data once anonymised and integrated into the data set.

	7
	How long will the participant have to decide whether to take part in the research?
	Participants will be given a minimum of two weeks to consider the information sheet and to ask any questions before deciding whether to take part in the study.

	8
	What arrangements have been made for participants who might have difficulties understanding verbal explanations or written information, or who have particular communication needs that should be taken into account to facilitate their involvement in the research?
	The information sheet for participants will be written in plain, accessible language and in Welsh and English. The researcher will also be available to explain the research verbally and answer questions. If needed, information can be provided in an alternative format (e.g. large print) to ensure understanding.

Reasonable adjustments will be made to support communication.



SECTION H: Research with Vulnerable People 
	1
	Are your participants classed as vulnerable people?
	YES
	Click to continue to appendix 4
	NO
	Continue to the next section

	2
	Have you completed appendix 4? 
	YES
	☒
	NO
	
☐



[bookmark: SEC_I]SECTION I: Research Involving Animals 
	1
	Are your participants non-human animals?
	YES
	Click to continue to appendix 5
	NO
	Continue to the next section

	2
	Have you completed appendix 5? 
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒


[bookmark: SEC_K]SECTION J: Research with the Prison Service or the Probation Service
	1
	Are your participants staff or offenders within the Prison Service or the Probation service?
	YES
	Click to continue to appendix 6
	NO
	Continue to the next section

	2
	Have you completed appendix 6? 
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒


[bookmark: SEC_J]SECTION K: Health and Social Care Research
	1
	Are your participants selected due to their health or social care needs?
	YES
	Click to continue to appendix 7
	NO
	Continue to the next section

	2
	Have you completed appendix 7? 
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒


[bookmark: SEC_L]SECTION L: Types of Personal Data
	Personal Data
Does the research activity involve personal data (as defined by the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 and the Data Protection Act 2018)?
	YES
	NO
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	Personal data means any information relating to an identified or identifiable natural person (‘data subject’). An identifiable natural person is one who can be identified, directly or indirectly, in particular by reference to an identifier such as a name, an identification number, location data, an online identifier or to one or more factors specific to the physical, physiological, genetic, mental, economic, cultural or social identity of that natural person. Any video or audio recordings of participants and transcription of such are considered to be personal data.
	☒	☐

	
	If you ticked YES, provide a description of the data and explain why this data needs to be collected:
	
	

	This research will involve collecting personal data in the form of audio recordings of semi-structured interviews with adult early years practitioners. These recordings are necessary to, be able to transcribe and analyse participants views as accurately as possible and thus capturing participants’ perspectives in detail to support the research aims.

Field notes will be taken during observations of practice in early years settings. While these notes will not contain video or audio content, they may include contextual or descriptive references that relate to identifiable individuals (e.g. job roles, routines).

All audio recordings will be securely stored and deleted following transcription and data analysis. Transcriptions and field notes will be anonymised to remove any identifying information. Participants will be fully informed of these procedures prior to providing consent.



	Special Category Data 
Does the research involve the processing of special category data (as defined by the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 and the Data Protection Act 2018)?
	YES
	NO

	[bookmark: _Hlk153206093]2
	Racial or ethnic origin
	☐
	☒

	3
	Political opinions
	☐
	☒

	4
	Religious or philosophical beliefs
	☐
	☒

	5
	Genetic, biometric or health data
	☐
	☒

	6
	Sex life or sexual orientation
	☐
	☒

	7
	Trade union membership
	☐
	☒

	If you ticked YES to any of questions L2-L7, provide a description of the data and explain why this special category data needs to be collected to support the research and that it is in the public interest to do so:

	8
	
(this box should expand as you type)

	9
	Please describe how the research has been designed to gather the minimum amount of personal data necessary for the specified research purpose:

	Participants will be identified only by role e.g. Early Years Practitioner 1 in all written materials to ensure anonymity. Names of individuals and settings will not appear in any transcripts or in the final submission.

Audio recording of interviews will be used solely for transcription and will be stored securely and deleted once transcription is complete within two weeks of the interview. Only data relevant to participants’ professional experiences, reflections on practice and perceptions of slow pedagogy will be gathered. The observation notes will focus on pedagogical practice and environment, not on identifiable features of practitioners, children or the setting. 

All data will be anonymised and handled in accordance with UWTSD Research Data Management Policy.


	10
	Demonstrate that the processing is not likely to cause substantial damage or distress to individuals and that their interests will be safeguarded:

	This research is not expected to cause any substantial damage or distress to participants. The study focuses on professional practice in early years education only and not on personal or sensitive topics. Participants will be fully informed about the purpose, methods and scope for the research before providing consent and participation will be voluntary.

To safeguard the interests of participants all data will be anonymised during transcription. Interview recordings and observation notes will be stored securely and accessed only by the researcher (and supervisor if required). Participants will be reminded that they may withdraw at any point prior to anonymisation of the data, without consequence.

Care will be taken to alleviate any power imbalances between researcher and participants. Recruitment will be conducted in a transparent respectful manner ensuring that consent is given freely and without coercion. The design of the study adheres to ethical guidelines and data protection principles to ensure the privacy, dignity and well-being of participants are protected throughout.

	11
	Demonstrate that the data will not be used to take any action or make decisions in relation to the individuals concerned:

	The data collected will only be used for the purpose of this research study to explore how Froebelian and slow pedagogy principles support the implementation of the CFNMS in Wales. The study is designed to gain insight into general practice and pedagogy and not to evaluate or assess individual participants or settings.

No individual practitioners or setting will be identified in the reporting of findings. Data will be anonymised and any examples or quotations used in the final dissertation will be carefully edited to prevent identification. The research will not be used to make any decisions about the performance, capabilities or employment of the individuals involved. Participant in the study will not have any personal or professional consequences for those taking part and their data will not be used to inform management decisions, Estyn reviews or any other form of formal evaluation.

	12
	Data should be anonymised wherever possible, either at point of capture or once collated. If the data cannot be anonymised, and if pseudonymisation is not possible, demonstrate why the that is possible.  If special category data cannot be anonymised, explicit consent to share that data must normally be obtained.

	


	13
	If special category data cannot be anonymised, will you obtain explicit consent to share that data?
	YES
	NO
	N/A

	
	
	☐
	☐
	☒



SECTION M: Participant Information and Consent 

	Information for participants
It is normally expected that those participating in research should do so having given their informed consent. If this is not appropriate or practical, explicit justification must be provided, in line with prevailing disciplinary conventions.  Please note however, that informed consent to participate in the research is separate from consent to process (e.g. collect, analyse, store, reuse or share) personal data, as the University’s lawful basis for processing personal data in research activities is part of its ‘public task’. 
	YES
	NO
	N/A
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	Will you obtain written consent for participation?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	2
	Will you describe the main research procedures to participants in advance, so that they are informed about what to expect?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	3
	Will you tell participants that their participation is voluntary?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	4
	Will you explain to participants that refusal to participate in the research will not affect their treatment or education (if relevant)?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	5
	If the research is observational, will you ask participants for their consent to being observed?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	6
	Will you tell participants that they may withdraw from the research at any time and for any reason?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	7
	Will participants be made aware of how you will treat any information that may reasonably by considered as confidential? 
	☒
	☐
	☐

	8
	If your research requires your participants to sign up for a service provided by an external company or organisation will you inform them that their data may be stored and processed outside UWTSD?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	9
	Will you give participants the UWTSD Privacy Notice for Research?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	If you have answered NO to any of questions M1-M8, please provide justification detailing why this is necessary for the research.  

	10
	


	Informed consent: Describe the arrangements to inform potential participants, before providing consent, of what is involved in participating. Describe the arrangements for participants to provide full consent before the research begins. If gaining consent in this way is inappropriate, explain how consent will be obtained and recorded. 

	11
	All potential participants will be provided with a detailed Participant Information Sheet (see documents A and B) which will outline the purpose of the research, what participation involves, how data will be stored and used, their rights including the right to withdraw and any potential risks or benefits to taking part. This information will be shared at least 2 weeks in advance of the research activities to allow time for consideration and any questions or concerns to be raised with researcher.

Informed consent will be obtained in writing using a consent form which will be signed and dated by each participant prior to the start of any data collection (see document C). Participants will be reminded that their participant is voluntary and that they can withdraw from the study at any point without any consequence. They will also be informed of the point up to which data can be withdrawn.

For semi-structured interviews, additional verbal consent will be sought prior to audio recording. All consent forms and information sheets will be written in clear, accessible language and any participants with additional communication needs will be supported to ensure that they understand what is involved with participating in the study.

Written consent will be sought from parents/carers of all children who may be present during observations (see document D). Information sheets will clearly explain that children are not being studied directly and that no identifiable data will be recorded. The researcher will also respect children’s assent (see document E) and body language; if a child appears distressed or uncomfortable, they will not be included in observational notes. 

	Confidentiality: Confidential information refers to information that can be related to an identifiable individual, whether living or deceased, which is not in the public domain and which is given with the expectation that it will be kept confidential.  Under Common Law when an individual entrusts a researcher or research team with confidential information, the team must handle this in line with ‘reasonable expectations’. In other words, confidential information should only normally be shared when there would be ‘no surprises’ for the individuals concerned. Where participants would not expect the researcher to be sharing their confidential information with others, researchers can manage their expectations by informing them of their intentions (e.g. in the participant information sheet or during discussions about participation) and asking them if they are happy with these plans. They should understand what is being proposed and what this might mean for them, before they decide whether the researcher can share their confidential information with others.  

	Please detail how you will treat confidential information:

	12
	All data collected during the research will be treated with strict confidence and stored securely in accordance with data protection legislation and university guidelines. Participants will be fully informed about how their information will be handled via the Participation Information Sheet. Consent will be obtained before data collection begins.

Identifiable information will be anonymised in all transcripts, observation notes and final dissertation. Confidential information will be stored on a password protected device or encrypted storage system and will only be accessible to the researcher.

Participants will be clearly informed that information will only be passed to others outside the study if there is a safeguarding concern in which case appropriate procedures will be followed.

The handling of confidential information will follow the principle of ‘no surprises’ this means that participants will be fully aware of how their data will be used and any potential sharing of information will be discussed in advance with their informed agreement.

	Copies of any written consent form, written information and all other explanatory material should accompany this application. If you have included these then please list the documents included here.

	13
	Participant Information Sheet
Consent form

	14
	Consent form attached?
	YES
☒
	NO
☐
	N/A
☐



SECTION N: Research with Potential Military Application
	1
	Does your research have any potential military application?
	YES
	Click to continue to appendix 8
	NO
	Continue to the next section

	2
	Have you completed appendix 8? 
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒



[bookmark: SEC_O]SECTION O: Use of Artificial Intelligence Tools
	Use of generative AI and other AI-based tools
There are a number of ethical issues relating to the use of generative AI and other AI-based tools, including data security, output bias, and output errors. In general you should assume that any generative AI or other AI-based tool that you pay to use is more secure and accurate than one which is free to use.

Will the research use AI tools to do any of the following:
	YES
	NO
	N/A

	1
	Capture data?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	2
	Generate and/or edit text?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	3
	Generate graphics?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	4
	Generate video?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	5
	Generate sound/music?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	6
	Generate code?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	7
	Generate synthetic data?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	8
	Analyse data?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	9
	Analyse personal or sensitive data?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	10
	Classify data?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	11
	Do you intend to use the free version of any AI tools?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	If you have answered YES to any of questions O1-O11, please provide justification detailing why this is necessary for the research.  

	12
	
(this box should expand as you type)



Section P: Research Data Management Plan

	1
	Data Summary

	This research will generate qualitative data through two primary methods: observations and semi-structured interviews. Observation data will be recorded as anonymised field notes, focusing on adult-child interactions, rhythms of the day and pedagogical practices that reflect Froebelian and slow pedagogy principles. Interview data will be audio-recorded, transcribed verbatim and anonymised. The digital recorder audio recordings will be transcribed onto password protected laptop using the UWTSD Microsoft verified software and saved on UWTSD One drive.   The recordings will be deleted once they have been transcribed - no longer than two weeks after the interview. The digital recorder will be stored in a secure location (locked) only accessible to researcher.



	2
	Responsibilities

	The primary researcher will be solely responsible for all aspects of data management throughout the project including the collection, storage, anonymisation, analysis and eventual disposal of the data. As this is an individual master’s dissertation project with no external research team or institutional partners involved, there are no shared responsibilities or partner institutions to consider. The researcher will ensure that all data is handled in line with university ethics policies and data protection regulations, including the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR).


	3
	Assessment of existing data

	This research project will not rely on pre-existing datasets. All data will be generated through primary research methods.


	4
	Management and curation of data

	All data collected during the study will be prepared and organised using a secure and clearly structured digital folder system. Each file will be anonymised using participant codes rather than names and a separate, encrypted key will link codes to participant identities. This key will be stored securely and separately from the research data. 
Audio recordings from interviews will be transcribed verbatim and checked for accuracy before analysis. Observational notes will be written up promptly after each visit, with contextual details and reflections clearly documented.

	5
	Quality assurance of data

	During data collection, all interviews will be audio recorded (with consent) to ensure accuracy and completeness. 
Observational data will be recorded in detailed field notes during or immediately after each session, minimising the risk of memory bias or omission.
Transcription of interviews will be conducted carefully, with each transcript checked against the audio recording for accuracy.
Digital storage systems will follow a consistent naming and coding convention for data to reduce risk of having incorrectly labelled data or confusion of different pieces of stored data.

	6
	Short-term data storage

	During the research project, all data will be stored securely in encrypted digital formats. Audio recordings, transcriptions, observational notes, and researcher reflections will be stored on a password-protected computer. The digital recorder audio recordings will be transcribed onto password protected laptop using the UWTSD Microsoft verified software and saved on UWTSD One drive.   The recordings will be deleted once they have been transcribed - no longer than two weeks after the interview. The digital recorder will be stored in a secure location (locked cabinet) only accessible to researcher.

