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This essay will outline the importance reflective practice has on sustaining effective high quality provision for young children, their families and the co-workers involved. Becoming a professional practitioner can be done with the influence of a number of characteristics. (Nolan and Raban, 2015). These include: professionalism, a positive outlook on situations and the willing to change specific things, in order to develop your personal knowledge in fields. The essay will explore in depth two models of reflection, in which practitioners may use as part of everyday learning and which may be involved in their personal development plan. Throughout this essay, two models of reaction will be critically analysed and researched using highly academic resources, including books, journal articles and websites. 

Reflective practice can be seen as looking back on an event, and breaking the event down, as to how it went. (Miller et al., 2012). Aubrey (2007) argues strongly that a strong system of management, the correct tools available and the learning environment, all impact on a reflection process to a practitioner. Maynard and Smith (2009) believe there is an increase in lack of self-esteem and confidence in practitioners. However, this can be overcome by following the processes of reflection. This can be done by following different models of reflection, which suit the individual’s preferences best. (Moyles, 2006). 
Hallet, (2013) sees reflection as a hugely important factor to practitioners. “The relationship between work-based learning and reflection, was identified as key to the development of practitioners.” (Hallet, 2013:2). “Thinking deeply about practice and linking this to theoretical perspectives, enables educators to act in an informed way to change their practice.” (Nolan and Raban, 2015: 6). 
There are many theorists involved in having an influence on how practitioners think, believe and work in practice, however they may not all believe and follow the same thinking. Theorist including John Dewey and Jean Piaget both believe that children learn best when learning ‘in the experience’. (Pound, 2006). However, Donald Schon’s theory disagrees as he believes that practitioners reflect both in action and on action, and both reflections are just as equal as each other. Critical reflection may enhance services provided for young children as it may act as an evaluation tool. This may be reflecting back on a scenario that’s happened and delve into the positive, negatives and the things that could be changed for next time in order for the best put come to arise for the children in our care.  (Naughton, 2005).
Critical reflection may be seen as “attempts being made to improve the quality of children’s experiences and learning, both in what we might observe now and what we might develop for the future.” (Reed and Canning, 2011: 114). This includes making changes to practice, attitudes and beliefs. Questions which may be asked during reflection may include: what can I improve? What went right? and what needs to be changed in the future? It is a process of which practitioners may analyse and reconsider the experiences at a deeper level. (ACN, 2009).
“A teacher who may reflect too often may create a dysfunctional classroom.” (Van Manen, 1991: 24). Teachers may reflect every day and make changes to their teaching, the classroom or the level of work being taught. However some may argue that too much reflection can be a disadvantage to the children, as it may be too much for the children to take on. Reflection must be made in small measures such as, changing the classroom around today, changing the tasks to a simpler/harder task tomorrow and using a different teaching approach next week. However, some may believe that reflection is an essential tool which should be used on a regular basis, to better every aspect of a child’s learning. (Reed and Canning, 2011). This may include setting the children into different groups of their abilities to ensure every child is getting the right level of work for their capability or even changing the classroom setting around in order to make all areas of learning available to children. 
The Effective Provision of Pre-school Education study was conducted involving 3000 children, parent’s families. It was the first major longitudinal study, into the development of young children from the ages of 3-7 years. (Sylva et al., 2004). The study looked at the effects that high quality provision encounters on young children’s lives. The study has similarities between certain models of reflection, including Schon and Kolb. Schon believes that children learn by being coached correctly and as the study states “having trained staff is highly beneficial to children” (Sylva et al., 2004: 2) it is clear that both the model of reflection and study agree with one another. The study states “high quality pre-schooling is related to better intellectual and social development for children.” (Sylva et al., 2004: 2). Kolb agrees with this statement as his theory states that social experiences are essential in the lives of young children and with the support of intellectual development from staff will benefit this. (McFarland et al., 2009).
The Government see reflection in early years practice as a national priority. (Veale, 2016: 44). They believe that factors including: health, happiness and children’s potential learning is maximised. This will hopefully lower the rates of crime, poor parenting and low achievements in society. Reflective practice gives practitioners the ability to have professional control over children’s education. (Miller et al., 2012). Teachers have to plan and implement activities on a day-to-day basis, ensuring the correct skills are being achieved. Following previous reflection that teachers do daily, the activities should run smoothly, benefitting the children’s development in all areas of learning. (DCELLS, 2015). Kolb’s theory links within the Foundation Phase. He sees practitioners as “the heart to education.” (Thomas and Lewis, 2016: 12). He strongly believes that with the correct staff in place and the content is being taught, the child is in the best possible situation to learn at its best. 
