EAEE6001		1601619
In this paper I will be analysing pedagogical leadership and its impact on young children’s development, the work place, and the practitioner team. Throughout the paper, I shall also be critically reflecting on myself as a leader and how differing personalities and styles within the group affected the staff meeting discussion that was delivered last week. 
Whilst in the planning stages of the discussion, it struck me that although there were amicable discussion points rising from each member of the group; I felt that the lack of a designated person as leader to delegate workload, hindered the progression and overall success of the task in hand. I felt that a natural leader was needed, such as that found in Cartwright’s (1965) research.
However, whilst researching, I found that this is an outdated view. Schwarz (2013) relay that singular and therefore a unilateral leadership style can be damaging to the achievement of a project, through the prerequisite idea of one leader allows the team to leave responsibility; making the leader accountable for all failings and successes. 
Hackman (2011) discusses how this can be addressed as ‘Leader Attribution Error’, furthering Belbin (2010) theory of effective team roles by detailing that an efficacious leader will only provide leverage, motivation and coaching to the team – showing the characteristics of Belbin’s (2010) traits of Resource Investigator, Co-ordinator, Monitor/ Evaluator, and Implementer.
This shows that although a leader may fill several roles, Belbin (2010) states that it is important that all roles are founded within a group in order to achieve – An effective leader surrounds themselves with experts in all needed fields (Adamchik, 2011).
Supporting this, Carson (2007) and Hoch, et al (2010) both found that shared team leadership, among those who have found their place within the team, working well together; acted as a pleasing indicator in to the achievement of an assignment – the social influence affects all joint working (Cartwright, 1965).
Toesland and Rivas (2005) detail that bonded social dynamics within a team, benefit the effectiveness of effort toward one goal. If Integration and interaction are faltered, then the task success will suffer. 
Although I may have been wrong to think that having one leader would have aided our team, having researched in to team leadership and the working roles, I feel there was some overlap in the role fulfilment which made for uncomfortable working conditions.
Handy (1999) theory gives phrases to the stages of which all initiated groups go through subconsciously: Forming, Storming, Norming, Performing. Having experienced these stages through the group discussion project, I now wonder whether the group went through the Norming period; I felt the group completed the task quite successfully due to a quick Performing phase, but feel we were fixed Storming for a time due to opposing values.

Goodman, et al (2001) suggests that a positive team will be built upon common values, empowerment, and inclusive work satisfaction; whereas individuals who feel unheard and underappreciated are less likely to involve themselves willingly into work, with evidence indicating a higher turnover rate.
John Gardener described how a leader becomes recognisable to their team through the attunement of values, beliefs and goals, as well as being seen to alleviate problems (Kouzes and Posner, 2011). Therefore, allowing people to feel comfortable following their guidance.
On reflection, I feel our team would have benefited from a longer forming stage for a natural leader or shared leadership to have been made, along with common value and direction of the project. Had this had happened, the personalities and styles within the group may have bonded better – Subsequently, I have realised that this small exercise has the same relevance as that experienced by staff members and leaders within Early Years settings.
Having analysed my own working style and leadership ability, I feel as though I aim to please and be friendly with people, making me far too lenient to lead. Although, I tend to carry on this trend until I become impatient with the lack of work finished and become strict and frustrated with the team. McLemore (2014) states that it is this fine balance between approachability and assertiveness that allows a leader to perform with ease and are less likely to confuse people. Underpinned by these points, Hendrickson Eagly and Carli (2007) state that women in particular with this balance are regarded highly with both genders in a workforce. I found this helpful to note due to the primarily woman workforce in the early years field. Had I been more assertive earlier on, we may have had less cancelled meetings and been able to Form as a group properly.
Through the discussion exercise I was able to further develop my policy and legislative knowledge. I now speak confidently in matters that previously I have felt are beyond my capability. After reading Lambert (1998), I know that this will help with my leadership development; by using my keen interest in modern development and education research and updated legislation to enable the children and guide staff correctly within the setting. 
I feel that a pedagogical leader would have held all leadership points needed within our team and perhaps with some adjustments to my leadership ability, I could work towards embodying this style.