Access to all data will be restricted to the primary researcher and, where appropriate, the dissertation supervisor. Files will be clearly labelled, anonymised, and stored in organised folders to facilitate tracking and retrieval. Any physical documents (e.g. consent forms) will be stored in a locked cabinet accessible only to the researcher.
Regular backups will be made to prevent data loss, with version control used to track updates. All data storage and access procedures will comply with the university’s data protection policies and GDPR guidelines to ensure confidentiality and integrity throughout the duration of the research.

	7
	Long-term data storage and preservation 

	Only anonymised data of long-term value, such as interview transcripts, observational summaries, and thematic analysis, will be retained for possible future research, reference, or audit. This data will be securely stored in the UWTSD institutional data repository, in accordance with university policy and GDPR requirements.
Any data selected for long-term storage will be fully anonymised, clearly labelled, and accompanied by sufficient documentation (metadata, context notes, coding frameworks) to ensure future interpretability and reuse. At this time, there are no plans to share the data via an external repository such as the UK Data Service; however, data will be retained in a secure institutional archive should future sharing be appropriate and consented to.
In line with UWTSD policy, the data will be stored for a period of five years following the completion of the project (until 2031). This timeframe allows for quality assurance, possible follow-up research, and verification if needed, while safeguarding participants’ confidentiality and upholding ethical research standards.


	8
	Documentation and metadata

	Each dataset will be accompanied by clear and detailed documentation to ensure that the data can be understood and, if appropriate, reused in the future. This documentation will include anonymised participant identifiers, the context of each observation or interview (e.g. setting, date, and general themes), and a description of the data collection process, tools used (e.g. interview schedules based on the Falkirk project), and any relevant ethical considerations.
During the research, reflective field notes will be kept alongside observational data to provide contextual information. Interview recordings will be transcribed and coded with consistent naming conventions. A coding framework and thematic categories will be created and stored securely with the transcripts. Basic metadata (e.g. date of collection, method, file format, and anonymisation status) will be recorded systematically for each file.
This level of documentation will help ensure transparency, support quality analysis, and make the data meaningful to supervisors, examiners, or any authorised secondary users within institutional boundaries.


	9
	Data sharing

	The primary data collected during this research will be retained for academic purposes but not made publicly available due to the small sample size and the risk of participant identification, even after anonymisation. Therefore, there are no current plans to release the data openly, and access will be restricted to the researcher, supervisor, and internal examiners as required for the purpose of assessment.
Should elements of the research be considered valuable for wider dissemination (e.g. excerpts of anonymised data for use in academic articles, conference presentations, or practitioner guidance), consent will be sought from participants in advance. In these cases, strict ethical safeguards will be applied to ensure confidentiality is protected.
A summary of the findings and implications of the research will be shared with the participating settings and practitioners to support professional reflection and development. It may also be shared with local networks interested in Froebelian and slow pedagogies, such as Froebel Network Wales.
There are no plans to update the dataset, and the data will not be made available on a paid basis. If sharing occurs in the future, it will be open access and for educational use only, with appropriate permissions.


	10
	Copyright and intellectual property ownership

	The copyright and intellectual property rights (IPR) of the data generated through this research will be held by the researcher as the author of the dissertation, in accordance with the University of Wales Trinity Saint David’s regulations.
While participants contribute to the creation of qualitative data through their responses and engagement in observations, they will not hold copyright over the research outputs. However, all contributions will be handled with full ethical integrity and in accordance with informed consent procedures.
The final dissertation may be stored in the university’s institutional repository and any future publications arising from the research will appropriately acknowledge participant contributions, while safeguarding anonymity and confidentiality.


	11
	Resources

	The resources required to deliver this research plan are minimal and include a digital audio recorder for capturing interviews, a password-protected laptop for storing and analysing data. The researcher will also require access to standard word processing and data analysis tools (e.g., Microsoft Word and Excel), all of which are already available through the university.
Short-term digital data storage will be managed using the university’s secure OneDrive system, which does not incur additional cost. Long-term data storage needs are limited to the preservation of anonymised transcripts and observation summaries. These will be archived using the university’s data repository, which offers secure, backed-up storage facilities.
There is no additional storage costs anticipated beyond what is already provided through institutional access. As such, no external funding is required, and all resource needs will be met within existing infrastructure available to postgraduate researchers at UWTSD. 






SECTION Q: Risk Assessment 

	
Outline any anticipated risks that may adversely affect any of the participants, the researchers and/or the University, and the steps that will be taken to address them. 

If you have completed a full risk assessment (for example as required by a laboratory, or external research collaborator) you may append that to this form.  

	1
	Full risk assessment completed and appended? 
	YES
	NO

	[bookmark: _Hlk152919011]
	
	☐
	☒

	Risks to participants, researchers, and the University 

	2
	Social risks: disclosures that could affect participants standing in the community, in their family and their job.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☒
	☐

	Risk: There is a potential risk that participants may share views, experiences, or information during interviews that, if disclosed outside the research context, could negatively affect their professional standing, relationships with colleagues, or reputation within their community or setting.


	How will you address any risks? All participants will be fully informed about the voluntary nature of the study and the strict confidentiality measures in place. Identifying details will be removed from transcripts, and pseudonyms will be used in all data handling and reporting. Data will be stored securely and accessible only to the researcher and supervisor. The digital recorder audio recordings will be transcribed onto password protected laptop using the UWTSD Microsoft verified software and saved on UWTSD One drive.   The recordings will be deleted once they have been transcribed - no longer than two weeks after the interview. The digital recorder will be stored in a secure location (locked cabinet) only accessible to researcher.
Participants will be reminded not to name individuals during interviews and will be given the opportunity to review their contributions before analysis. The Participant Information Sheet (documents A and B) will clearly explain these safeguards and the limited conditions under which confidentiality might be broken (e.g., if a safeguarding concern arises). 

	3
	Legal risks: activities that could result in the participant, researchers and / or University committing an offence; activities that might lead to a participant disclosing criminal activity to a researcher which would necessitate reporting to enforcement authorities; activities that could result in a civil claim for compensation
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☒
	☐

	Risk: There is a potential risk that during interviews or observations, a participant may disclose information relating to criminal activity or safeguarding concerns. This could place a legal obligation on the researcher to report the information to relevant authorities, such as social services or the police. There is also a minor risk of unintentionally breaching data protection regulations if personal data is mishandled.
	How will you address any risks? Participants will be informed in advance that confidentiality will be maintained unless a disclosure is made that raises safeguarding or legal concerns. In such cases, the researcher is legally and ethically obligated to report the matter to relevant authorities, and this will be communicated clearly. The research will comply fully with the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) and University policies on data security. No unlawful activity will be encouraged or facilitated, and interview questions will be designed to avoid prompting disclosure of criminal acts. Any unexpected disclosures will be managed in consultation with the academic supervisor and the University’s Ethics Committee.



	4
	Economic harm: financial harm to participant, researcher and / or University through disclosure or other event.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☒
	☐

	Risk: There is a low risk that participation in the research could lead to perceived reputational damage for individuals or settings, which could potentially affect funding or professional relationships if data were misused or misrepresented. There is also a minimal risk of financial cost to the researcher if data security protocols are breached, leading to potential penalties or liabilities.


	How will you address any risks? All data will be anonymised and pseudonymised to ensure individuals and settings cannot be identified in any outputs. Care will be taken in all reporting to present findings in a respectful, balanced, and non-judgemental manner. The researcher will not disclose the names of settings, staff, or children involved, and no sensitive financial information will be collected. Data will be stored securely, encrypted, and accessed only by the researcher and supervisor. These measures will safeguard all parties and prevent any potential economic harm resulting from the research.


	5
	Reputational risk: damage to public perception of University or the University / researchers’ reputation in the eyes of funders, the research community and / or the general public.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☒
	☐

	Risk: There is a potential risk that the university’s reputation could be impacted if the research is perceived to misrepresent early years practice, criticise policy without sufficient balance, or breach ethical standards in the handling of participant data or consent. Additionally, if findings are disseminated publicly without adequate contextualisation, it could lead to misunderstandings about the university’s ethical rigor or research integrity.

	How will you address any risks? All research will be conducted in strict accordance with the university’s ethical guidelines and will undergo full ethical approval before commencing. The researcher will be transparent in aims, processes, and limitations, and will adopt a respectful and constructive tone in all reporting and dissemination. Participants will be fully informed and provide consent, and findings will be shared responsibly and anonymised. The supervisory team will review drafts to ensure accuracy and alignment with university standards, protecting the reputation of both the university and its research community.


	6
	Safeguarding risks:  Risk to young people, vulnerable adults and / or researcher from improper behaviour, abuse or exploitation. Risk to researcher of being in a comprising situation, in which there might be accusations of improper behaviour.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☒
	☐

	Risk: There is a potential safeguarding risk due to the nature of the research being carried out in early years settings, where the researcher will be near young children. There is also a minimal risk of the researcher being in a compromising situation that could lead to allegations of inappropriate behaviour, or of witnessing behaviour that raises a safeguarding concern.
The presence of a researcher in a setting could potentially influence children’s behaviour or cause unease.

	How will you address any risks? The researcher holds a current enhanced DBS check and will follow all safeguarding policies of the participating settings. The researcher will not be left alone with children and will avoid one-to-one situations without another adult present. Any safeguarding concerns will be reported immediately to the designated safeguarding lead (DSL) at the setting and documented in line with the nursery’s procedures. Clear boundaries will be maintained, and the researcher's role will be explained to both staff and children in an age-appropriate way to avoid misunderstandings.
The researcher will take time to build familiarity within the setting prior to formal observation. This will help to mitigate any potential influence on the behaviour of the children. Children will not be videoed, or audio recorded and observations will focus on adult practice, not individual children. Any child demonstrating discomfort or distress will not be included in the observation and their wellbeing will always take priority.  


	7
	Sensitive, embarrassing or upsetting topics. If research activity may include sensitive, embarrassing or upsetting topics or issues likely to disclose information requiring further action (e.g. criminal activity), give details of the procedures to deal with these issues, including any support/advice (e.g. helpline numbers) to be offered to participants. Note that where applicable, consent procedures should make it clear that if something potentially or actually illegal is discovered in the course of a project, it may need to be disclosed to the proper authorities.  
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☒
	☐

	
This research does not directly involve sensitive or upsetting topics; however, there is a possibility that during interviews, participants may disclose challenges, frustrations, or emotional experiences related to their role, workload, or systemic pressures such as inspection frameworks or funding constraints. 
All participants will be informed during the consent process that they are not obliged to answer any questions they find uncomfortable and may withdraw from the study at any point without consequence. If any disclosures arise that suggest harm to a child or illegal activity, the researcher will follow safeguarding procedures and report these to the appropriate authorities, as outlined in the participant information sheet.
The researcher will remain sensitive and supportive, ensuring a safe and respectful interview environment, and will pause or stop interviews if a participant becomes visibly upset.


	
	Health and safety risks

	8
	Location hazards: for example: fire; visiting or working in participant’s homes; working in remote locations and in high crime areas; overseas travel; hot, cold or extreme weather conditions; working on or by water. Also hazardous work locations, such as construction sites, confined spaces, roofs or laboratories. For overseas travel, researchers will need to check country / city specific information, travel health requirements and consider emergency arrangements as part of their research planning. In all cases the University’s International Travel Policy must be followed.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☒
	☐

	Risk: The research will take place in early years settings which are generally low-risk environments. However, potential hazards could include fire safety risks, unfamiliar emergency procedures, or navigating busy or unfamiliar areas during travel between locations.

	How will you address any risks? Risk will be mitigated by ensuring that the researcher complies with all health and safety procedures of each setting visited. The researcher will sign in on arrival, follow site-specific protocols including fire evacuation procedures, and maintain communication with supervisors. Travel arrangements will be planned, with appropriate consideration given to transport, weather conditions, and personal safety. Lone working procedures will be followed where applicable, and a mobile phone will be carried at all times for use only in emergencies.

	9
	Activity hazards: for example: potentially mentally harmful activities; distressing and stressful work and content; driving; tripping, or slipping; falling from height; physically demanding work; lifting, carrying, pushing and pulling loads; night time and weekend working.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☒
	☐

	Risk: There is minimal physical risk involved in this research. However, there may be potential emotional strain due to the reflective nature of interviews or observations, and mental fatigue from prolonged data collection, transcription, or analysis. 

	How will you address any risks? The researcher will manage emotional wellbeing by scheduling regular breaks and reflecting with academic supervisors when needed. Where interviews or observations become emotionally difficult for participants, they will have the right to pause or withdraw at any time. All sessions will be scheduled during normal working hours to avoid fatigue from extended or antisocial hours.



	10
	Machinery and equipment: for example: ergonomic hazards, including computer workstations and equipment; contact with electricity; contact with moving, rotating, ejecting or cutting parts in machinery and instruments; accidental release of energy from machines and instruments.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☒
	☐

	Risk: The only equipment used will be standard digital devices such as a laptop, audio recorder. Risks are minimal but could include ergonomic strain from prolonged laptop use or trip hazards from charging cables.

	How will you address any risks? Ergonomic safety will be maintained by using equipment on appropriate work surfaces and taking regular breaks during data entry and analysis. All electronic devices will be checked for safety before use, and cables will be secured to prevent trip hazards. No high-risk machinery will be used during the research.


	11
	Chemicals and other hazardous substances: the use, production, storage, waste, transportation and accidental release of chemicals and hazardous substances; flammable, dangerous and explosive substances; asphyxiating gases; allergens; biological agents, blood and blood products. 
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☒

	Risk:


(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks?




	12
	Physical agents: for example: excessive noise exposure, hand-arm vibration and whole body vibration; ionising radiation; lasers; artificial optical radiation and electromagnetic fields
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☒

	Risk:


(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks?



	13
	Environmental risks: for example: accidental spillage of pollutants, damage to local ecosystems
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☒

	Risk:


(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks?