Models of reflection can be seen as ‘tools to use whilst reflecting.’ (Veale, 2016: 29). The models can be used to structure and revise situations. They can bring out questions which need to be asked in order to improve ourselves for the welfare of the children. All models of reflection have some things in common. “They take notes of an incident, strive to understand it, learn from it and then modify the actions.” (Veale, 2016: 30). 
Donald Schon (1983) defines reflective practice as “the practice by which professionals become aware of their implicit knowledge base and learn from their experience.” (Buwert, 2012: 1). Schon’s theory is measured up of two components. In-action and on-action. In action is reflecting on the spot and making immediate changes to impact the situation. This could be using behavior strategies such as stickers if the children aren’t listening. On-action is deeper thinking, which takes place after the event. A reflection is made on what has happened and what steps can be made to change the scenario for next time. This could be things like the use of space. Maybe next time the lesson could be completed outdoors to have a sense of freedom for the children to be free to learn. (Veale, 2016). 
Schon describes the ‘reflective practicum’ as “a setting which is designed for practice learning.” (Veale, 2016: 42). He strongly believed that staff will learn by being coached by hierarchy staff members. This has clear links to Jean Piaget’s theory, where he believed in the theory of scaffolding. Practitioners need scaffolding to act as a supporting resource, in order to develop themselves and better their knowledge. (Pound, 2006). In this instance, Schon and Piaget both believe that scaffolding pays a big part in shaping practitioners, in a way that if the correct training, support and encouragement is given to staff, this will ensure the staff are available to offer the best education to the children and the best support to families and co-workers on a day-to-day practice. (Veale, 2016). 
Communities of practice act as advocates for children. (Reed and Canning, 2011). The communities have a clear aim that their main priority is the child’s wellbeing. Schon agrees with this, as his main objective is that the child is developing as it should be and everything is available to support the child in every single way. (Pound, 2006). Amongst other models, Dewey and Schon both focus their work on the focus on the child. Their whole models are written with the intention of developing the child in a positive outcome for the child and its family. Practitioners are often put onto training courses to boost their knowledge. This links to the on-action model, where staff are sent on courses to develop their knowledge in specific fields. This may include: first aid, child behavior management or safeguarding children. All of which are highly important, in order to keep up-to-date with newly updated information. (O’Sullivan, 2009). 
Relating to in-action, settings may juggle the staff around to ensure the correct staff are in the correct place. This may be, putting specialized staff in specific places, such as a specialized practitioner in outdoor play would be outdoors and the practitioner who is specialized in numeracy would work with the numeracy tasks. This helps to manage knowledge between specific staff and delegate tasks within a team to ensure everything runs smoothly. This has clear links to reflection as staff can promote innovative practice such as new ways of doing thigs. Staff can discuss with each other and share their expertise to ensure that staff can be rotated in the future and not just always stuck in one place. (Fitzgerald, 2004).  A negative look at Schon’s model is that thinking on-action may bring back personal views to practitioners on a specific matter. For example if the practitioner got brought up with a negative image on their time being brought up. As the practitioner would reflect on the scenario, this could bring back negative images and impact on their focus and developing the child. (Nolan and Raban, 2015).
Schon’s model has been slated by other models such as Dewey, as the model is ‘too brief’ to be used as a professional tool. (Pound, 2006). The model does not ensure a deep reflection has been made and this could be false readings. The practitioner is only briefly reflecting and this could mean they could miss important stages out as they are reflecting so quickly. Unlike Kolb’s theory where that is very in depth, there may be more segments of the reflection revealed in Kolb’s theory, as the practitioner must reflect on a deeper note. (Veale, 2016). Schon’s in-action model refers to the Foundation Phase. They both agree that ‘real-life’ experiences are valuable to children as it can boost innovation and involve children in being creative. (Thomas and Lewis, 2016: 11). 
David Kolb (1984) wrote an experimental learning theory. (McLeod, 2010). He thought of a model which worked on two levels. Level 1, which was the 4 stage cycle of learning and level 2, which was the four separate learning styles. He believes that every stage of each cycle was as highly important and beneficial to one another. Without completion of the whole cycle, he believes that the model will not work as efficiently. (McLeod, 2010).
