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During the first lecture I learnt about Tuckman’s Forming, Storming, Norming, Performing team development theory. As stated by Martin et al. (2006) Tuckman believed there were stages to groups when joining together. Later, in the 1977 review, Tuckman and Jensen added a final stage to the model called adjourning.
When reflecting on our group discussion we did follow Tuckman (1965) theory. When we first formed the group all team members were unproductive, and it took us time to work out roles. According to Boy Scouts of America (2004) team members are likely to rely on the team leader who will find a directing style of leadership helpful (Rees 1997). Fortunately, we had all worked together before, so we were aware of how we all worked. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]When it came to decide which setting to base our staff meeting on we hit the ‘storming’ stage. During this stage team members tend to disagree with each other as they find themselves within the group (Sullivan et al., 2002; Tuckman and Jensen 1977; Tuckman 1965; Rees 1997;). A demonstrating style of leadership can be helpful in this stage (Boy Scouts of America 2004; Rees 1997; Tuckman 1965; Skopec and Smith 1997). Largent (2016) states when the roles have been organised within the group, the team starts working together. Group members start to support each other and display trust, respect and cooperate towards each other. During this stage we overcame our disagreements on which setting to chose whether it be a school or nursery, and all agreed on a nursery as this is where most of the group had experience.
The next stage was performing. Tuckman (1965) believes virtually all of the group’s efforts can now be focused on the task at hand and thus it is the performing stage where the group is the most productive (Rees 1997; Sullivan et al. 2002; Tuckman and Jensen 1977). I believe this to be true, reflecting on the staff meeting discussion we were all involved in the ‘performing’ stage and in my opinion, this is when we were working together at our best.
Tuckman (1965) believes a strength of the theory is the simplicity of it. Also, the fact that many independent studies support the concept of the developmental stage theory. However, Hart et al. (2004) believe a weakness of the theory are the underrepresentation of natural groups as all testing’s are on laboratory groups. Furthermore, Moreland and Levine (1988) point out that Tuckman is not precise with how long each stage will last and may have a stronger theory if it did.
Honey (1994) built a theory upon the work of Tuckman and suggests there are 3 stages: Chaotic, Formal and Skilful which work alongside Tuckman’s theory. 
Belbin (2018) differs from Honey and Tuckman’s theory as it considers the skill set of the individual worker within the team. Using this theory, one could delegate roles according to individuals making the most of their strengths.
Above I mentioned leadership within these stages. There are many different types of leadership styles. An important component of an Early Years Setting is Leadership (Aubrey et al., 2006; Rodd, 2006), and research has shown that children made better progress across the board where a strong leadership was in place in the setting (Sylva et al., 2004).
One leadership style I have focused on is democratic leadership. Siraj-Blatchford and Manni (2007) believe leaders who have effective communication, encourage refection and can recognise and articulate shared image will have a good leadership setting. While some recent research is looking into the democratic potential of distributed leadership there is no current evidence to claim that distributed leadership pushes more democratic decisions.  On one hand Dinham (2009) claims the academics are more engaged in distributed leadership and may offer the potential to norm of managers having illogical power by increasing the participation and involvement of staff. 
However, Jones (2014) suggests the distributed leadership approach also demonstrated limitations. Jones believes that although distributed leadership approach does enable the expertise of staff to be acknowledged and to encourage change, it also relies heavily in support and continual praise from the formal leadership hierarchy. This suggests that instead of replacing a traditional individual leadership, distributed leadership is a supplement to it. Jones feels his conclusion is further supported by the research carried out which showed that no change in the decision-making process is made, it is just influenced by a large number of people. These findings show that distributed leadership provides an opportunity for increased participation and involvement but not for more democratic decision making processes.  
Harris (2013) states recent research into distributed approaches to educational leadership indicate that collaborative and co-operative methods may improve relationships between staff and increase professional confidence as well as improving the learning chances of pupils (Harris and Spillane, 2008; Leith-wood et al., 2007, 2009). Reflecting back on our staff meeting we discussed changes to policies and whether we should have CCTV within the setting, after the discussion we all agreed on sending questionnaires to parents. This is an example of the democratic/ distributed leadership. 
Osgood (2004) suggests that Early Years practitioners take particular pride in community orientated, collective and caring nature of the sector and tend to avoid individualistic constructs of leadership. Dewey (1937) believes the people who are not involved in the participation of decisions lose interest. Automatically the lack of interest develops and believe that all decisions are the business of leaders and managers and leave them to sort out any issues rather than offering help.