SECTION R: Disclosure and Barring Service

	Disclosure and Barring Service

	1
	If the research activity involves children or vulnerable adults, a Disclosure and Barring Service (DBS) certificate must be obtained before any contact with such participants.
	YES

	NO

	N/A


	
	Does your research require you to hold a current DBS Certificate?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	2
	If YES, please give the certificate number. If the certificate number is not available please write “Pending”; in this case any ethical approval will be subject to providing the appropriate certificate number.
	001923045300 





[bookmark: SEX_S]SECTION S: Declaration
	The information which I have provided is correct and complete to the best of my knowledge. I have attempted to identify any risks and issues related to the research activity and acknowledge my obligations and the rights of the participants.

In submitting this application I hereby confirm that I undertake to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Policy which is published on the website: https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/research/research-ethics/ 


	1
	Name of applicant
	Diane Evans

	2
	Electronic or written signature of applicant:
	Diane Evans

	3
	Date
	January 17th 2026

	4
	Name of Director of Studies
	Glenda Tinney

	5
	Electronic or written signature of Director of Studies:
	

	6
	Date
	February 17th 2026



Checklist: Please complete the checklist below to ensure that you have completed the form according to the guidelines and attached any required documentation:
	1
	☒
	I have read the guidance notes supplied before completing the form.

	2
	☒
	I have completed all relevant sections of the form in full.

	3
	☒
	I have attached a copy of the Participant Information Sheet (PIS) or Consent Form

	4
	☐
	I have attached a completed copy of the Trusted Research and Innovation Checklist (where applicable)

	5
	☐
	I have attached a full risk assessment (where appropriate) 

	6
	☒
	I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice

	7
	☒
	I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Data Management Policy

	8
	☒
	I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Export Control Policy

	9
	☒
	I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Open Access Research Policy

	10
	I have completed the following appendices:
	1
	☐
	2
	☐
	3
	☐
	4
	☒

	
	
	5
	☐
	6
	☐
	7
	☐
	8
	☐



	
All communications relating to this application during its processing must be in writing and emailed to pgresearch@uwtsd.ac.uk , with the title ‘Ethical Approval’ followed by your name.
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[bookmark: APP_4]APPENDIX 4: Research with Vulnerable People

	Will the research involve data processing involving the following data subjects:
	YES
	NO

	A4.1
	Children under 16
	☒
	☐

	A4.2
	Adults with learning disabilities
	☐
	☒

	A4.3
	Adults with other forms of mental incapacity or mental illness
	☐
	☒

	A4.4
	Adults in emergency situations
	☐
	☒

	A4.5
	Prisoners or young offenders
	☐
	☒

	A4.6
	Those who could be considered to have a particularly dependent relationship with the investigator, e.g. members of staff, students
	☐
	☒

	A4.7
	People who have not given their explicit consent to participate in the project
	☐
	☒

	A4.8
	People engaged in illegal activities
	☐
	☒

	A4.9
	Any other people who can be considered vulnerable in the context of this project
	☐
	☒

	Please justify the inclusion of the above people (if applicable), explaining why the research cannot be conducted on non-vulnerable people.

	A4.10
	This research looks at how early years practitioners use Froebelian principles in their everyday work. To understand this properly, it is important to see how adults interact with the children they care for. These real-life interactions help show how adults respond to children, use play, and build relationships which are key parts of Froebelian practice.
The children are not being studied directly, and no personal or identifying information about any child will be collected. The focus is only on the adults and their practice. However, because the research involves observing adults while they work with children, the children will be present.
Parents and carers will be asked to give written consent for their child to be present during observations. Children’s feelings and body language will also be respected - if a child seems uncomfortable or asks not to be observed, the researcher will step back straight away.
This research cannot be done without children being present, because it is about understanding how adults support and work with them in real-life situations.

	Please give details of extra steps taken to assure the protection of vulnerable people participating in the research.  You should describe any arrangements to be made for obtaining consent from a legal representative.

	A4.11
	Extra care will be taken to make sure all children involved in the research are fully protected. Although the children are not the focus of the study, they will be present during observations, so it is important to make sure everyone involved understands what is happening and agrees to take part.
Consent will be gained at four levels:
· From the setting
· From the practitioner being observed
· From the parent or legal guardian of any child who may be present
· From the child themselves, through a simple assent process
Information sheets will be provided to both practitioners and parents, explaining the research clearly. A short, child-friendly statement will be used to help children understand what is happening and to check if they are happy to be included. If a child shows any sign of discomfort or says they do not want to take part, the researcher will stop observing and move away.
These steps are in place to make sure everyone is fully informed and taking part voluntarily, and that the well-being of all children is always respected.

	It is the researcher’s responsibility to check whether a DBS check (or equivalent) is required and to obtain one if it is needed. Please confirm:

	A4.12
	DBS Check required? 
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☒
	☐

	A4.13
	DBS certificate obtained? 
	YES
	NO
	N/A

	
	
	☒
	☐
	☐




[bookmark: _Toc238149498]Appendix B: Participant & Parent Information Sheets
Participant Information Sheet
Title of Research: “Noticing, Listening and Slowing Down: A Froebelian Inquiry into the Unhurried Child in Welsh Early Years Practice”

Researcher: Diane Evans
Postgraduate Student: MA Children’s, Young People's and Community's Services
University of Wales Trinity Saint David

Supervisor: Dr Glenda Tinney, Senior Lecturer
Yr Athrofa: Institute of Education and Humanities
University of Wales Trinity Saint David

What is the purpose of the study?
This study aims to explore how principles of slow pedagogy and the unhurried child, drawn from the philosophy of Friedrich Froebel and the work of Alison Clark, support the implementation of the Curriculum for Funded Non-Maintained Settings (CFNMS) in Wales. The study will investigate what these principles look like in practice and how practitioners perceive and enact them in their settings.

Why have I been invited to take part?
You are invited to participate because you are an early years practitioner working in a setting implementing the CFNMS. Your experiences and insights are valuable in helping understand how Froebelian principles and slow pedagogical approaches are reflected in daily practice.

Do I have to take part?
No. Taking part in this study is entirely voluntary. You are free to decline to participate, and you can withdraw at any point up until the data has been anonymised and included in analysis, without giving a reason.

What will happen if I take part?
If you agree to take part, you will be invited to:
· Participate in a semi-structured interview (approx. 30–45 minutes), either in person or online, depending on your preference. This will be audio recorded with your permission.
· Allow the researcher to conduct non-intrusive observations within your setting, focused on general practice rather than individual children. Observations will be recorded through anonymised field notes only.
· All data collected will be anonymised and stored securely.

What are the benefits of taking part?
Your participation will help contribute to a deeper understanding of how slow, relational, child-centred practice is enacted in Welsh early years settings. The findings may help inform future training, practice development, and policy implementation.

Are there any risks?
There are no expected risks to you from taking part. Should any discomfort arise from interview questions or during observation, you are free to pause or stop participation at any time.

Will my information be kept confidential?
Yes. All personal data will be handled in accordance with data protection legislation. Interview recordings will be transcribed and then deleted. Field notes and transcripts will be anonymised and stored securely. No identifiable information will be used in the final dissertation or any publications arising from the research.

What will happen to the results?
The findings will be used to complete a Master’s dissertation, and may also be shared through academic or professional presentations or publications. Any quotes used will be anonymised. Participants will be offered a summary of the findings upon request.

Who has reviewed the study?
This study has been reviewed and approved through the University of Wales Trinity Saint Davids ethics process.

Who can I contact for more information?
If you have any questions or would like more information about the study, please contact:
Diane Evans   0702078@student.uwtsd.ac.uk / 07815790116

If you have any concerns about this research, please contact:
Dr Glenda Tinney
G.Tinney@uwtsd.ac.uk
Taflen Wybodaeth i Rieni / Parent Information Sheet
	“Noticing, Listening and Slowing Down: An Inquiry into the Unhurried Child Through Froebelian Principles in Welsh Early Years Practice”

Dear Parent,
I am currently studying for a Master’s degree at the University of Wales Trinity St David. As part of my course, I am carrying out a research project to explore how early years practitioners support children’s learning using what’s called “slow pedagogy”. This means paying close attention to children’s ideas, rhythms, relationships and the present moment. 

I will be visiting a few different nurseries to observe how staff work with children. I want ot be clear that the focus of this study is on the adults, how they interact with and support children, and not on the children themselves.

During the observations I will be taking written notes – no photos or videos. Your child will not be directly studied or assessed. I will not write down any identifying information about your child. 
If your child seems uncomfortable with me being present or does not want to be observed that I will stop straight away. 

I will also be speaking with nursery staff about their practice. All information collected will be confidential and used only for this study. The research has been reviewed by the University’s ethics team to make sure it is safe and respectful.

If you are happy for your child to be present while I am observing, please sign and return the attached consent form.

Thank you for your support. If you have any questions at all, please feel free to ask me directly or contact me by email at 0702078@student.uwtsd.ac.uk 

Kind regards,

Diane Evans
Meithrinfa Do Re Mi Nursery
UWTSD Student: MA Children’s, Young People's and Community's Services 

	 “Sylwi, Gwrando ac Arafu: Ymchwiliad i’r Plentyn Di-brysur Trwy Egwyddorion Froebelaidd mewn Ymarfer Blynyddoedd Cynnar Cymru”

Annwyl Riant,
Ar hyn o bryd rwy'n astudio ar gyfer gradd Meistr ym Mhrifysgol Cymru Y Drindod Dewi Sant. Fel rhan o'm cwrs, rwy'n cynnal prosiect ymchwil i archwilio sut mae ymarferwyr y blynyddoedd cynnar yn cefnogi dysgu plant gan ddefnyddio'r hyn a elwir yn "addysgeg araf". Mae hyn yn golygu rhoi sylw manwl i syniadau, rhythmau, perthnasoedd a'r foment bresennol plant.

Byddaf yn ymweld â rhai meithrinfeydd gwahanol i arsylwi sut mae staff yn gweithio gyda phlant. Rwyf am fod yn glir mai'r oedolion, sut maen nhw'n rhyngweithio â phlant ac yn eu cefnogi, yw ffocws yr astudiaeth hon, ac nid ar y plant eu hunain.

Yn ystod yr arsylwadau byddaf yn cymryd nodiadau ysgrifenedig – dim lluniau na fideos. Ni fydd eich plentyn yn cael ei astudio na'i asesu'n uniongyrchol. Ni fyddaf yn ysgrifennu unrhyw wybodaeth adnabod am eich plentyn. Os yw'ch plentyn yn ymddangos yn anghyfforddus gyda fi yn bresennol neu os nad yw am gael ei arsylwi, byddaf yn rhoi'r gorau iddi ar unwaith.

Byddaf hefyd yn siarad â staff y feithrinfa am eu harferion. Bydd yr holl wybodaeth a gesglir yn gyfrinachol a dim ond ar gyfer yr astudiaeth hon y caiff ei defnyddio. Mae tîm moeseg y Brifysgol wedi adolygu'r ymchwil i wneud yn siŵr ei bod yn ddiogel ac yn barchus.

Os ydych chi'n hapus i'ch plentyn fod yn bresennol tra byddaf yn arsylwi, llofnodwch a dychwelwch y ffurflen ganiatâd sydd ynghlwm.

Diolch am eich cefnogaeth. Os oes gennych unrhyw gwestiynau o gwbl, mae croeso i chi ofyn i mi'n uniongyrchol neu gysylltu â mi drwy e-bost yn 0702078@student.uwtsd.ac.uk

Cofion cynnes,

Diane Evans
Meithrinfa Do Re Mi
Myfyriwr UWTSD: MA ​​Gwasanaethau Plant, Pobl Ifanc a'r Gymuned



Appendix C: Consent Forms
Consent to Take Part in Research

Title of project: “Noticing, Listening and Slowing Down: An Inquiry into the Unhurried Child Through Froebelian Principles in Welsh Early Years Practice”
· I, …………………………………………………, voluntarily agree to participate in this research study.
· I understand that even if I agree to participate now, I can withdraw at any time or refuse to answer any question without any consequences of any kind.
· I understand that I can withdraw permission to use data from my interview within two weeks after the interview, in which case the material will be deleted.
·  have had the purpose and nature of the study explained to me in writing and I have had the opportunity to ask questions about the study.
· I understand that participation involves being observed during everyday practice and taking part in a semi-structured interview to discuss my experiences and perspectives on slow pedagogy and the unhurried child within the curriculum context.
· I understand that I will not benefit directly from participating in this research.
· I agree to my interview being audio-recorded.
· I understand that all information I provide for this study will be treated confidentially.
· I understand that in any report on the results of this research, my identity will remain anonymous. This will be done by changing my name and disguising any details of my interview which may reveal my identity or the identity of people I speak about.
· I understand that disguised extracts from my interview may be quoted in the researcher’s master’s dissertation, conference presentations, and any future published academic papers.
· I understand that if I inform the researcher that I or someone else is at risk of harm, they may have to report this to the relevant authorities. They will discuss this with me first but may be required to report with or without my permission.
· I understand that signed consent forms and original audio recordings will be stored securely on a password-protected, encrypted device by the researcher until the exam board confirms the results of the dissertation.
· I understand that a transcript of my interview, from which all identifying information has been removed, will be securely retained for two years from the date of the exam board.
· I understand that under freedom of information legislation I am entitled to access the information I have provided at any time while it is in storage as specified above.
· I understand that I am free to contact any of the people involved in the research to seek further clarification and information.
Researcher details:
Diane Evans
MA Children’s, Young People's and Community's Services, University of Wales Trinity St David
Supervisor: Dr Glenda Tinney, 
Researcher email: 0702078@student.uwtsd.ac.uk

Participant signature
Signature of participant: ___________________________
Date: ___________________

Researcher declaration
I believe the participant is giving informed consent to participate in this study.
Signature of researcher: ___________________________
Date: ___________________



Ffurflen Ganiatâd Rhiant/Gofalwr                  
Parent/Carer Consent Form

Darllenwch y datganiadau isod a thiciwch bob blwch i gadarnhau eich caniatâd:
☐ Rwyf wedi darllen a deall y wybodaeth am y prosiect ymchwil.
☐ Rwy'n deall nad yw fy mhlentyn yn cael ei astudio'n uniongyrchol.
☐ Rwy'n deall na fydd unrhyw wybodaeth adnabod am fy mhlentyn yn cael ei chofnodi.
☐ Rwy'n rhoi caniatâd i'm plentyn fod yn bresennol yn ystod arsylwadau'r ymchwilydd o'r staff.
Enw'r plentyn: _______________________________________________
Enw'r rhiant/gofalwr: __________________________________________
Llofnod: ____________________________________________________
Dyddiad: ____________________________________________________


Please read the statements below and tick each box to confirm your consent:
☐ I have read and understood the information about the research project.
☐ I understand that my child is not being studied directly.
☐ I understand that no identifying information about my child will be recorded.
☐ I give permission for my child to be present during the researcher’s observations of staff.
Name of child: __________________________________________________
Name of parent/carer: ____________________________________________
Signature: _____________________________________________________
Date: __________________________________________________________


Child Assent Statement / Datganiad Cydsyniad Plentyn
I am here to watch how the grown-ups help children to learn and play. You are not being studied, and I will not ask you any questions. If you don’t want me to watch or write anything about you, that’s okay. You can tell me or show me, and I will stop.

