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Abstract

This thesis is located within the context of contemporary New Zealand early childhood
education assessment discourse which invites teachers to notice, recognise and respond
to children’s learning by responding to multiple voices. In this location I interrogate
the dialogic nature of interpretation. To do this I dialogue with an early childhood
education teacher and parent(s) as together we seek to notice and recognise the
metaphoric acts of two toddlers in an early childhood education and care setting.
I draw extensively on the dialogic philosophy of Mikhail Bakhtin and his notion
of utterance as the unit of analysis. Consistent with this philosophy, I employ genre as
the central framework for analysis in order to explore the oriented use of language in
which metaphoricity can or cannot be seen. Bakhtin’s promotion of artistic
appreciation, underpins this approach, requiring participants to suspend finalising
judgments in favour of polyphony – where ‘voices’ are viewed as complex,
internal/external, organic, interanimated and potentially transgressive. With this
philosophical stance, metaphoricity can be viewed as a social, aesthetic and deeply
embued act and a communicative exchange that generates a degree of incongruity,
surprise or wonderment in its delivery.
The results of the study highlight the deeply ethical and confronting nature of
early childhood education assessment discourse, revealing the dilemmas facing
toddlers, parents and teachers when authoritative discourse permeates pedagogy. I
claim that metaphoricity, and its potential to illuminate assessment, can only be seen
when adults are open to multiple genres, their orientation and symbolic potential.
Conversely, when language acts are interpreted as merely transmissive and fixed
within adult culture, the symbolic quality of the act is dismissed or ignored. As such,
this thesis suggests that uncertainty is an essential feature of assessment practice. In
this state adults are able to appreciate toddlers as personalities at play rather than
objectified characters in monologically constructed centre narratives that are based on
‘activities’.
The implications for early childhood pedagogy that arise from this investigation
suggest that meaningful assessment practice is a more complex process than official
New Zealand education discourse and praxis would suggest. One of the greatest
challenges for assessment is that it requires adults to take both insider and outsider
positions, and to embrace ideologies that exist within internally persuasive discourse.
When freed up through dialogue, competing discourses recaste the early childhood
ix

education curriculum, and learning, as negotiable, contestable and openended. In this
location, teachers can dialogue with the priorities of families, and toddlers as dialogic
subjects in their own right, in conjunction with their own appreciative and detailed
inquiries. Seen in this light assessment offers an important ‘transitory gift’ to other, but
does not finalise the child or their learning.
The affordance given to adults by toddlers through their genres invites teachers
to linger over everyday acts and their symbolic qualities, as a central means of
communication for children of this age. This process of dialoguing together, embracing
uncertainty while recognising the significance of assessment as authorship in the lives
of young children and their families, lies at the heart of dialogic pedagogy. As a
commitment to transformative and creative meaningmaking, this thesis concludes
that such pedagogy is essential if toddlers are to be noticed, recognised and responded
to in early childhood education settings.
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Whakarongo ki te tangi a te manu nei
Tui, tui, tuituia
Tuia i runga, tuia i raro
Tuia i roto, tuia i waho
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Ki te tangi a te manu nei o te aroha.
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Tuia above, Tuia below,
Tuia inside, tuia outside
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xiii

The DVD

A central part of this thesis is presented as a DVD located in the back of this volume.
The DVD contains splitscreen video footage of selected excerpts which were noticed
and recognized (or not noticed and recognized) by participants during interviews. I
argue that the inclusion of moving images is the most authentic way of providing data
which invite the reader to draw their own conclusions, and to consider these alongside
the assessment of the parent, teacher and myself within the study. Moreover, I suggest
that the inclusion of moving images provides a means for the toddler contributing to
the dialogic imperative of this study (both points are argued further in Chapter 4).
The DVD will enable the reader to experience, by ‘clicking’ on the relevant
heading, the threeway splitscreen visual fields of the teacher, the toddler and the
researcher. It may take some time to adjust the eye to three simultaneous screens and
readers should note where their eye is drawn as they view the footage, since the
direction of the gaze is likely to influence the conclusions drawn (this aspect is
discussed further in 4.5.2.2). I should also caution readers that some degree of ‘motion
sickness’ may be experienced if the footage is viewed for too long (as was the case in
my earliest engagement with this process). No more than 10 minutes viewing is
recommended at any one sitting; therefore the reader should be aware of this additional
time factor in ‘reading’ the thesis.
Please note that, although the three associated audio functions were provided to
participants in the study (as explained in Chapter 4), only the toddler audio function is
provided on this DVD. Any standard DVD player or computer function should open
the DVD. To draw upon the DVD as it is intended, the reader should be directed by the
title that is signaled in red text, insert the DVD and click on the same heading, watch
the relevant footage, and then return to the text. It is possible to watch whole sections
or individual clips ranging from 10 seconds to 5 minute episodes. The video excerpts
have been clustered into five key genres but they are also referred to elsewhere where
specific examples serve to provide richness and validity to the text. A contents page is
provided on page vi, which the reader may find useful in navigating their way through
the DVD.
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Chapter 1: Authoring metaphoricity through early childhood
education assessment