The Children Act 2004 (HM Government, 2004) included the idea of understanding and listening to the views of children.  It made a legal requirement, when assessing children their emotional and physical needs to consider their feelings and wishes. According to Gov (2015) There must be a balance between activities led by practitioners and learning through child-initiated activities. A well-organised curriculum should allow children the opportunity to be involved in their own learning and build on their interests. Gov believe that active learning will enhance children’s development. The United Nations Rights of the Child (UNRC, 1989) states that this method supports children’s rights, predominantly the right to express their views about maters that affect them.
Coles and Southworth (2005), promote that if a school is to be successful they need to excel with high leadership skills, shaping the struggles between staff and pupils or whether the setting/ school is somewhere where everyone works together sharing the same goals and achieve a high standard. Bush and Coleman (2000) note that a well lead school is more likely to be effective. They find in their research that there is a connection between the quality of schools and good management over a number of countries including the student’s educational results. Respectively, if the qualities of an effective leadership can be identified in early years setting, the results for children will improve. Nevertheless, without knowing the definition of the term leadership and how it relates to management in a early years context this is difficult. An important skill in leadership, is being able to reflect, assess and respond. If leaders want to expand their knowledge on their practice they are required to analyse and reflect how they performed (Jones and Pound, 2008). 
In Steiner kindergarten responsibilities for making decisions about educational activities and wider management issue is shared by a college of teachers. The college take collective responsibilities for pedagogical decision making and administration (Trosli, 2011; Woods et al., 2005). Henry (1992) describes Steiner staff meetings of a pattern of greetings without hierarchy and with a community feel. I believe when carrying out our staff meeting discussion there was no hierarchy and that was shown as the chairperson of the meeting changes every week and everyone at the meeting had an agenda to lead. However, Khan et al. (2015) believe a democratic leadership can have disadvantages. Democratic leadership can be time consuming for the leader as there is lots of discussion every time a decision is made, this can also become boring for staff. Furthermore, Hamilton (2011) agrees that tasks take longer to complete under democratic leadership but believes a democratic leadership is more efficient than an autocratic style as staff may depend on their leader too much and not believe in their own abilities.  Woods and Gronn (2009) state that democratic procedures usually make organisations less effective. They believe the time and effort it takes dedicating to in respect of the democratic principle is time stolen by the processes of intellectual and emotional labour and can stop the flow of work. Equally the delayed decisions may disrupt the direction of work or become unclear by prolonged debates.
Pre schools of Reggio Emilia in Italy, also promote an ethos of democracy. Moss (2012) describes Reggio Emilia as somewhere that experiments with democratic leadership which is an inspiring change to the supremacy of managerialism. Malaguzzi (1996, cited in Rinaldi, 2006) argued that working democratically is beneficial for teachers as well as children. Malaguzzi believed that a teacher has to be involved within the decision making of the educational activities otherwise they work without a sense of meaning. A teacher cannot just implement the projects and programmes created by others.
Irrespective of which leadership style, effective leadership has to be put in context regarding the gender, geography, community and culture (Tobin, 2005). Rodd (2006) suggests that when choosing a leadership style, gender matters. Rodd proposes that females chose a ‘power over’ style and this has changed the development of transformational models of leadership within the early years sector, including distributed/democratic leadership (Harris, 2007; Spillane, 2005). 
Siraj-Blatchford and Manni (2007) state that in the early years settings almost all of the workforce is female. Yet the current readings and research on leadership and management is based upon male approaches and experiences. Cubillo (1999) argues that the characteristics of effective leaders are conventionally androcentric and usually have male attributes such as competitiveness and power. Belenky et al. (1986) believes that when women are studies by scientists they typically look at similarities or differences from patterns found when studying men. Boone (2004) suggests that some studies state that female leaders that have feminine attributes are more suited for current leadership. Believably, these characteristics are to do with displaying collaborative, democratic, and inclusive behaviour (Zhong, 2009), and the concept that women are better at listening, caring and nurturing (Shakeshaft, 1989) than men remains contestable.
Looking back over the distributed / democratic leadership style many early year practitioners would not relate to the current idea of having more say in what they teach due to the increased state regulations and demands for high performing children have had an impact in the early years sector, the time may be right to claim back more democratic and participatory approaches (Osgood, 2006; Rose and Roger, 2012).
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