Rydw i yma i wylio sut mae’r oedolion yn helpu plant i ddysgu a chwarae. Nid ydych chi'n cael eich astudio, ac ni fyddaf yn gofyn unrhyw gwestiynau i chi. Os nad ydych eisiau i mi wylio neu ysgrifennu unrhyw beth amdanoch chi, mae hynny’n iawn. Gallwch ddweud wrthyf neu ddangos, a byddaf yn stopio.
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Observation Framework: Noticing, Listening and Slowing Down

	Setting:
	Date:


	Time:
	Number and age range of children:




	The pace of the setting
What is the overall atmosphere?

	Calm
	Busy
	Flexible
	Structured
	Child-led
	Adult-directed

	Field notes:



	Time and continuity of play

How long do the children remain engaged in self-chosen experiences?

What allows sustained involvement?

Are children able to revisit ideas, materials and experiences?

Is there evidence of lingering, repetition or deep exploration?

What interruptions occur and how do children respond to them?
	Field notes:

	Space, materials and the environment (Effective Environments)

What resources invite deep exploration?

How are open-ended materials used?

How does the environment support children's freedom to explore at their own pace?

Are there opportunities for movement between indoor and outdoor spaces?

How do children interact with natural materials, loose parts or block play resources?

How does the environment invite curiosity, investigation and independent exploration?

	Field notes:

	Relationships (Enabling Adults)

How do adults notice and respond to children's ideas and interests?

Is there evidence of attentive listening?

Is there evidence of 'watching and waiting'?

When do adults choose not to intervene?

What happens when practitioners allow time for children to think, solve problems or make decisions independently?

How do relationships support children's confidence, wellbeing and exploration?
	Field notes:

	Child voice and agency (Engaging Experiences)

Who is leading the experience?

Whose agenda is visible?

How are children's ideas sustained and extended?

Do children have opportunities to make choices and influence their environment?

How do children communicate their interests, intentions and theories?

Are children given time to develop their own ideas and lines of enquiry?

How are children’s interests used to shape experiences?
	Field notes:

	Moments of unhurried learning

Significant episodes that appear to reflect characteristics of the unhurried child.

Consider:
• sustained attention
• curiosity
• persistence
• collaboration
• problem-solving
• creativity
• reflection
• revisiting experiences
	





	Moments worth noticing
Moments that seem significant, surprising or thought-provoking.
These may include children's actions, conversations, interactions, silences, gestures or use of materials.

Observational Notes:




	Conditions supporting the unhurried child

Features of the setting that support unhurried experiences

	Flexible routines
	Access to open-ended resources
	Responsive adult interactions
	Opportunities for revisiting experiences
	Extended periods of uninterrupted play
	Child-led decision making
	Indoor-outdoor flow
	Small group interaction




Appendix E: Semi-Structured Interview Questions

Semi-structured Interview

Section 1: Understanding Children's Learning
· Can you describe what meaningful learning looks like for young children?
· Can you tell me about a recent experience where a child became deeply involved in something?
· What do you notice when children are most engaged in their play?
· Are there particular experiences that seem to hold children's attention for longer periods?

Section 2: Time and Pace
· How important is time in children's learning?
· What opportunities do children have to return to experiences over time?
· How do you decide when to allow an experience to continue and when to move children on?
· Are there times when you feel children are rushed?
· What challenges do you face in providing children with uninterrupted time to play?

Section 3: The Role of the Adult
· How do you decide when to join children's play?
· How do you decide when to step back?
· What does good listening look like in your practice?
· Can you think of a time when waiting rather than intervening led to something unexpected?

Section 4: Environment and Experiences
· What aspects of the environment encourage children to become deeply involved in their play?
· Are there particular resources that children return to again and again?
· How do children influence what happens within the environment?
· How important is outdoor play in supporting children's learning?

Section 5: Child Voice and Agency
· How do children communicate their interests and ideas?
· How do you find out what is important to children?
· Can you think of an example where children's interests influenced your planning?
· How much freedom do children have to direct their own learning experiences?

Final Questions
· If you could change one thing about early years practice to better support young children's learning and wellbeing, what would it be?
· What helps children to flourish in your setting?
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	Setting: A
	Date: 19/06/2026


	Time: Morning session
	Number and age range of children: 2-4 years (20 children)




	The pace of the setting
What is the overall atmosphere?

	Calm
	Busy
	Flexible
	Structured
	Child-led
	Adult-directed

	Field notes:
The overall atmosphere of the setting was calm, welcoming and deliberately unhurried. From the moment of arrival, all children were engaged in outdoor play within a large, shaded environment that provided comfort during the hot weather whilst allowing uninterrupted access to outdoor learning. Children appeared settled, relaxed and deeply involved in activities of their own choosing.

Practitioners were positioned throughout the outdoor area rather than directing activities from a central point. Their presence was reassuring yet unobtrusive, allowing children to lead their own learning whilst ensuring support was available whenever required. There was no evidence of whole-group instruction, unnecessary transitions or interruptions to children's play. The pace of the morning appeared intentionally slow, enabling children to become immersed in sustained learning experiences.



	Time and continuity of play

Field notes:
Children experienced extended periods of uninterrupted play, allowing investigations and ideas to develop naturally over time. They moved freely between sand play, painting, imaginative play, construction, climbing, gardening, photography and exploratory play without expectation to rotate through activities within predetermined timescales.

Several children remained engaged in painting for extended periods, experimenting with colour mixing and artistic expression. Others spent considerable time filling and emptying containers in the sandpit, whilst another group repeatedly revisited the climbing frame and pulley system over approximately fifteen minutes, refining their thinking through repetition. Children using digital cameras independently explored the environment, photographing features that interested them.

Transitions throughout the observation were minimal. Snack was available as continuous provision, enabling children to choose when to eat, and personal care routines were completed sensitively without disrupting ongoing play. These routines appeared to protect children's sustained engagement rather than interrupt it.

	Space, materials and the environment (Effective Environments)

Field notes:
The outdoor environment was spacious, carefully organised and rich in open-ended resources that encouraged exploration, independence and sustained investigation. 

Resources including sand, water, loose parts, binoculars, digital cameras, notebooks, heuristic play bags, gardening equipment, climbing resources and construction materials were stored within children's reach, enabling independent access throughout the session.

Natural materials featured prominently across the environment, including sand, water, sticks and living plants. A well-developed gardening area provided authentic opportunities for children to care for herbs and vegetables whilst exploring the natural world.

The mud kitchen encouraged imaginative and investigative play through illustrated recipe cards that prompted children to gather natural materials from around the garden. Children's artwork was displayed throughout the setting in ways that celebrated the learning process and individual creativity rather than decorative outcomes.

	Relationships (Enabling Adults)

Field notes:
Practitioners consistently demonstrated calm, respectful and responsive interactions. Adults positioned themselves at children's level by sitting or kneeling during conversations and often spent extended periods simply observing children's play before deciding whether intervention was necessary.

Rather than providing immediate solutions, practitioners encouraged children to think independently through open-ended questioning such as "What do you think?" and "Let's see what happens."

One notable interaction occurred when a child attempted to use a paint pump. Rather than solving the problem immediately, the practitioner adapted the resource to support the child's attempt before jointly investigating why it was not working. Discovering that the paint had dried due to the hot weather prompted discussion about the effects of the sun before the child independently selected another colour.

Similarly, a child's drawing activity evolved into an investigation of the wind after gusts repeatedly turned the pages of a notebook. The practitioner folded a paper aeroplane and encouraged children to predict how the wind might influence its movement. Children observed the movement of nearby trees before experimenting with different flights, demonstrating sustained shared thinking grounded in children's curiosity.

Adults moved calmly throughout the environment and never appeared rushed. The only rapid movement observed occurred when a practitioner responded immediately to comfort an upset child.

	Child voice and agency (Engaging Experiences)

Field notes:
Children clearly led their own learning throughout the observation. They independently selected activities, moved freely around the environment and demonstrated considerable autonomy within the available space.

One child positioned a stick between two benches, explaining that it had become a bridge for insects. Rather than redirecting the play, the practitioner engaged with the child's thinking and extended the conversation whilst allowing the idea to remain entirely child initiated.

Children confidently approached practitioners to share ideas, ask questions and seek support, suggesting trusting relationships in which children's voices were valued. A voting system using sticks enabled children to select the daily story, providing authentic opportunities for children to influence daily routines. Planning also reflected children's schemas through the provision of heuristic play bags and carefully selected resources.

	Moments of unhurried learning

Several episodes illustrated characteristics of the unhurried child.
· Children repeatedly revisited the climbing frame and pulley system, refining their ideas through persistence and repetition.
· A child's difficulty dispensing dried paint became a shared scientific enquiry rather than a problem to be solved quickly.
· The paper aeroplane investigation emerged spontaneously from children's observations of the wind and developed into collaborative prediction, experimentation and reflection.
· A child transformed a stick into a bridge for insects, demonstrating creativity, imagination and sustained exploration.
Each episode reflected learning that emerged through curiosity, persistence and uninterrupted time rather than adult direction.

	Moments worth noticing

Observational Notes:
Practitioners appeared comfortable waiting and observing rather than intervening immediately, demonstrating confidence in children's capabilities.

The absence of rushing allowed everyday events, including dried paint and changing weather conditions, to become meaningful learning opportunities.

Rather than calling children across the outdoor area, practitioners consistently walked to where children were playing, preserving concentration and maintaining the calm rhythm of the setting.

The emotional climate remained warm, respectful and secure throughout the observation, with practitioners' calm demeanour appearing to influence children's confidence, independence and sustained engagement. 



	Conditions supporting the unhurried child

Features of the setting that support unhurried experiences

	Flexible routines
	Access to open-ended resources
	Responsive adult interactions
	Opportunities for revisiting experiences
	Extended periods of uninterrupted play
	Child-led decision making
	Indoor-outdoor flow
	Small group interaction

	The observation identified several environmental and pedagogical conditions that appeared to support unhurried learning:
· Extended periods of uninterrupted play.
· Flexible routines, including continuous snack provision.
· Responsive, non-intrusive adult interactions.
· Rich access to open-ended and natural materials.
· Opportunities to revisit experiences through repetition.
· High levels of child-led decision making.
· Continuous outdoor provision enabling freedom of movement.
· Small-group and individual interactions characterised by sustained shared thinking.
· Trusting relationships that encouraged independence, confidence and exploration.
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	Setting: B
	Date: 01/072026


	Time: Morning session
	Number and age range of children: 2-4 years (17 children)




	The pace of the setting
What is the overall atmosphere?

	Calm
	Busy
	Flexible
	Structured
	Child-led
	Adult-directed

	Field notes:
Upon arrival, the setting presented a calm, welcoming and purposeful atmosphere. Practitioners were thoughtfully positioned throughout both the indoor and outdoor environments, ensuring children were supported whilst maintaining opportunities for independent exploration. There was no sense of urgency or haste; instead, the day unfolded at an intentionally slow pace in which children's interests determined the rhythm of learning.
Children moved freely between indoor and outdoor environments, selecting activities according to their own interests. No whole-group teaching or adult-directed sessions were observed. Practitioners engaged with individual children or small groups as learning emerged naturally. Despite the high level of activity, the environment remained peaceful. Quiet conversations, shared laughter and respectful interactions characterised the atmosphere. There was no shouting, raised voices or unnecessary rushing, creating a sense of emotional security throughout the setting.



	Time and continuity of play

Field notes:
Children experienced extended periods of uninterrupted play, allowing ideas to develop naturally over time.
One practitioner introduced a drilling activity using melons and a white cabbage. Participation was entirely voluntary and children remained engaged for sustained periods as they carefully explored the use of a real hand drill.
Elsewhere, children repeatedly revisited a butterfly projector, experimenting with torches and light projections to create moving butterflies around the room. Children returned to this experience several times throughout the observation, demonstrating sustained curiosity and exploration.
A clay invitation similarly supported prolonged engagement. Children carefully created clay animals before intentionally leaving them to dry, demonstrating persistence and ownership of their work.
Continuous snack provision within the home corner enabled children to eat when they wished, without interrupting their learning. Daily routines adapted around children's engagement rather than requiring children to stop their play.

	Space, materials and the environment (Effective Environments)

Field notes:
The environment was thoughtfully organised and rich in natural, authentic and open-ended resources.
Invitations to play had been carefully prepared throughout the setting. Importantly, activities remained available regardless of whether children chose to access them immediately, respecting children's autonomy and recognising that learning opportunities need not be used straight away to be valuable.
Resources were attractively displayed using wooden boxes, vintage suitcases, real furniture and low tables. Soft lighting created a warm, welcoming atmosphere. Although the environment was rich in resources, it remained calm rather than visually overwhelming.
Natural materials featured prominently, including clay, plants and loose natural objects. Authentic resources such as real crockery within the home corner promoted meaningful role play and independence.
Children moved freely between indoor and outdoor environments throughout the observation. Outdoors, opportunities included caring for plants, digging for potatoes and exploring the natural world. Evidence of process art throughout the setting demonstrated that creativity and exploration were valued above predetermined outcomes.