1.1 Introducing metaphoricity
For as long as I can remember I have been interested in metaphor and its symbolic
potential to reveal (or conceal) ideas, concepts or fresh insight. As a child I viewed
metaphor as a takenforgranted way of making sense of my world through the many
literary experiences I had in growing up, reading about other worlds and exploring new
ways that writers or artists had defined the world I occupied. In adolescent years I enjoyed
the poetic forms of metaphor through poetry and prose from my English and Scottish
heritage by authors such as Shakespeare, Wordsworth and Burns that I was introduced to
through public secondary schooling and elocution lessons. The challenge of trying to
work out what these writers were really saying about the world through similes like
“golden daffodils” or complex metaphors such as King Lear’s storm opened up new ways
for me to think about human conditions through the artful employment of everyday
concepts. I was similarly intrigued by the parables of the bible, which I knew well through
regular Sunday School lessons during my childhood, with gospel messages that were
steeped in metaphors of wineskins or mustard seeds, suggesting a secret code of
accountability in life if one could only connect with the metaphor in this way. I was both
intrigued and captured by metaphors in their broadest sense.
My academic curiosity in metaphor formally began in 2004 when I worked at the
Ministry of Education as part of a Selfreview project (Ministry of Education, 2007a). My
role, as writing coordinator, was to work with the early childhood education sector to
develop a resource that would assist early childhood education services to engage in
effective evaluative practices. Naturally it was important to me and colleagues that the
resource was meaningful to the early childhood sector, so building on the overwhelming
acceptance of the early childhood curriculum, we aligned the resource strongly to the
weaving metaphor of the early childhood curriculum, Te Whāriki (Ministry of Education,
1996). We did so by highlighting features of the metaphor that we felt would be likely to
support a deepening evaluation of the curriculum by teachers. To this end, I visited
weavers Mary Ama and Erenora PuketapuHetet (who has since passed away) and talked
to them at length about the process of weaving a whāriki, which (to me at least) bore
staggering similarities to the process of metaphorically weaving (and evaluating) a
curriculum with children. I am forever grateful to these women who shared a deep
1

passion for weaving and its metaphorical value to the work we were doing. Somewhat
naively, I assumed that others would see this value too.
Throughout the development process of the Selfreview Guidelines it was
interesting to me that some of my colleagues did not find the metaphor helpful in
strengthening their understanding of selfreview. Their tolerance of the weaving metaphor
was limited to its more cosmetic value. As such I frequently found myself championing
metaphor as a central artistic route to selfreview, compelled to explain the significance of
its features which, at least to me, seemed so very obvious. Thus began my formal reading
of metaphor – in an attempt to understand its significance, and to justify its presence in
the resource.
Alongside my reading I found myself increasingly noticing metaphors and their
pervasive influence in my life as a professional – particularly in relation to the weaving
concepts that continue to permeate the education landscape in New Zealand. I began to
recognise the potential and power of metaphor, and of my associated role in deliberately
using metaphor in the selfreview resource as a discursive force in shaping national
priorities for early childhood education. My curiosity was further fuelled when, as a
researcher in a wider study (PramlingSamuelsson & Fleer, 2008) with access to detailed
video footage, I discovered 18 monthold children engaged in what I interpreted to be
metaphoric activity in play (White, 2008) which rekindled my interest further.
On my return in 2006 to my current role as lecturer with a focus on toddlers within
education and care contexts, I was keen to explore deeply this phenomenon which I came
to describe as ‘metaphoricity’. By metaphoricity I broadly mean the nonliteral use of
language as a symbolic device in dialogue. I sought to investigate the potential role of
metaphoricity in the lives of very young children and the adults who seek to interpret their
language, since it was apparent to me that not everyone shared the same appreciation as
me.