O’Sulivan (2015) describes a pedagogical leader as understanding how children learn and develop and make every effort to make these possible to the highest standard.
Edwards (2002), Woods and Woods (2006) and Rockel (2009), all name the Reggio Emilia, Waldorf and Te Whariki approaches as superlative pedagogical practice; with New (2009) identifying pedagogical leadership as incredibly useful to reform early education. This can be recognised on reading the Foundation Phase Framework (2015).
But the pedagogical approach in the UK does not come without it’s issues. Soler and Miller (2010) provide explanation in to the early year curricula failings within the UK, detailing that the workforce knowledge, traditional schooling and inspection, plus budget constraints has left pedagogical approach frameworks on uneven foundation.
British pedagogical leaders may remedy this through their unwavering care for children’s development and learning, in addition to their understanding of the schooling system as it stands.
McDowall Clark and Murray (2012) notes that it is important for a pedagogical leader to guide a team that is like minded in their work, although it is the leader’s place to model and Influence the leadership components of their staff so that collective growth may enable the team to share knowledge and aim toward the same early years friendly goal.
The early years being majority female led, Lunn and Bishop (2002) state that women in leadership roles are found to be more facilitative rather than authoritarian with overarching view of using power to empower a workforce. This entwined with the already nurturing qualities of a pedagogical leader will further the strength of the team.  
However, this has been seen to cause issue in some cases. Hadary and Henderson (2013) suggest that although men and women face the same process when face with challenges, women are expected to be compassionate and caring over making a tough decision. 
Mavin (2008) suggests this view is detrimental to women leaders guiding a female workforce as this opinion allows professional reputation to be negatively affected when the time comes to make an unpopular decision – it is found that women see others as a ‘natural enemy’ and are quick to undermine a superior female. Baxter and Wright (2000) put this down to women having to take a dogmatic approach in work in order to receive promotion, with a driven need to prove themselves.
A dogmatic leadership in running a pedagogical practice would be unhelpful as this is solely based upon a child – led, collaborative, innovative workforce (Schargel, et al, 2007); as well as negatively affecting the workforce’s mental well-being (Campione, 2008). Relationally, Fonsen (2013) notes that it is here the pedagogical leaders nurturing personnel management skills come in to practice; able to reason with the staff supported by early years knowledge. Additionally, it has been found that female staff with women supervisors are content with their work due to higher levels of mastery and empathetic social support (Moore, et al, 2005), showing some qualities of transactional leadership (Bertocci, 2009); building staff retention (Simms, 2006). 
To develop my leadership ability, I need to work on my personnel management and make a real attempt to build upon social empathy toward adults (Fonsen, 2013; Moore, et al, 2005). Previous to this research, I feel I have focused entirely on the children and their needs rather than the staff, setting and children as one unit. 

As with any leadership, it has been proven that happy staff are more productive (Malik, et al, 2011). As with pedagogical leadership; a contented, well-trained and supported workforce and some transformational leadership qualities (Shelton, 2012), has been noted to be the key to achieving high quality provision, through the building of enticing settings to stimulate the children’s development (Taguma, et al, 2012; Waller and Davies, 2014); the leader working tirelessly to make it so. 
Although there will always be a time where budget constraints impede the provision, with many pedagogical leaders spending their own money to enable the children’s learning (The Secret Teacher, 2017).
[bookmark: _GoBack]Yet the Foundation Phase still suffers with further budget constraints (Merrick, 2017), and cannot compare to municipal and well government funded practices such as Reggio Emilia (Hall et al, 2014), it may be beneficial for early years settings to have a less embellished idea of how the approach works in the UK. This could come to fruition through employing a bureaucratic style, following and working to the budgets strictly (Chaston, 2012).
But this style could never work within Early Years due to the contradiction of leader qualities and the direction within the Foundation Phase Framework (2015) and ESTYN (2017) guidelines asking settings to supply ‘creative, imaginative and stimulating’ learning experiences that support all abilities.