	Relationships (Enabling Adults)

Field notes:
Practitioners consistently positioned themselves at children's level, sitting or kneeling beside children during conversations and shared experiences. Adults listened attentively, responded respectfully and demonstrated genuine curiosity about children's thinking rather than directing learning.
The drilling activity was facilitated sensitively on a one-to-one basis. Children were introduced to the safe use of a real hand drill and supported only when necessary, allowing competence and confidence to develop through experience.
Children exploring clay were encouraged through open-ended prompts such as "How could we...?", supporting creativity and problem-solving without directing outcomes.
A particularly significant interaction occurred when a child discovered a snail. Rather than providing immediate answers, the practitioner responded with curiosity, asking:
· "I wonder where he came from?"
· "I wonder where he lives?"
· "What do you think we need to make him comfortable?"
· "How could we make him a habitat?"
The child independently collected natural materials to construct a habitat, demonstrating how learning emerged directly from children's own curiosity.
Throughout the observation practitioners frequently used language such as "I wonder..." and "What do you think?" Adults guided rather than instructed, allowing children time to think, solve problems and develop their own ideas.
Relationships appeared warm, respectful and secure. Adults laughed alongside children, observed carefully and demonstrated confidence in allowing children to explore independently before intervening.

	Child voice and agency (Engaging Experiences)

Field notes:
Children clearly led their own learning throughout the observation.
They independently selected activities, moved freely between indoor and outdoor environments and decided how long to remain engaged in experiences. Children repeatedly revisited activities that interested them, particularly the projector and clay invitations, demonstrating ownership of their learning.
The investigation of the snail emerged entirely from a child's discovery. Rather than redirecting the child towards a planned activity, practitioners allowed the child's curiosity to become the focus for scientific enquiry, empathy and environmental exploration.
Children confidently initiated conversations with practitioners, shared discoveries and sought adults when they wished to extend their thinking. Equally, practitioners respected children who preferred to continue exploring independently.
Children's interests consistently shaped experiences throughout the morning.

	Moments of unhurried learning

Several episodes illustrated characteristics of the unhurried child.
· Children remained deeply engaged in drilling melons and cabbage using a real hand drill, demonstrating sustained concentration and persistence.
· Children repeatedly returned to the butterfly projector, refining ideas through experimentation with light and movement.
· Clay modelling encouraged prolonged creativity, reflection and careful completion before leaving creations to dry.
· A child's discovery of a snail developed naturally into an extended scientific enquiry involving habitat creation, questioning and problem-solving.
· Continuous snack provision enabled uninterrupted learning rather than disrupting children's engagement.
· Children independently moved between indoor and outdoor environments, revisiting experiences according to their interests.

	Moments worth noticing

Observational Notes:
· Practitioners consistently used "I wonder..." questions instead of providing answers.
· Adults trusted children to safely use authentic tools such as a hand drill.
· Children confidently approached practitioners to share ideas, knowing they would be listened to. 
· A child experiencing emotional dysregulation was calmly offered the reading nook as a quiet place to regulate before independently returning to play.
· Adults shared humour and genuine enjoyment with children, contributing to the warm emotional climate.
· Authentic resources, including real crockery, supported meaningful everyday experiences.
· There were no unnecessary interruptions to children's thinking or play.



	Conditions supporting the unhurried child

Features of the setting that support unhurried experiences

	Flexible routines
	Access to open-ended resources
	Responsive adult interactions
	Opportunities for revisiting experiences
	Extended periods of uninterrupted play
	Child-led decision making
	Indoor-outdoor flow
	Small group interaction

	The observation identified several environmental and pedagogical conditions that appeared to support unhurried learning:
· Continuous snack provision and adaptable daily routines enabled learning to continue uninterrupted.
· Natural materials, clay, authentic resources and invitations to play encouraged creativity and exploration.
· Practitioners listened attentively, used open-ended questioning and extended children's thinking through curiosity rather than instruction.
· Children repeatedly returned to the projector, clay activities and outdoor investigations throughout the observation.
· Children experienced prolonged engagement with self-chosen activities without unnecessary transitions.
· Children selected activities, determined the duration of play and initiated their own investigations.
· Children moved freely between environments according to their interests.
· Practitioners worked primarily with individuals or small groups, allowing sustained shared thinking and meaningful conversations.
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Practitioner A

Practitioner A is the Early Years Lead and has undertaken Froebelian training. During the interview she demonstrated a strong commitment to child-centred practice and spoke enthusiastically about her role. Throughout the discussion, she regularly referred to observations of children and everyday experiences within the setting, providing rich examples of how practitioners respond to children's interests, support sustained play and make pedagogical decisions in the moment.

Section 1
Can you describe what meaningful learning looks like for young children?
For me, meaningful learning happens when children are emotionally invested in their experiences. It is evident when children have ownership over their play, are free to follow their interests and feel safe to take risks, make mistakes and discover new possibilities. Learning becomes meaningful when it is rooted in relationships, play and real-life experiences rather than adult-directed tasks. These are often the moments children remember and return to time and again.

Can you tell me about a recent experience where a child became deeply involved in something?
A lovely example occurred when a group of children discovered worms while digging in our garden. What began as simple curiosity quickly developed into an extended investigation. They carefully observed the worms, discussed where they might live, collected leaves and soil to create habitats and searched for books to find more information. The experience continued over several days as the children revisited their discoveries, demonstrating genuine curiosity, collaboration and respect for living things.

What do you notice when children are most engaged in their play?
When children are deeply engaged, they become completely immersed in what they are doing. They show high levels of concentration, persistence and enjoyment, often returning to the same activity repeatedly to refine their ideas. They ask thoughtful questions, negotiate with friends, solve problems together and become less reliant on adult direction. Their confidence and creativity flourish because the learning is driven by their own interests and imagination.

Are there particular experiences that seem to hold children's attention for longer periods?
Experiences that are open-ended, connected to nature and rich in possibilities tend to sustain children's engagement for the longest periods. Loose parts, natural materials, block play, imaginative role play, outdoor exploration and opportunities to create all invite children to think creatively and revisit ideas over time. Providing uninterrupted time and resisting the urge to interrupt children's thinking enables this sustained involvement to develop naturally.

Section 2
How important is time in children's learning?
Time is one of the most valuable resources we can offer children. Learning cannot always be planned within fixed time limits, as every child engages at their own pace. Some children need time to observe before joining in, while others become deeply involved for extended periods. Allowing children the freedom to determine the pace of their learning supports confidence, independence and genuine curiosity.

What opportunities do children have to return to experiences over time?
Children regularly revisit experiences that have captured their interest. We intentionally leave constructions, investigations and creative projects available so they can return with fresh ideas and continue their thinking. Revisiting experiences often leads to richer conversations, more complex problem-solving and greater confidence as children build on their previous knowledge rather than starting again each day.

How do you decide when to allow an experience to continue and when to move children on?
Observation is key. If children remain focused, are collaborating, asking questions or adapting their play, I see no reason to interrupt their learning. Rather than directing children to something new, I prefer to follow their lead and extend learning within their chosen activity. Moving children on only feels appropriate when they naturally lose interest or when the experience no longer provides meaningful challenge.

Are there times when you feel children are rushed?
There are occasions when external demands can influence the pace of the day. Fixed routines such as mealtimes, staffing ratios or collection times can sometimes mean children have less time than we would ideally like. As practitioners, we try to remain flexible wherever possible, recognising that meaningful learning often happens when children are allowed to continue rather than stopping abruptly.

What challenges do you face in providing children with uninterrupted time to play?
Providing uninterrupted play requires careful planning and flexibility. Organisational demands, adult responsibilities and daily routines can occasionally interrupt children's flow of play. We also need to balance the needs of individual children with those of the wider group. Reflecting on these challenges encourages us to continually adapt our environment and routines so that children's play remains at the heart of our practice.

Section 3
How do you decide when to join children's play?
I see myself as a partner in children's learning rather than a leader of it. I join play when children invite me, when I feel my involvement may enrich the experience or when additional support is needed to sustain learning. Entering play respectfully allows me to build relationships, model language and encourage curiosity while ensuring that the child's own ideas remain at the heart of the experience.

How do you decide when to step back?
Observation guides this decision. If children are deeply engaged, communicating effectively with one another or working through challenges independently, I deliberately remain nearby without interrupting. Sometimes my most important role is simply to provide reassurance through my presence while allowing children the freedom to think, negotiate and discover solutions for themselves.

What does good listening look like in your practice?
Listening is about much more than hearing children's words. It involves slowing down, observing carefully and trying to understand what children are communicating through their actions, play and interactions. I aim to respond with genuine curiosity by asking open questions, acknowledging children's ideas and giving them time to think. This helps children feel heard, respected and confident in expressing themselves.

Can you think of a time when waiting rather than intervening led to something unexpected?
One afternoon a group of children began building a den using branches, crates and fabric. It looked unstable, and I initially considered stepping in to show them how to secure it. Instead, I watched from a distance while ensuring they remained safe. Over time they experimented with different materials, tested ideas and eventually worked together to strengthen the structure. What surprised me most was the quality of their collaboration, they negotiated roles, shared ideas and supported one another without adult direction. Waiting allowed the children to demonstrate problem-solving, perseverance and teamwork that may never have emerged if I had taken control too early.

Section 4
What aspects of the environment encourage children to become deeply involved in their play?
An environment that reflects children's interests and provides opportunities for choice is key to supporting deep involvement. Children thrive in spaces that are rich in possibilities rather than predetermined outcomes. Having access to natural materials, open-ended resources and uninterrupted areas for exploration enables children to become absorbed in their ideas and develop increasingly meaningful play experiences.

Are there particular resources that children return to again and again?
Children are naturally drawn back to resources that allow them to be imaginative and creative. Loose parts, blocks, water, sand, clay, mark-making materials and natural objects are continually revisited because there is no single way to use them. Each encounter offers something different, allowing children to revisit previous ideas, test new theories and extend their learning through repetition and experimentation.

How do children influence what happens within the environment?
Children have a significant influence over the environment through their interests, fascinations and ideas. As practitioners, we observe their play closely and use these observations to adapt the provision, introduce new materials or extend existing experiences. The environment evolves alongside the children, ensuring it remains responsive, engaging and reflective of what matters most to them.

How important is outdoor play in supporting children's learning?
Outdoor play is central to children's learning and wellbeing. Nature provides endless opportunities for discovery, investigation and wonder, encouraging children to connect with the world around them. Outdoors, children often display greater confidence, resilience and creativity as they climb, build, investigate, care for living things and take managed risks. These experiences foster independence, strengthen physical development and nurture a lifelong appreciation of the natural world, reflecting the belief that meaningful learning is deeply connected to children's experiences in nature.

Section 5
How do children communicate their interests and ideas?
Children communicate continuously through their play, interactions and behaviour. Their interests become visible in the resources they choose, the questions they ask, the stories they create and the experiences they revisit. Some children communicate confidently through language, while others express themselves through movement, creativity or symbolic play. As practitioners, our role is to observe closely and recognise these different forms of expression.

How do you find out what is important to children?
Understanding what is important to children begins with building trusting relationships. By spending time observing, listening and engaging in genuine conversations, we begin to understand their fascinations, concerns and motivations. Families also provide valuable insights into children's experiences at home, allowing us to build stronger connections between home and the setting and ensuring children feel valued as individuals.

Can you think of an example where children's interests influenced your planning?
Following several days of children collecting leaves, sticks and stones outdoors, we recognised a growing interest in the natural environment. This led us to develop a series of experiences including nature journals, transient art, den building and opportunities to investigate seasonal changes. Rather than introducing a completely new topic, we built upon the children's existing curiosity, resulting in sustained engagement and rich learning across many areas of development.

How much freedom do children have to direct their own learning experiences?
Children are encouraged to take an active role in directing their own learning. They have daily opportunities to make decisions, explore their own ideas and revisit experiences that interest them. Adults provide a carefully considered environment and offer support when appropriate, but the direction of learning is largely guided by the children's interests, curiosity and individual pace. This approach helps children develop confidence, independence and a genuine sense of ownership over their learning.

Final questions
If you could change one thing about early years practice to better support young children's learning and wellbeing, what would it be?
I would like to see greater recognition of the importance of play, relationships and time in children's lives. Too often there is pressure to focus on outcomes rather than valuing the learning that naturally emerges through exploration and discovery. I believe children flourish when practitioners are trusted to follow children's interests, spend time outdoors and create environments where curiosity and creativity can develop without unnecessary interruption. Protecting childhood should remain at the heart of early years practice.

What helps children to flourish in your setting?
Children flourish because they are given the freedom to be curious, make choices and follow their own interests within a nurturing and supportive environment. We place great importance on building warm, respectful relationships where every child feels heard and valued. Our daily experiences encourage exploration, creativity and meaningful connections with nature, allowing children to develop confidence, resilience and a love of learning. By respecting each child's individuality and allowing learning to unfold at their own pace, we create the conditions in which children can truly thrive.
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Practitioner B
Practitioner B is the Deputy Manager and has completed Froebelian training. She presented as a confident and reflective practitioner, speaking thoughtfully about both children's learning and her role in supporting colleagues. Throughout the interview, she drew on practical examples from everyday practice to illustrate how staff responded to children's interests, reflected on their pedagogical decisions and worked collaboratively to create meaningful learning experiences.

Section 1
Can you describe what meaningful learning looks like for young children?

For me, meaningful learning is when children are really invested in what they're doing. You can tell it's meaningful because it's coming from them rather than from us. They're following their own ideas, asking questions, trying things out and making sense of the world in their own way. I think sometimes people focus too much on the end product, but actually it's the process that's important. That's where all the thinking and problem-solving happens. As adults, our role is to create the right environment and then be sensitive enough to know when to step in and when to just stand back and let the learning unfold. Those are usually the moments where you see the deepest learning happening.