In the context of early childhood assessment practice, I hypothesised that

metaphoricity would only be recognisable when it could be interpreted by the adult. I
speculated that where the specific language form employed by the young child passed by
adults unnoticed or unseen, it would be unlikely that the associated metaphoricity at play
could be recognised or responded to. Even if the language form were to be recognised, I
guessed that its purpose (or content) would not. As a result its nonliteral meaning could
remain hidden or misunderstood by the adult.
An exploration of metaphoricity with toddlers was especially important to me as a
teacher educator, since I was aware of contemporary guidelines (Ministry of Education,
2004, 2007a, 2009b) and national/international practices espousing ‘voice’ as a legitimate
2

means of accessing the language of children in assessment practice (Boardman, 2007;
Carr & Lee, 2005; Clark, 2007; Paley, 2001; Rinaldi, 2005). Based on reified samples of
art work, photographs, anecdotes or stories told by adults on behalf of children as they
went about their everyday activities, the notion of ‘child voice’ seemed to suggest that
‘voice’ could be a retrievable phenomenon in the formation of meaningful assessment.
Yet, my prior experiences as a professional working with New Zealand Early Childhood
Education teachers of under two year olds told me that toddlers’ ‘voice’ was less
accessible – as well as notably absent from the literature. In the context of toddler
assessment it seemed to me that attempts to understand toddler communication in terms
of specific language form and content were absent. Instead, when featured at all,
assessment records wrote about toddlers in relation to adult perceptions of ‘interests’
based exclusively on either the activities which were provided in the early childhood
education context (for example, use of resources provided) or descriptions of broad
developmental milestones (such as walking or climbing)1.
The limited nature of specific attention to toddlers in the literature advocating for
the inclusion of ‘voice’, coupled with recent concerns raised by teachers in trying to write
meaningful assessment records for this age group, strengthened my resolve. Stuart’s
(2008) recent investigation of assessment practice in New Zealand early childhood
education services argued that some respondents specifically working with infants and
toddlers found the assessment process “challenging or impractical” (p. 72). I further
speculated that the issue was worthy of investigation due to the lack of specific research
interest in this age group and the associated international (Lokken, 2006) and local
resistance to focusing on developmental ‘stages’ which meant that the unique
characteristics and language practices of toddlers had received little research attention.
Lokken (see also Lahman, 2008) suggests that a rationale for the prolonged dearth of
research (internationally) about toddlers is associated with the challenge they present for
adult interpretation. Haugen (1998, cited in Lokken, 2000, p. 72) states that “trying to see
and understand the[ir] perspectives” requires teachers to “rejoice in participating and
monitoring toddler development”. Similarly, Lindahl (1995, cited in Lokken, 2000, p. 72)
asserts that the effort of taking the perspective of the child involves “the presupposition
that every act [my emphasis] has a meaning, seen from the child’s point of view.”
I therefore interpreted the notion of accessing toddler ‘voice’ to be a particularly
elusive, yet provocative, quest within the contemporary national landscape of this thesis. I

1

See, Exemplars of toddlers in Kei Tua o Te Pae (Ministry of Education, 2004)
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entered this study hoping to explore the possibility that adults might be able to access
toddler voice in meaningful ways if metaphoricity was seen as a central strategy for
communication. As such, I was interested in the interpretive role of the adult in making
such claims, and the ways this transpired within the contemporary locale of assessment
practice, since such activity was, at the time of investigation, central to pedagogical
practice in New Zealand early childhood education (Carr, 2001).

