
What is practitioners’ perception of risk towards the outdoors in early childhood education within Wales?
The institute for outdoor learning (2022) stated that the outdoors will always have a level of risk. It has been highlighted that as a society we are growing more risk adverse (Barton, 2007). Specifically, it has been shown that practitioners in early childhood education (ECE) in various countries have risk adversity towards the outdoors creating barriers for young children (Little, 2010, Cevher-Kalburan, 2015). The current Curriculum for Wales covers ages three to sixteen. Focusing on ages three to seven the curriculum focuses on play and play-based learning, being outdoors, authentic purposeful learning and physical literacy (Welsh Government, 2022). Maude (2010) shows the effectiveness of play in building a foundation for physical literacy. There is then strong evidence that the outdoors affords greater physical literacy development through play (Fjortoft, 2001; Storli, and Løge Hagen, 2010; Dowdell, Gray and Malone, 2011). Linking further to the importance of the affordances created by your environment, Whitehead (2010, p. 26) shows that physical ‘embodiment’ is how humans ‘create themselves as they interact with their surroundings’. It has also been suggested that we need interaction with nature, shown by Louv (2012) showing that a lack of interaction with nature can cause a nature deficit disorder. Wilson (1984) suggests with her biophilia hypothesis that we need nature as it an integral part to healthy living.

There are some limitations to the current research as they do not specifically talk about Curriculum Wales for ECE (Kernan and Devine, 2010). There is also little research into different socio-economic groups and their different perceptions of risk and the effects this has on the outdoor play. Practitioners have been shown to be crucial instruments in the development of children, however, there is no specific research on the practitioners in relation to risk adversity within Wales. This is concerning as there have been some practitioners in the past within the foundation phase that have missed key steps such as object control which has been highlighted by Wainwright (2021). 

There is a problem when engaging with the outdoors. Many facilitators and practitioners can be risk adverse causing a restriction on the use of the outdoors lowing the effect the affordances can help to develop young children (Solly, 2015; Sandseter, et al., 2020; Kernan and Devine, 2010). Little and Weaver (2008) show that due to this risk adversity within the curriculum for early years children, the outdoors is not being used as an environment or resource for play and development. Growing urbanisation has made interaction with the outdoors more difficult for young children (Kyttä, 2002). This makes the practice of forest schools more difficult which has been shown to afford children an environment for play and risk taking in nature (Maynard, 2007). There has also been increased risks such as stranger danger, broken glass and narcotic waste (Kyttä, 2002).  Risky play is a term often used association with ECE. Risk being involved with play has shown to have many benefits such as creating a realistic environment for everyday risks and leading to reliance (Martínková, and Parry, 2017). Adding to this risky play is important as the possible developmental gains include psychological, physical, perceptual, and social development (Sandseter, 2010). Cook et al (2019) show the current negative perception of risk and the need to change this perception so that children can benefit from the risk but also gaining the positive effects from the outdoors which is being misused. This is supported by Obee, Sandseter and Harper, (2021) advocating the importance of risky play and the barriers created by practitioners. This also links to purposeful learning set out in the curriculum for Wales, as it prepares young children for the real risks of the world. Little and Eager (2010) suggest risk adversity and concepts of risk change between cultures. This shows a need to identify the level of risk adversity within Welsh practitioners. This will then determine if barriers for children exist and whether they need to be removed so that they can reach their full potential which is supported WHO (2022) stating that children should be able to achieve their full development as it is a human right. There is also evidence that practitioners need more training shown by Siraj (2014) who highlighted 23 recommendations for foundation phase and 9 of these where further training of practitioners. Cevher-Kalburan (2015) showed that training practitioners about risk adversity was successful. It was also showing the vital role practitioners have in facilitating risky play. This shows that it would be worth while finding the level of risk adversity amongst practitioners in ECE in Wales as the training needed has been shown to be successful.

Aim – To gain an insight into practitioners’ level of risk adversity towards ECE’s use of the outdoors.

Objective – To find themes relating to practitioners’ level risk adversity towards ECE’s use of the outdoors

To effectively find themes relating to practitioners’ level of risk adversity towards early childhood education’s use of the outdoors, qualitive methodology will be used. This will be undertaken using semi-structured interviews. Qualitative research allows for a social science perspective with interviewees as this topic revolves around the practitioners’ attitudes towards risk (McLeod, 2019). There is, however, limitations to the amount of data that can be collected as it is difficult to interview over a certain number of practitioners leading to a lower range in data. This is also a positive as it would be difficult to find enough participants for a quantitative methodology such as surveys and end up with the same volume of data for analysis. Qualitative data also can create data that was unexpected due to the freedom in how the questions can be answered (Punch, 2014). This also links to the use of semi-structured interviews, there can be room for personal perspectives to be given but keeping it relevant to the research question. Another positive to this reach it allows for participants to give descriptive data allowing for an insight into their risk adversity. The use of qualitative research also allows the data to be personal which can be left out in quantitative research (Denscombe, 2017). As risk adversity is a personal perspective this is an important aspect to be considered when researching. Due to the personal perspectives great volume of rich data can be acquired in a short time frame which lends itself to the time frame for this research. There are limitations to this as there can be bias when interviewing. This is another reason to have semi-structured interviews, as a rough structure and questions can be made before interviewing giving time to review the questions checking for bias (Emerson, 2015). Another limitation is that there can be bias from the interviewee. However, this can still be useful as it shows a perception of the practitioners either way and can show the general feelings towards the topic which could lead to further research of how to address the issues amongst practitioners in early childhood education. There is also a need to identify themes to see if a wider mixed method approach is needed after this initial look into practitioner’s risk adversity. Finding research participants will be done through a series of emails and calls to local primary schools asking for volunteers. 

Methodology for data analysis will be thematic analysis (Braun and Clarke, 2022). This will allow for themes to be generated. Then reviewed, refined, and defined. This will then allow for a discussion to be generated by these findings. Thematic analysis gives the researcher adaptability when finding themes which is useful in a largely unexplored topic area in Wales, as the outcome is not clear (Braun and Clarke, 2006). Thematic analysis is shown to be ideal for finding information to show the relationship between variables (Ibrahim, 2012). This is useful for the aims of the proposed research as information is going to be gained from the perspectives of the practitioners in connection with risk and the outdoors. There is also consideration taken for the data analysis as it can be a long process. Using technology as an aid, for collection and compiling of results making it easy to analysis. 
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This section details the extent to which the assessment criteria are demonstrated by you, which in turn determines your mark. The marks available for each category of skill are shown. Lecturers will use the space provided to comment on the achievement of the task(s), including those areas in which you have performed well and areas that would benefit from development/improvement.
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	Generic Assessment Criteria 
	Marks available
	Marks 
awarded

	1. Engagement with Literature Skills
.
	
	

	
	25
	

	
	
	

	2. Knowledge and Understanding Skills

	
	

	
	25
	

	
	
	

	3. Cognitive and Intellectual Skills

	
	

	 

	30
	

	
	
	

	4. Practical Application Skills

	
	

	
	10
	

	
	
	

	5. Transferable Skills for Life and Professional Practice

	
	

	
	10
	

	
	
	



	Assessment Mark (Assessment marks are subject to ratification at the Exam Board.  These comments and marks are to give feedback on module work and are for guidance only until they are confirmed. )
	Late Submission Penalties (tick if appropriate)
	%

	
	Up to 1 week late (40% Max)
	
	

	
	Over 1 week late (0%)
	
	