Can you tell me about a recent experience where a child became deeply involved in something?
One example that really stands out was a child who spent well over an hour outside creating an obstacle course using loose parts, like planks, crates and tyres. Other children came and went, but this child stayed completely focused. They were constantly changing things, testing out different ideas and working out how to make it better when something didn't quite work. It wasn't just about building an obstacle course, it was all the thinking that went into it. They were solving problems, adapting their ideas and then explaining to us why they'd changed things. It was lovely to watch because there was no need for us to direct the play - it was completely child-led.

What do you notice when children are most engaged in their play?
The biggest thing I notice is how focused they become. They almost lose themselves in what they're doing. If they've got uninterrupted time, freedom to choose what they want to do and resources that can be used in lots of different ways, they'll often stay with an activity for much longer than people expect. They're talking to each other, working things out together, repeating things until they're happy and taking real pride in what they're doing. At those times, I don't think adults need to be leading the learning. It's much more about observing, listening and only stepping in if we feel we can genuinely extend their thinking.

Are there particular experiences that seem to hold children's attention for longer periods?
Definitely. I think anything that's open-ended tends to keep children engaged for much longer because there isn't one right answer or one finished product. Outdoors especially, we see children spending long periods building dens, exploring natural materials, gardening, using the woodworking area or creating with blocks and loose parts. They can come back to those experiences again and again, each time taking their ideas a bit further. I think that's really important because it gives children the opportunity to develop their own theories instead of feeling like they need to move on just because the activity is finished.

Section 2
How important is time in children's learning?
I think time is probably one of the biggest things children need, if I'm honest. We often talk about giving children freedom to explore, but they also need the time to actually do that. If a child is really engrossed in something, that's when the learning is happening. They're testing ideas, solving problems and making connections. If we interrupt that too quickly because we're moving on to the next part of the day, we can lose some really valuable learning. I think, from a Froebelian perspective as well, children need that unhurried time to explore things at their own pace.

What opportunities do children have to return to experiences over time?
We try really hard to make sure children can come back to things if they're still interested. We don't feel that everything has to be packed away at the end of every session. If there's a construction that's still evolving, or a project they're really engaged in, we'll leave it out where we can. The same with things like planting in the garden or artwork that's developing over a few days. You often find that when children come back to something, they don't just carry on where they left off - they've had time to think about it and their ideas become even more complex.

How do you decide when to allow an experience to continue and when to move children on?
For me, the children usually tell you. If they're still engaged, they're still talking about it, asking questions or finding new ways to use the resources, then I don't really see a reason to stop them. As practitioners we're constantly observing, so we're making those decisions all the time. Obviously there are occasions where routines or safety mean we have to step in, but generally I'd much rather follow the child's lead than end something because we think it's gone on for long enough.

Are there times when you feel children are rushed?
I think every setting probably has those moments. As much as we'd like the day to flow naturally, there are routines we have to work around, like lunch, home time or staffing arrangements. Those things can interrupt children's play, and sometimes that's unavoidable. What we try to do is prepare children so it's not a sudden stop, and if they've built something or they're in the middle of an investigation, we'll preserve it where we can so they know they can come back to it later. I think that's really important because it shows children we value what they're doing.

What challenges do you face in providing children with uninterrupted time to play?
Probably balancing everything that has to happen in a day. You've got routines, staffing, the weather sometimes, and all the practical things that come with running a setting. As Deputy Manager I'm always thinking about those organisational aspects as well. But we're also constantly reflecting as a team about whether interruptions are actually necessary or whether they're just habits that we've fallen into. I think that's something we've become much more aware of over time. If we can make small changes that give children longer periods to become completely immersed in their play, then that's something worth doing.

Section 3:
How do you decide when to join children's play?
I don't think there's one answer to that because every situation is different. Usually, I'll spend some time just watching first. I want to understand what the children are trying to do before I decide whether I need to become involved. If I can see an opportunity to introduce some new language, extend their thinking or maybe support children to work together, then I'll join in, but I'll always try to follow their lead rather than taking over. I never want my ideas to become more important than theirs. I see my role as adding to the experience rather than directing it.

How do you decide when to step back?
Sometimes stepping back is actually the hardest thing to do, especially when you can see a child struggling a little bit. But I've learned that those moments are often where the best learning happens. If children are engaged, working together, trying different ideas or solving problems for themselves, then I think it's really important to give them that space. As adults we naturally want to help, but helping too soon can sometimes take away the opportunity for children to work things out independently. It's about trusting them and recognising that they don't always need us to have the answers.

What does good listening look like in your practice?
For me, listening is about much more than just hearing what children are saying. It's really about paying attention to everything they're communicating. Sometimes children tell you what they're thinking through their body language, their facial expressions or even through the choices they're making in their play. I think good listening means slowing yourself down as an adult, giving children your full attention and not feeling like you have to jump in with an answer straight away. Sometimes just giving them that thinking time tells them that what they're saying, or showing you, is important.

Can you think of a time when waiting rather than intervening led to something unexpected?
Yes, one that sticks in my mind was when two children were building a bridge with wooden blocks. They were getting quite frustrated because it kept collapsing and my first instinct was to show them another way of doing it. But I held back and just watched. They kept experimenting with different blocks and different ways of balancing them, and eventually they worked it out completely on their own. What I loved was that once they'd finished, they were explaining to me why this version worked better than the others. If I'd stepped in too early, they probably would have built the bridge, but they wouldn't have had that same sense of achievement or the opportunity to really understand why it worked. Moments like that remind me why observation and patience are such an important part of our role.


Section 4
What aspects of the environment encourage children to become deeply involved in their play?
I think the environment makes a huge difference. If it's calm, welcoming and set up so children can access things independently, they're much more likely to become absorbed in what they're doing. We try to avoid having an environment where everything has one purpose. Instead, we provide lots of open-ended resources and natural materials that children can use however they choose. I think that's when you see the most creativity because children aren't trying to meet an adult's expectation - they're following their own ideas. As practitioners, our job is to make sure the environment almost invites children to explore and investigate for themselves

Are there particular resources that children return to again and again?
Definitely. Loose parts are probably the biggest one. Things like wooden blocks, crates, fabrics, sticks, stones, shells—those kinds of resources never seem to lose their appeal. What's lovely is that children rarely use them in the same way twice. One day the crates are buses, the next they're part of a café or a den. You don't get that with resources that only have one purpose. Open-ended resources seem to grow with the children's ideas, and I think that's why they come back to them time and time again.

How do children influence what happens within the environment?
I think they influence it much more than people probably realise. We're constantly observing what children are interested in and using those observations to adapt the environment. If we notice an interest developing, we'll think about how we can build on it by adding different resources or changing a space to support their ideas. Sometimes the children will move resources themselves or start using an area in a completely different way than we'd intended, and rather than stopping that, we'll often go with it because that's telling us something about what they need from the environment. It's something we reflect on as a team quite regularly.

How important is outdoor play in supporting children's learning?
I think outdoor play is absolutely essential. It offers children experiences that you just can't recreate indoors. They've got more space, more freedom to move and opportunities to take managed risks, explore nature and really challenge themselves physically. I also think children often seem more relaxed outdoors, and you see a different side of them. Some children who are quieter inside really come into their own outside. There's so much rich learning happening naturally, whether they're building, climbing, gardening or simply noticing what's changing in the environment. For me, being outdoors isn't just another area of provision - it's a really important part of how children learn.


Section 5
How do children communicate their interests and ideas?
I think children communicate what they're interested in all the time, and it's not always through words. Some children will tell you exactly what they're thinking, but others show you through the resources they keep going back to, the games they create or even just where they choose to spend their time. Their body language, their expressions and the way they interact with the environment all tell us something. That's why observation is such a big part of our role. If we're really paying attention, children are constantly telling us what's important to them.

How do you find out what is important to children?
For me, it's about spending time with them rather than just watching from a distance. The more time you spend alongside children, listening to their conversations and noticing what they come back to day after day, the more you understand what really matters to them. We also learn so much from families because they know their children better than anyone. Sometimes they'll tell us about an interest at home that suddenly explains something we've been seeing in nursery, so it's really about building that complete picture.


Can you think of an example where children's interests influenced your planning?
Yes, one example that comes to mind was when some of the children became fascinated by the insects they were finding outside. It wasn't something we'd planned, but they were completely absorbed by it, so we decided to follow their interest rather than move on to something else. We introduced magnifying glasses, books to help identify what they'd found and opportunities to look for insects in different parts of the garden. That then led to conversations about habitats, life cycles and how we should care for living things. It all developed really naturally because it was coming from the children's curiosity rather than from an adult-led topic.

How much freedom do children have to direct their own learning experiences?
I'd say they have a lot of freedom. We carefully plan the environment and make sure there are plenty of opportunities available, but we don't decide exactly how children should use those experiences. They choose where they want to play, who they want to play with and often how they want to use the resources. Obviously we're there to support them, extend their thinking if it's appropriate and make sure everyone is safe, but I think children learn best when they feel that sense of ownership over what they're doing. It's about getting that balance right between being available and not taking over.

Final Questions
If you could change one thing about early years practice to better support young children's learning and wellbeing, what would it be?
I think I'd probably slow everything down a little bit. I know there are routines and expectations that every setting has to work within, but I do think children sometimes live at quite a fast pace. I'd love to see even more value placed on giving children uninterrupted time to play, explore and really develop their own ideas. In my experience, when children don't feel rushed, they're much more creative, they're more resilient and their thinking becomes much deeper. I think trusting children with both time and choice is one of the best things we can do for their learning and their wellbeing.

What helps children to flourish in your setting?
I think it starts with relationships. Children need to feel safe, valued and know that the adults around them genuinely care about them and listen to what they have to say. Once they've got that sense of security, they're much more willing to explore, take risks and have a go at things independently. We've also worked really hard to create an environment that's calm, welcoming and full of open-ended resources that children can use in lots of different ways. Add to that the relationships we build with families, and I think children feel that real sense of belonging. When all those things come together, that's when you really see children flourish
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Interview Account – Practitioner C

Practitioner C is the Owner and Manager of the setting and a travelling tutor with the Froebel Trust. With extensive experience in early years leadership and Froebelian pedagogy, she demonstrated a clear and reflective vision for child-centred practice throughout the interview. She spoke confidently about creating the conditions in which children and practitioners could flourish, drawing on examples from both everyday practice and her wider professional experience. Her responses emphasised the importance of observation, trusting children's capabilities, sustained play and professional reflection, illustrating how leadership, the learning environment and practitioner development work together to support meaningful learning experiences.

Section 1
Can you describe what meaningful learning looks like for young children?
For me, meaningful learning is when children are completely absorbed in what they're doing because they're genuinely interested, not because an adult has told them to do it. You can almost see it happening - they lose track of time, they're asking questions, trying things out and solving problems together. Sometimes the learning isn't obvious if you're only looking for an end product, but when you watch closely you can see just how much thinking is going on.

Can you tell me about a recent experience where a child became deeply involved in something?
A lovely example was when one child noticed a beetle outside. Before long, other children became interested too and what started as one little discovery turned into several days of investigation. They were building habitats, looking closely at different insects, drawing what they found and coming back each day to see if anything had changed. None of that had been planned - it happened because the practitioners noticed the children's curiosity and gave them the time and resources to keep exploring.

What do you notice when children are most engaged in their play?
They're completely immersed. They stop looking around to see what everyone else is doing and become really focused on their own ideas. They're talking to each other, negotiating, changing their plans, solving little problems and often coming back to the same experience again and again. Those are the moments when we tend to step back because that's where the richest learning happens.

Are there particular experiences that seem to hold children's attention for longer periods?
Definitely. Anything that's open-ended tends to keep children engaged for much longer. Loose parts, block play, water, clay, gardening, woodwork - those sorts of experiences don't have a right or wrong answer. Children can come back to them with a completely different idea every time, so the learning keeps evolving.

Section 2
How important is time in children's learning?
I think time is one of the most valuable things we can give children. Children need time to think, to repeat things, to change their minds and to make sense of what they're experiencing. If we interrupt too quickly because we're worried about sticking to a timetable, we can actually interrupt the learning as well.

What opportunities do children have to return to experiences over time?
We make a real effort to keep things available. If children have built something or they're in the middle of investigating an idea, we'll leave it out whenever we can. We don't expect everything to begin and end within one morning. Quite often the most interesting thinking happens when children come back to something a day or even a week later.

How do you decide when to allow an experience to continue and when to move children on?
We always start by looking at the children rather than the clock. If they're engaged, safe and still learning, there's usually no reason to stop them. Obviously there are routines that have to happen, but wherever we can, we try to make those routines fit around the children instead of expecting the children to fit around us.

Are there times when you feel children are rushed?
I think there can be pressure in early years generally to keep moving or to make sure children have experienced lots of different activities. Sometimes we need to remind ourselves that children don't need more experiences - they often need more time with the experiences they're already enjoying.

What challenges do you face in providing children with uninterrupted time to play?
Like any setting we've got practical things to manage such as mealtimes, staffing, paperwork, but I actually think the biggest challenge is protecting children's time. It's very easy to become busy as adults, so we have to keep asking ourselves whether what we're doing is really more important than the learning that's already happening.

Section 3
How do you decide when to join children's play?
Usually I'll join if I'm invited in or if I feel I can genuinely extend the learning without taking it over. Sometimes all it takes is asking one question or introducing a resource at the right moment. I don't think adults always need to lead, we're there to support children's thinking, not replace it.

How do you decide when to step back?
If children are happily exploring, solving problems or working things out together, that's often the best time to step back. It can actually be quite difficult because as practitioners we naturally want to help, but sometimes waiting is exactly what children need.

What does good listening look like in your practice?
It's much more than listening to what children say. It's noticing what they keep coming back to, watching their body language, paying attention to what excites them and then responding to that. I think listening only really matters if it changes what we do afterwards.

Can you think of a time when waiting rather than intervening led to something unexpected?
I remember one child who spent ages carrying sticks and leaves around the garden. It wasn't immediately obvious what they were doing, but rather than interrupting, the practitioner just watched. Eventually the child explained they were building little bridges so insects could cross puddles safely. If we'd stepped in too soon, we probably would never have discovered what they were thinking.