1.1.2 Metaphoricity in the context of New Zealand early childhood education
assessment
Positioned as part of the “golden triangle” alongside curriculum and pedagogy, New
Zealand early childhood education assessment practice is viewed as a creditbased means
of promoting children’s learning (Anning & Edwards, 2006, p. 37; see also, Carr, 2001;
Ministry of Education, 2004; Wood & Attfield, 2005). In New Zealand early childhood
education contemporary assessment practice is precariously balanced between a residual
need to assess young children through their actions or words as evidence for the claims
teachers make of individual learning (hence an association with positivist notions of
validity and reliability) through traditionally based indepth observation and the
subjective accounts of teachers based on sociocultural claims of collaboration with
family and child which seek to assess for learninginaction and, in doing so, align
children’s learning with societal goals (as espoused through the national early childhood
curriculum Te Whāriki (Ministry of Education, 1996). A recent evaluation by the
Education Review Office (2007) highlights the tensions between these two paradigms –
stressing the importance of sociocultural approaches to assessment while at the same
time demanding that teachers are able to demonstrate their mediating role in children’s
‘progress’ according to national goals and priorities for education. Farquhar (2008)
highlights the incompatible nature of such disparate philosophical orientations at play in
contemporary New Zealand early childhood education discourse (see also Cullen, 2001;
Kingston & Wright, 2008; Nuttall, 2005).
The national privileging of the latter approaches in New Zealand over the past five
years has led to the formation of a set of assessment practices which are broadly based on
narrative accounts of children’s espoused interests (Ministry of Education, 2004, 2009b).
These narrative accounts, or ‘learning stories’, are interpreted by the teacher in
communion with the family and child – each with a unique ‘voice’ to contribute to the
experience which is based on a process of “noticing, recognizing and responding”
(Ministry of Education, 2004, Book 1, p. 6) to the child and their learning. I was
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interested in investigating the extent to which adults can legitimately claim to notice and
recognise learning in very young children, and the extent to which, based on this
‘knowledge’, claims can or should be made about what is being learnt and what should be
‘taught’ accordingly. I have witnessed teachers struggling to reconcile this concern in
their assessment practices, but the morality and ethics of such approaches is seldom
interrogated since the subjective nature of such assessment is accepted, and indeed
celebrated, within national early childhood education discourse.2
In my work as a professional development advisor, lecturer and teaching experience
advisor I share responsibility for this dilemma since it is I and my learned colleagues in
university settings, alongside teachers and policymakers, who perpetuate official
discourse in early childhood education practice. In doing so I recognise that the
assessment practices I explore in this thesis are as much a reflection of my professional
self as they are of the teacher and centre who open up their practice for scrutiny. The
participants in this investigation therefore include my own reflexive accounts of the
interpretive process, as I too attempted to reconcile this tension. Although it is seldom me
who must commit narrative pen to paper (or fingers to keyboard), as a teacher educator I
surely wield a great deal of influence beyond the written word.

1.1.3 What is a toddler?
The term ‘toddler’ is highly contested in itself. For some (see, for example Morss, 2003)
it represents a reductive label which restricts a full appreciation of a very young child as
competent and capable. For others ‘toddler’ is subsumed under notions of ‘infancy’
consistent with the unique physical and social characteristics of very young children
(Blenkin & Kelly, 2000). Taking a MerleauPontian approach, Lokken (2006) argues that
toddlers, as opposed to infants or young children, engage uniquely with the world through
the body so it is a term which draws on this strong corporeal identification. The physical
act of ‘toddling’ reinforces (and perhaps celebrates) the unique nature of this period of
life. Lokken describes a paradox in contemporary research whereby children are selected
for a study on the basis that they are ‘old enough’ yet the prevailing discourse suggests
that developmental thinking is reductionist.
A similar paradox is evident in the official documentation which drives practice in
New Zealand’s treatment of toddlers. Current ratios of staff to children (Ministry of
2

Between 2005 and 2009 almost $15 million has been spent on professional development funding for delivery of
programmes specific to Kei Tua o Te Pae: The Early Childhood Exemplars (Ministry of Education, 2004, 2007a,
2009b), representing 31% of the overall professional development spending for New Zealand early childhood
education during this period [Email communication: Jane Ewans, 30 March 2009]
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Education, 1998b, 2008a) make no specific distinction for toddlers as separate from
infants (that is, under twos) or young children (that is, over twos) yet the national
curriculum explicitly highlights the specificity of toddlerhood (Ministry of Education,
1996). Though there has been a theoretical shift in the official discourse from a tempered
inclusion of ecological, constructivist, psychological, and sociocultural theories (Ministry
of Education, 1996, 1998a) to an almost exclusive emphasis on sociocultural theories3
(Education Review Office, 2007; Ministry of Education, 2004, 2007a, 2009b), the 1996
version of Te Whāriki continues to guide New Zealand early childhood education practice
nationally at the time of this investigation despite the fact that toddlers are not specifically
identified in the regulations, and recent evaluations (Education Review Office, 2009)
express concerns about quality of education and care for this age group.4
For the purposes of this thesis I draw on Lokken’s (1999) description of
toddlerhood as a specific, unique, and under researched area of early childhood education
research and practice ranging from the time a child begins to ‘toddle’ (i.e. first steps and
sounds) to the time when they fully enter into the symbolic nature of adult language (i.e.
using complete or partial sentences to communicate). The social experiences of toddlers
in all day education and care settings,5 as opposed to those who remain in the home with
their mothers (where most theorists have historically tended to base their research and
associated claims) represent a rich site for investigation. I uphold the claims of Te Whāriki
that toddlers are developmentally distinct from both infants and young children in several
of their characteristics and associated behaviours. I argue that this era in the lifespan
offers a rich context for exploring metaphoricity and how it can be ‘seen’ by others. This
is especially poignant where the semiotic planes of infant and adult communication
systems uniquely converge in what Hobson (2002) describes as a ‘Copernican
Revolution’ – characterised by the emergence of symbolic play, increased social
awareness, and a shared language. It was at this liminal precipice, between the semiotic
and symbolic where I lingered during the course of this investigation.