However, Donaldson (2006) relays how this would diminish moral throughout staff and would break down any motivation or creativity to ‘make good’ of what equipment the setting has. Which in turn could inspire team through a common goal (Carson, 2007; Hoch, et al, 2010) - noting that educational settings have a unique set of leaders, personifying more than one style in order to deal with cuts and issues effectively; the primary objective being the children’s learning and development.
The pedagogical style would need to have some qualities of bureaucratic in its budget organisation, but it is imperative that the leader keeps strong in their staff coaching and views to deliver the framework as best to their abilities. I think organisation is an area I would need to work on to develop my leadership style appropriately. 
Some settings will fundraise so that they may buy equipment, with the support of parents and community. As with government funding, a pedagogical leader will understand the affects a community can have on a setting and child, through Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) theory and will regard the Every Parent Matters (2007) policy, ensuring that parental partnerships will be well facilitated. The leader believes that the home/setting relationship is vital to a child’s holistic development and in aiding transition and emotional support as seen in the practice of the Pen Green loop model (Allen and Whalley, 2010).
Hornby and Lafaele (2011) suggests that parental involvement with settings could become difficult through parental barriers. This could be due to family circumstance affecting the parent’s perception of schooling and the system, thus allowing partnerships to break down, or struggle to even begin.
Yanghee (2009) suggests that barriers may not be completely sourced by the parent, but by the setting itself through lack of structure and strategy to parental involvement from the leader and therefore sending a message to staff that it is not important. 
Ovanda and Abrego (1996) and Pena (2000) both add that if a parent or carer are unsure of the leader’s nature and approachability, they will be hesitant to attend parent and child activities or communicate freely about their child’s needs.
Brunton and Thornton (2010) provide leadership guidance in to alleviating doubts by using charismatic and resourceful leadership qualities (DuBrin, 2008) in finding different ways to approach and collaborate with parents and furthering relationships with outside agencies working with children.
By using the Key Elements of Effective Practice Guidance (Department for Education and Skills, 2005) and such projects as Parents, Early Years and Learning (Department for Education and Skills, 2010); leaders are able to support their staff in learning different strategies to permit parental partnerships and build upon social skill with other professionals.
These styles could also be helpful to the pedagogical leader in other areas too. Conger and Kanugo (1998) detail how charismatic qualities are a benefit to any leader in the ability to sell ideas and thus the need for resource – monetary or otherwise. This can be particularly beneficial in meetings with senior personnel and providing leverage to the team, but confidence must be reinforced with sufficient knowledge. Making for the perfect combination between pedagogical and charismatic styles.
This style partnership may become affective when dealing with inspections, such as that from ESTYN. ESTYN (2017) inspection guidelines suggest that teachers and practitioners should show an advanced understanding of learning and development and appear confident in their teachings. On reflection of my personal skills, I have always been a confident person with a professional and innovative approach to work and am constantly developing my knowledge. 
However, Brooker, et al (2010) relays that leaders and practitioners feel there are government policies that are contrary to the early years ethos. 
 ESTYN inspections have been found to be contradictive to the Foundation Phase Framework (2015) messages and Literacy and Numeracy Framework (Learning Wales, 2014) through their concentration on these areas in inspection and their need for evidence in proving standards (Evans, 2013). Thus, leaders are faced with authoritarian leadership from governments (Webster et al, 2012), proving counterproductive to pedagogical practice and a stance that no pedagogical leader would take (Swartz and Richmond, 2014).
Donaldson (2015), a true pedagogical leader in the field of education seeks to intervene, allowing like minded leaders of settings to work unhindered by contradictory policy and inspections through the Successful Futures document.
In conclusion, I feel that the pedagogical leader must become a situational leader (Kennedy, 2013) in order to fully create, lead and cope with the constant changes and needs of an early years setting. The same way as one would care for children, with understanding and comprehensive knowledge, a pedagogical leader will nurture their team’s ability in order delegate work appropriately, facilitate senior professionals and parents alike and ensure the smooth running of a stimulating provision for their number one priority – the children. Having researched in to this style, I aim to develop my organisational skills as well as work on the balance between approachability and assertiveness in leading a team; but will hold on to my charismatic and resourceful nature in gaining resource and parental confidence and continue to research in to modern policy and education development findings to provide the pedagogical approach. 
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