Section 4
What aspects of the environment encourage children to become deeply involved in their play?
I think children need an environment that says, "You can explore here." We use lots of natural and authentic resources because they're open to interpretation. We want children to be curious, make decisions and use their imagination rather than following instructions.

Are there particular resources that children return to again and again?
Yes - blocks, loose parts, clay, water, mud, gardening resources. Those are the things that never really lose their appeal because children use them differently every single time.

How do children influence what happens within the environment?
The environment changes because the children change. We spend a lot of time observing what they're interested in and adapting the provision to reflect that. Sometimes it's something as simple as adding resources, sometimes it's redesigning an area altogether because we've noticed where children's interests are developing.

How important is outdoor play in supporting children's learning?
It's hugely important. Some children simply learn differently outdoors. They have more freedom to move, to investigate, to take appropriate risks and to connect with nature. Some of our best learning starts outside because the environment naturally sparks curiosity.

Section 5
How do children communicate their interests and ideas?
In lots of different ways. Some children will tell you exactly what they're interested in, but others communicate through their play, through the resources they choose or by returning to the same experiences again and again. That's why observation is so important because children don't always communicate through words.

How do you find out what is important to children?
Mostly through careful observation and conversations with families. As a team we spend a lot of time talking about what we've noticed and thinking about what children's behaviour is telling us. Their interests become much clearer when you really slow down and watch.

Can you think of an example where children's interests influenced your planning?
Our gardening project is probably one of the best examples. It started because the children loved planting and watering. Over time that developed into growing vegetables, caring for the plants and eventually donating some of the produce to the local food bank. None of that was in the original plan - it grew because the children's interest kept growing.

How much freedom do children have to direct their own learning experiences?
A great deal. We believe children are capable learners, so they make lots of decisions throughout the day about where they play, what they investigate and how long they stay with something. Our role is to support and extend those experiences, not to control them.

Final Questions
If you could change one thing about early years practice to better support young children's learning and wellbeing, what would it be?
I'd like to see less pressure to rush children towards outcomes. Childhood doesn't need to be a race. I'd love practitioners to feel they had permission to slow down, observe more and really value play and relationships for what they are, rather than feeling they constantly have to prove learning through evidence.

What helps children to flourish in your setting?
I think children flourish when they know they're safe, respected and genuinely listened to. They need adults who trust them, time to explore without being interrupted and an environment that makes them curious. When those things come together, you see children become incredibly independent, confident and full of ideas.
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Interview Account – Practitioner D

Practitioner D is the Owner and Manager of a day nursery and is currently undertaking a Master's degree alongside her leadership role. She is passionate about child-led pedagogy, authentic learning experiences and developing a culture where children, families and practitioners flourish together. Throughout the discussion, she reflected thoughtfully on the relationship between leadership, pedagogy and practice, frequently drawing on examples from everyday experiences to explain how children's rights, sustainability, diversity and meaningful relationships shape the ethos of the setting. She also spoke about the importance of nurturing practitioners' professional growth, creating a shared vision of high-quality early childhood education that places children's interests, agency and wellbeing at its centre.

Section 1 
Can you describe what meaningful learning looks like for young children?
For me, meaningful learning starts with the child rather than the activity. I don't think children need us to constantly create exciting things for them to do. What they need is time, trust and an environment that invites curiosity. Meaningful learning happens when children are genuinely interested in something and feel that their ideas matter. They're asking questions, making connections, revisiting experiences and leading the direction of their own learning. Those experiences tend to stay with children because they belong to them rather than to us.

Can you tell me about a recent experience where a child became deeply involved in something?
Recently, a child became fascinated by insects they discovered outdoors. Rather than treating it as a single learning opportunity, we allowed the investigation to develop over several days. The children observed the insects closely, discussed where they lived, created habitats, used magnifying glasses, researched different species and represented their ideas through drawing and painting. The learning moved naturally into conversations about habitats, caring for living things and respecting the environment. None of that had been planned in advance. It grew because the practitioners recognised the children's genuine curiosity and protected the time for it to develop.

What do you notice when children are most engaged in their play?
Children become completely absorbed. They're not looking to adults for the next instruction because they're driving the experience themselves. You see sustained concentration, rich conversations, problem-solving and real collaboration. Often they'll revisit the same idea several times because they're refining their thinking rather than simply completing a task. That's when you know the learning has meaning.

Are there particular experiences that seem to hold children's attention for longer periods?
The experiences that seem to last are always the authentic ones. Nature, loose parts, open-ended resources, real tools, cooking, gardening and opportunities to care for living things all encourage children to think more deeply because there isn't one right answer. Children bring their own ideas and experiences to those opportunities, so every child approaches them differently.

Section 2 
How important is time in children's learning?
Time is probably one of the greatest gifts we can give children. Learning isn't something that fits neatly into adult timetables. Children need time to think, to wonder, to repeat experiences and sometimes simply to observe before they're ready to join in. If we're constantly moving children on because the clock tells us to, we risk interrupting the very learning we're hoping to promote.

What opportunities do children have to return to experiences over time?
We make a conscious decision to protect children's projects wherever possible. If something is important to them, we don't tidy it away simply because the session has ended. We leave investigations available, revisit them in conversation and adapt the provision as children's thinking develops. Some of the richest learning I've seen has happened because children have returned to an idea several days later with completely new questions.
How do you decide when to allow an experience to continue and when to move children on?
The children usually tell us. If they're still engaged, asking questions, adapting their ideas or collaborating with others, there is very little reason to interrupt. As practitioners we have to become comfortable with not always being in control of the direction learning takes. We guide, but we don't dictate.

Are there times when you feel children are rushed?
I think early years as a sector can sometimes feel rushed because there are so many competing demands. Documentation, routines and expectations can all put pressure on practitioners. One of my roles as a leader is trying to protect practitioners from those pressures as much as possible so they can remain present with children rather than constantly thinking about the next task.

What challenges do you face in providing children with uninterrupted time to play?
The challenge isn't usually the children - it's the systems around them. We have routines that have to happen, but we continually reflect on whether those routines are serving children or whether children are serving the routines. That's a conversation we have as a team quite regularly.

Section 3 
How do you decide when to join children's play?
I always ask myself whether my involvement is adding something or whether it's simply satisfying my own need to intervene. If a child invites me into their play or if I can genuinely extend their thinking through a carefully timed question or observation, then I'll join. If not, I often learn much more by watching.

How do you decide when to step back?
Stepping back takes confidence. Practitioners often feel they need to be doing something all the time, but sometimes the most valuable thing we can do is wait. We talk a lot as a team about becoming comfortable with silence and observation because that's often when children's own ideas begin to emerge.

What does good listening look like in your practice?
Listening is much more than hearing children's words. It's noticing what they're choosing, what they're returning to, what excites them and even what frustrates them. Children communicate in so many different ways. Good listening means allowing those observations to influence our planning rather than simply collecting them.

Can you think of a time when waiting rather than intervening led to something unexpected?
One child spent a long time collecting sticks and leaves outdoors. It would have been easy to ask what they were doing or suggest an activity, but the practitioner simply observed. Eventually the child explained they were building safe pathways for insects to travel across muddy ground. That one decision not to intervene opened up conversations about habitats, empathy for living things and caring for the natural world. If we'd stepped in too soon, we would probably have changed the direction of the learning completely.

Section 4 
What aspects of the environment encourage children to become deeply involved in their play?
The environment needs to communicate trust. Children should feel that they're capable of making choices, accessing resources independently and shaping the space around them. We think carefully about whether our environment invites curiosity rather than compliance. If children constantly need adult permission, then the environment isn't really working for them.

Are there particular resources that children return to again and again?
Natural materials, loose parts and authentic resources never lose their appeal because children use them differently every time. We deliberately avoid filling the environment with resources that have only one purpose. The more possibilities a resource offers, the longer children remain engaged with it.

How do children influence what happens within the environment?
The children influence almost everything we do. We observe what they're interested in, what they're talking about and what they're choosing independently. The environment evolves alongside those interests. I don't think the environment should reflect adult ideas about learning—it should reflect the children who are learning within it.

How important is outdoor play in supporting children's learning?
Outdoor learning isn't an addition to our curriculum - it's an essential part of it. Children experience freedom outdoors that simply isn't possible in the same way indoors. They connect with nature, assess risks, solve problems, move their bodies and experience awe and wonder every single day. We want children to develop a genuine relationship with the natural world because those experiences help shape who they become.

Section 5 
How do children communicate their interests and ideas?
Children communicate constantly if we're prepared to notice. Sometimes it's through language, but often it's through the choices they make, the questions they ask and the experiences they return to. Observation is really about listening with your eyes as well as your ears.

How do you find out what is important to children?
Observation is central, but relationships are equally important. We spend time getting to know children and their families because learning doesn't begin when children arrive at nursery. Families give us valuable insight into children's lives, and when we combine that with careful observation we begin to understand what genuinely matters to each child.

Can you think of an example where children's interests influenced your planning?
Our work around sustainability has developed almost entirely from children's questions. What began with conversations about recycling developed into litter picking, caring for wildlife, growing food, reducing waste and talking about how our actions affect the wider world. Those experiences weren't designed to teach sustainability - they developed because children wanted to understand the world around them.

How much freedom do children have to direct their own learning experiences?
As much as possible. Children's rights are central to everything we do, and that includes recognising them as capable learners with valuable ideas. Adults still have an important role, but it isn't to control learning. It's to create the conditions where children's own thinking can flourish.

Final Questions
If you could change one thing about early years practice to better support young children's learning and wellbeing, what would it be?
I'd like to see greater trust in both children and practitioners. Too often there is pressure to produce evidence of learning rather than valuing the learning itself. We need to move away from the idea that quality is measured by how much adults organise and instead recognise that some of the most significant learning happens when children are trusted to explore, think and lead their own experiences. Equally, we need to invest in practitioners, helping them become reflective professionals who understand why they make the decisions they do rather than simply following routines.

What helps children to flourish in your setting?
Children flourish because they know they belong. They feel safe, respected and listened to, and they know their ideas have value. They're surrounded by adults who are genuinely interested in their thinking and who understand child development deeply. As a leader, one of my priorities has always been developing practitioners from within the setting so that we share the same values and vision for childhood. When practitioners feel trusted, valued and reflective, that culture naturally extends to the children. I think that's what quality early childhood education is really about - creating a community where everyone continues to learn together.
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Observation Record – Setting A

	Text
	Codes

	The overall atmosphere of the setting was calm, welcoming and deliberately unhurried.
	Deliberate slow pace.
Calm pedagogical culture.
Intentional emotional climate.

	From the moment of arrival, all children were engaged in outdoor play within a large, shaded environment that provided comfort during the hot weather whilst allowing uninterrupted access to outdoor learning. 
	Immediate child engagement.
Outdoor environment as the starting point for learning.
Environment responsive to children’s wellbeing.
Physically enabling environment.
Continuous access to learning.
Uninterrupted play.
Freedom of movement.

	Children appeared settled, relaxed and deeply involved in activities of their own choosing.
	Emotional security.
Deep involvement.
Wellbeing supports engagement.
Child agency.
Child-led learning.
Autonomy in play.

	Practitioners were positioned throughout the outdoor area rather than directing activities from a central point. 
	Intentional practitioner positioning.
Non-directive pedagogy.
Shared ownership of the environment.

	Their presence was reassuring yet unobtrusive, allowing children to lead their own learning whilst ensuring support was available whenever required.
	Sensitive adult presence.
Co-regulation through presence.
Low-intervention practice.
Trust in children’s competence.
Child-led pedagogy.

	There was no evidence of whole-group instruction, unnecessary transitions or interruptions to children's play.
	Individualised learning.
Flexible organisation of the day.
Protecting continuity of play.
Respect for children’s concentration.

	The pace of the morning appeared intentionally slow, enabling children to become immersed in sustained learning experiences.
	Intentional slowing of practice.
Time for learning.
Deep engagement.
Sustained involvement.


	Analytical memo:
This extract suggests that slow pedagogy is not simply characterised by "moving more slowly"; rather, it appears to be deliberately created through organisational and pedagogical decisions. The physical environment, practitioner positioning, daily routines and use of time all work together to minimise interruption and maximise children's autonomy. The practitioners' role is characterised by quiet attentiveness rather than direct instruction, indicating a high level of trust in children's competence and capacity to lead their own learning. Children's apparent wellbeing, sustained involvement and emotional security may therefore be understood as outcomes of an intentionally unhurried pedagogical approach rather than incidental features of the setting. This raises an emerging idea that slow pedagogy may function as an interconnected culture of practice, where environment, adult behaviour and organisational structures collectively support deep engagement.

	Children experienced extended periods of uninterrupted play, allowing investigations and ideas to develop naturally over time.
	Time intentionally protected for learning.
Pedagogical value of uninterrupted play.
Learning unfolds through time.
Time supports meaning-making.
Knowledge constructed through exploration.

	They moved freely between sand play, painting, imaginative play, construction, climbing, gardening, photography and exploratory play without expectation to rotate through activities within predetermined timescales.
Several children remained engaged in painting for extended periods, experimenting with colour mixing and artistic expression.
	Children’s autonomy over learning pathways.
Freedom to direct learning.
Flexible use of the environment.
Learning not constrained by routine or timetable.
Resistance to rushed practice.
Time allows for creative exploration.
Sustained engagement supports creativity.
Exploration through self-directed experimentation.
Process valued over product.

	Others spent considerable time filling and emptying containers in the sandpit, whilst another group repeatedly revisited the climbing frame and pulley system over approximately fifteen minutes, refining their thinking through repetition.
	Repetition as a vehicle for learning.
Valuing exploratory schemas.
Learning through repeated investigation.
Deepening understanding through revisiting experiences.
Persistence supports learning.
Cognitive development through repetition.
Thinking develops over time.

	Children using digital cameras independently explored the environment, photographing features that interested them.
	Children documenting their own interests.
Child-led enquiry.
Agency in meaning-making.
Children’s interests drive learning.
Children’s perspectives valued.