The four stages of learning include: stage one is ‘concrete experiences’ where a new situation has encountered, stage two is ‘reflective observation’ where new experiences are made, stage three is ‘abstract conceptualization’ where a new idea is created or a modification of an abstract is made and stage four is ‘active experimentation’ where experiments are made to the world around us, to see what the results are. (Baldock et al., 2009). 
Kolb sees effective reflection is “when all four stages are complete.” (Anning et al., 2006). 
Kolb’s model is set out in a simple way, where practitioners have a simple explanation to complete their reflection. Perhaps this will ensure that practitioners are completing every stage, as they have full understanding of the clear paths that follow each step of the model. On the other hand, perhaps some practitioners may see that the model take too long to complete. Time is precious and could be used doing tasks. It’s better to have a simple structured model for the staff to complete some sort of reflection, than it is to have a complicated model and the staff complete no reflection. 
McLeod (2010:1) agreed with Kolb and both saw the model as a ‘learner centered pedagogy.’ In their belief, the practitioner is the heart of the learning in order to learn the correct values to be able to teach to the highest possible standard. This has a clear link to Schon’s theory. Even though Schon believes that the child is the center of attention and Kolb believes that the practitioners learning is the center of attention, they are both as highly important to one another. It is a vicious circle, where one is as important as each other. In this instance if the staff wouldn’t receive the correct training and education, they would not be fulfilling young children’s educational needs, therefor the child would not be the heart and center of the practitioners needs. 
There are similarities between the two chosen models to study. Both Schon and Kolb wrote their models with the intention of it not becoming of any use to childcare practitioners. However today, both their models are highly used during practice within settings. (Hill, 1999). 
Both models main focus is ‘the child.’ (Reed and Canning, 2011). Their models are designed to ensure the child is the centre of our minds when reflecting, on what we could improve to better ourselves for the children. Both the models enhance practitioner in many different ways. These include: gaining personal knowledge e.g. attending a course to better my knowledge in a field to feel confident in teaching the topic next time to children. 
We see children in a holistic view. As all children have different beliefs, a different background and different families, us practitioners must understand that not one child is the same and our work must reflect on this by accommodating for everyone individually. The models have made it clear that it is hugely beneficial to work alongside hierarchy teams and to ensure we get the correct support needed. Hierarchy staff are the staff with the best knowledge, therefor who else better than to as for support than someone like the headmistress or the deputy head.  
Both models agree that the setting is highly beneficial and influential to the way children interoperate things and learn. Sylva et al. (2004) states “children will gain all an all-round process, if in the correct environment.” Both Kolb and Schon argue that the setting must follow best standard including influential wall displays, colourful and bright and a child-led approach to learning. (Reed and Canning, 2012). 
The models have clear benefits when working alongside children and families. By practitioners using these models of reflection, it ensure that the children are receiving the best possible tuition, from practitioners who are highly trained in specific fields. This can be a positive to families as it can put families at ease that their children are in good hands of receiving the best possible education and care. Each child is seen holistically ‘as one’ and not as a whole. This ensures all special requirements are being picked up and any additional needs have the correct support packages in place, whether that’s a 1:1 tutor or extra time to complete the tasks. Each child’s needs are looked at individual and every practitioner must reflect on how the daily activities can be differentiated for the capability of different abilities. By working as a community, practitioners create a strong bond with parents and families of the children. This may be by having open days to ensure the families can ask any possible queries and to feel at ease. 
To conclude, it is evidential that reflective practice pays a huge part in the everyday life of a practitioner. “Nothing is too good for the youngest children, we must keep exploring all the avenues we can to improve what we already have, and we must not be satisfied with second best. However difficult our individual circumstances, there are likely to be things we can do to improve them.” (Featherstone and Bayley, 2002:53). 
In the future, a tool practitioners may find useful to use to reflect is to follow a personal development plan. This may be setting personal targets to achieve within a given timescale, such as: to attend a behaviour management course or to create a better bond with parents, maybe by holding an open class day where the parents are free to attend class and see the daily running of their child’s education environment. Reflection methods are developing more and more every day. Digital technology is taking over our ‘modern society’. This includes using an app on an iPad to complete the ‘Sims’ assessing tool to assess children’s personal abilities throughout the school term. We as practitioners must keep up-to-date with this, as this is going to be the future which we practitioners have ahead of our career.  Despise many criticism, both models of reflection discussed in this essay are hugely beneficial to the 21st century’s practitioners. Every day the models are used as a framework to reflect back for our professionals to improve their services. (Dennison, 2009). 
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