	Transitions throughout the observation were minimal. Snack was available as continuous provision, enabling children to choose when to eat, and personal care routines were completed sensitively without disrupting ongoing play.
	Organisational structures protect play.
Time prioritised over routine.
Continuity of experience.
Routines adapted to children’s rhythms.
Flexibility around care routines.
Resect for children’s autonomy.
Children exercise agency in daily routines.
Care integrated into pedagogy.
Responsive caregiving.

	These routines appeared to protect children's sustained engagement rather than interrupt it.
	Organisation intentionally supports deep involvement.
Pedagogical decision prioritise engagement.

	Analytical Memo:
This extract suggests that time functions as a pedagogical resource rather than simply an organisational necessity. Rather than structuring children's experiences around adult-led schedules, the setting appears to organise routines in ways that preserve children's engagement and enable ideas to develop over extended periods. Repetition, revisiting experiences and remaining deeply involved in chosen activities are treated as valuable learning processes rather than behaviours requiring intervention or redirection. Even necessary routines, such as snack and personal care, are adapted to fit children's rhythms instead of requiring children to fit institutional routines. This implies that slow pedagogy may involve a deliberate reorganisation of daily practice in which time, routines and adult expectations are shaped around children's learning rather than operational efficiency.

	The outdoor environment was spacious, carefully organised and rich in open-ended resources that encouraged exploration, independence and sustained investigation. 

	Environment intentionally designed to support learning. 
Pedagogical environment.
Open-ended provision encourages exploration.
Environment promotes child agency.
Space facilitates sustained enquiry.
Learning supported through open-ended provision

	Resources including sand, water, loose parts, binoculars, digital cameras, notebooks, heuristic play bags, gardening equipment, climbing resources and construction materials were stored within children's reach, enabling independent access throughout the session.

	Environment enables independence.
Accessibility supports autonomy.
Resources organised for child ownership.
Children exercise control over learning.
Independence embedded within the environment

	Natural materials featured prominently across the environment, including sand, water, sticks and living plants.
	Connection with the natural world.
Natural materials as pedagogical tools.
Authentic sensory experiences

	A well-developed gardening area provided authentic opportunities for children to care for herbs and vegetables whilst exploring the natural world.
	Authentic learning experiences.
Real-life experiences valued.
Environment connects learning with everyday life.
Responsibility through meaningful experiences.
Caring relationships with nature.
Stewardship of the environment.
Curiosity nurtured through nature.
Learning grounded in lived experience

	The mud kitchen encouraged imaginative and investigative play through illustrated recipe cards that prompted children to gather natural materials from around the garden.
	Environment provokes enquiry.
Imagination supported through open-ended experiences.
Play as investigation.
Gentle provocations extend learning.
Adults design invitations rather than direct activities.
Environment scaffolds enquiry.

	Children's artwork was displayed throughout the setting in ways that celebrated the learning process and individual creativity rather than decorative outcomes.
	Children's learning made visible.
Environment reflects children's experiences.
Process valued over product.
Learning journey recognised.
Children's individuality respected.
Authentic representation of children's thinking.
Rejecting performative displays

	This extract suggests that the environment is intentionally designed as an active participant in children's learning rather than simply a physical setting in which learning takes place. Accessibility of resources, the prominence of natural materials and authentic opportunities for caring for living things collectively communicate trust in children's competence and independence. Rather than directing children's actions, the environment appears to offer invitations for exploration and investigation, allowing learning to emerge through children's own choices and interests. Even displays of children's artwork reinforce this philosophy by valuing the learning process over polished outcomes. This points towards an emerging understanding that slow pedagogy is enacted not only through adult interactions and the use of time, but also through carefully designed environments that encourage sustained enquiry, autonomy and meaningful engagement.

	Practitioners consistently demonstrated calm, respectful and responsive interactions.
	Relational pedagogy supports learning.
Emotional attunement.
Respectful relationships underpin practice

	Adults positioned themselves at children's level by sitting or kneeling during conversations and often spent extended periods simply observing children's play before deciding whether intervention was necessary.

	Adults minimise power imbalance.
Physical positioning communicates respect. Relationships built through shared perspective.
Intentional relational practice.
Adults create emotionally secure interactions.
Observation as pedagogy.
Listening before acting.
Adults value understanding before intervention.
Intentional restraint in adult intervention.
Trust in children's competence.
Responsive rather than reactive practice.


	Rather than providing immediate solutions, practitioners encouraged children to think independently through open-ended questioning such as "What do you think?" and "Let's see what happens."

	Resisting the urge to rescue.
Learning valued over efficiency.
Adults create productive struggle.
Adults promote independent thinking.
Developing children's problem-solving capacity.
Dialogue supports enquiry.
Thinking extended through questioning.
Language as pedagogical scaffolding.
Curiosity privileged over correctness.
Adults co-investigate with children.
Uncertainty embraced within learning

	One notable interaction occurred when a child attempted to use a paint pump. Rather than solving the problem immediately, the practitioner adapted the resource to support the child's attempt before jointly investigating why it was not working.
	Scaffolding without removing ownership.
Adults enable rather than take over.
Co-construction of knowledge.
Collaborative enquiry.
Adult as learning partner

	Discovering that the paint had dried due to the hot weather prompted discussion about the effects of the sun before the child independently selected another colour.

	Everyday experiences become learning opportunities.
Emergent curriculum through lived experiences.
Adult support preserves child agency.
Independence maintained through scaffolding

	Similarly, a child's drawing activity evolved into an investigation of the wind after gusts repeatedly turned the pages of a notebook.
	Children's interests shape curriculum.
Learning emerges from spontaneous experiences.

	The practitioner folded a paper aeroplane and encouraged children to predict how the wind might influence its movement.
	Adults extend thinking rather than direct outcomes.
Scientific enquiry encouraged

	Children observed the movement of nearby trees before experimenting with different flights, demonstrating sustained shared thinking grounded in children's curiosity.

	Inquiry-based learning.
Observation leads to investigation.
Children constructing understanding.
Sustained shared thinking.
Curiosity drives collaborative learning.
Adults deepen rather than redirect learning

	Adults moved calmly throughout the environment and never appeared rushed.
	Adults model an unhurried pedagogy.
Emotional regulation through adult behaviour.
Pace intentionally communicated.

	The only rapid movement observed occurred when a practitioner responded immediately to comfort an upset child.
	Responsiveness balanced with sensitivity.
Relationships prioritised over routines.
Emotional wellbeing takes precedence

	Analytical memo:
This extract suggests that the enabling adult within a slow pedagogical approach is characterised not by reduced involvement, but by intentional and responsive involvement. Practitioners appear to make conscious decisions about when to observe, when to scaffold and when to step back, demonstrating trust in children's competence while remaining emotionally available. Rather than solving problems or directing learning, adults create conditions in which children can investigate, predict, question and construct understanding for themselves. Importantly, this restraint is not passive; it reflects skilled professional judgement grounded in careful observation and sensitive responsiveness. The only instance of immediate intervention occurred in response to a child's emotional need, suggesting that while cognitive challenge is preserved, emotional security is never delayed. This points towards an emerging interpretation that slow pedagogy redefines the adult's role from instructor to relational partner and co-constructor of learning.

	Children clearly led their own learning throughout the observation.
	Children positioned as active learners.
Trust in children's competence.
Child-led pedagogy

	They independently selected activities, moved freely around the environment and demonstrated considerable autonomy within the available space.

	Children exercise meaningful choice.
Autonomy embedded within daily practice.
Freedom supports self-directed learning.
Children control their learning pathways.
Independence intentionally enabled.
Agency embedded within the environment

	One child positioned a stick between two benches, explaining that it had become a bridge for insects.
	Children construct meaning through play.
Imaginative thinking valued. 
Children's theories recognised as meaningful.
Children's perspectives shape learning

	Rather than redirecting the play, the practitioner engaged with the child's thinking and extended the conversation whilst allowing the idea to remain entirely child initiated
	Adults protect children's ideas.
Children's thinking not overridden by adult agendas.
Respect for child-initiated learning. 
Adults value children's perspectives.
Listening as pedagogy.
Thinking made visible through dialogue. Adults deepen rather than redirect learning.
Co-construction of meaning. 
Ownership of learning remains with the child.
Child agency preserved through adult interaction

	Children confidently approached practitioners to share ideas, ask questions and seek support, suggesting trusting relationships in which children's voices were valued.
	Secure relationships encourage participation.
Children perceive adults as collaborative partners.
Children recognised as competent communicators.
Children's voices actively expressed. 
Trust underpins child participation.
Psychological safety supports agency. Children's contributions influence practice.
Respect for children's perspectives

	A voting system using sticks enabled children to select the daily story, providing authentic opportunities for children to influence daily routines.
	Democratic participation embedded in daily practice.
Children's decisions influence the curriculum.
Authentic child participation. 
Agency extends beyond play choices.
Shared decision-making.
Children influence everyday practice

	Planning also reflected children's schemas through the provision of heuristic play bags and carefully selected resources.
	Planning emerges from children's interests.
Observation informs responsive planning.
Curriculum shaped by children's thinking. Environment responds to children's learning dispositions.
Resources intentionally matched to children's developmental interests.

	Analytic memo:
This extract suggests that children's agency is understood as far more than freedom to choose activities. Instead, children appear to be positioned as capable contributors whose ideas, interests and theories actively shape both the curriculum and the daily life of the setting. Practitioners consistently preserve children's ownership of learning by engaging with, rather than redirecting, their thinking. Opportunities for participation extend beyond play into decision-making about routines, while planning itself appears responsive to children's observed schemas and interests. This indicates that child voice is enacted not as a discrete strategy but as an underlying pedagogical stance in which children's perspectives are trusted, listened to and used to influence practice. The findings suggest that agency is embedded across interactions, planning, organisation and relationships rather than existing as isolated moments of choice.

	Children repeatedly revisited the climbing frame and pulley system, refining their ideas through persistence and repetition.

	Learning refined through repetition.
Persistence supports understanding.
Children revisit experiences to deepen learning. 
Thinking develops over time.
Cognitive development through sustained enquiry.
Time enables conceptual development

	A child's difficulty dispensing dried paint became a shared scientific enquiry rather than a problem to be solved quickly.

	Unexpected challenges become learning opportunities.
Everyday problems valued as learning experiences.
Adults and children co-construct knowledge.
Inquiry emerges from authentic experiences.
Curiosity drives learning. 
Learning prioritised over efficiency.
Productive struggle intentionally preserved.
Adults resist premature intervention

	The paper aeroplane investigation emerged spontaneously from children's observations of the wind and developed into collaborative prediction, experimentation and reflection.

	Curriculum emerges from children's experiences.
Spontaneous moments valued as pedagogical opportunities. 
Children's observations initiate learning.
Children positioned as capable investigators. Scientific thinking develops through enquiry.
Collaborative meaning-making.
Sustained shared thinking

	A child transformed a stick into a bridge for insects, demonstrating creativity, imagination and sustained exploration.

	Children construct meaning through imagination.
Symbolic play supports learning.
Children's ideas drive exploration

	
	

	Analytical memo:
These examples collectively illustrate that learning within the setting is viewed as an evolving process rather than the rapid acquisition of predetermined knowledge or skills. Children's repeated exploration, unexpected discoveries and imaginative ideas are consistently treated as opportunities for deeper enquiry rather than interruptions to planned activities. Practitioners appear to value uncertainty, persistence and experimentation, allowing investigations to develop organically from children's own experiences and observations. Across these examples, learning is not accelerated towards correct answers but unfolds collaboratively through questioning, exploration and reflection. This suggests that slow pedagogy involves creating conditions in which children's curiosity can evolve into increasingly sophisticated thinking through time, repetition and shared enquiry.

	Practitioners appeared comfortable waiting and observing rather than intervening immediately, demonstrating confidence in children's capabilities.

	Observation guides pedagogical decision-making; Intentional restraint in adult intervention; Adults trust the learning process. Trust in children's competence; Children positioned as capable learners; High expectations of children's abilities

	The absence of rushing allowed everyday events, including dried paint and changing weather conditions, to become meaningful learning opportunities.

	Time intentionally protected for learning; Unhurried pedagogy creates opportunities; Learning emerges through time. Everyday experiences become pedagogical opportunities; Authentic experiences valued as curriculum. Emergent curriculum; Learning constructed through lived experience; Curiosity transforms everyday moments into enquiry

	Rather than calling children across the outdoor area, practitioners consistently walked to where children were playing, preserving concentration and maintaining the calm rhythm of the setting.

	Adults adapt practice to children's engagement; Organisation protects children's concentration. Adults enter children's worlds; Adults minimise disruption; Relationships prioritised over convenience. Protecting sustained involvement; Respect for children's thinking; Continuity of learning maintained. Calm intentionally cultivated; Pedagogical pace sustained through adult practice; Organisational decisions reinforce slow pedagogy

	The emotional climate remained warm, respectful and secure throughout the observation, with practitioners' calm demeanour appearing to influence children's confidence, independence and sustained engagement. 
	Emotional security underpins learning; Relational culture supports exploration; Wellbeing embedded within pedagogy. Adults model emotional regulation; Adult behaviour shapes children's experiences; Emotional climate co-constructed. Emotional security enables autonomy; Relationships support deep engagement; Calm relationships foster independent learning

	Analytical memo:
This concluding extract reinforces the interpretation that slow pedagogy is enacted through practitioners' deliberate professional choices rather than simply a slower pace of activity. Adults consistently demonstrate trust in children's capabilities by observing before intervening, adapting themselves to children's learning rather than expecting children to adapt to adult routines, and recognising educational potential within everyday experiences. Their calm presence appears to shape the emotional climate of the setting, creating conditions in which children feel secure to explore independently, persist with challenges and remain deeply engaged in their learning. Across the observation, the adult's role emerges as one of protecting children's time, attention and agency, suggesting that slow pedagogy is fundamentally relational, intentional and grounded in respect for children's competence.
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Figure 4.1. Final thematic map illustrating the refined themes
developed through Braun and Clarke's (2022) reflexive thematic
analysis. The map demonstrates how leadership and
organisational culture create the conditions through which slow
pedagogy is enacted, supporting children's flourishing through
four interconnected themes.
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