3

4

5

Vygotsky (1998) whose sociocultural theories have had a significant impact on New Zealand early childhood
education discourse over the past twenty years, does not see toddlerhood as a primary period in the human life span,
arguing that age three years is the first essential developmental shift in brain function.
The Education Review Office’s report refers to evaluations of single age education and care settings for infants and
toddlers only.
In New Zealand such settings typically involve groups of children – either in a mixed age context or separate age
groupings – in the care and education of qualified teachers who are funded by the Ministry of Education and parent
fees. Such settings may be community based or privately operated.
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1.1.4 Toddlers and metaphoricity – how so?
In my quest to locate my inquiry within contemporary assessment practice I sought to
generate new insights about toddlers and the ways they are ‘authored’ by adults in terms of
what could be ‘noticed’ or ‘recognised’. More specifically I was keen to explore the notion
of metaphoricitywithingenres as a possible entry point to that encounter. The notion of
metaphoricity draws from a wide range of theories which have attempted to explain the
generation and comprehension of metaphors as a communicative and creative process.
Several of these theories, based on linguistic, developmental, and cognitive claims, contend
that toddlers are incapable of engaging with metaphor as a result of developmental,
cognitive, experiential, and linguistic limitations. Others suggest that toddler metaphoricity
is either developing or potentially present but writers do not easily extract empirical data to
support their claims since research emphasis is placed on adult verbal constructs as the
singular language form for investigation. As a result they do not typically consider
metaphor generation an interpretive act, nor do they see it taking place beyond the
individual. It is only when dialogic theory is brought to the fore that such an emphasis is
given. Associated studies of metaphoricity with toddlers are difficult to locate.
In most cases, investigation of metaphoricity typically begins with children over the
age of two, suggesting either an implicit assumption of their absence of metaphor in the life
of a toddler and/or the difficulty of accessing metaphor in children so young. In this thesis I
argue for a consideration of metaphoricity which is less concerned with an exclusive
emphasis on individual cognition.

Instead, I approach metaphoricity as an aesthetic,

creative act of verbal and gestural communication between the toddlers in this study and
others around them. I argue that its recognition within assessment activity therefore resides
within utterance, which includes the way metaphoricity is noticed and recognised by adults.
As an intentional means of generating meaning with another, I argue that metaphoricity is
best encountered in dialogue with social partners and in the recognition that what can or
cannot be seen reveals as much about the adult as it does about the toddler.

1.2 The context for this study
A rich context for investigation rests in the specific assessment relationship between a
toddler and adults in an early childhood education context. While I recognise the body of
literature that focuses on the social and cultural nature of toddler peer interactions (see,
for example Braten, 1998; Corsaro, 2000; GonzalezMena, 1986; Kowalski, Wyver,
Masselos, & DeLacey, 2004; Lokken, 2000; Mosier & Rogoff, 2003; Rutanen, 2007;
Trevarthen, 1998) for the purposes of this thesis my focus is on the interpreted nature of
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the social act as it occurs between the adult and toddler, rather than the social act as a
separate entity between peers. I argue that toddlers, who do not always speak the language
of others (especially adults), are particularly vulnerable in contemporary assessment
practice since they do not share the same linguistic fields, embodied experiences, or
associated ideologic spaces as the adults in education and care contexts. Despite these
complexities, teachers are expected to construct assessment records and associated
dialogue that potentially author toddlers’ lives and, I purport, significantly affect the way
toddlers can be noticed or recognised by themselves and others, both in the present and
the future. In light of contemporary claims that children’s ‘voices’ can be legitimately, if
somewhat precariously, accessed and documented as assessment for learning, this thesis
presents a profound challenge to contemporary assessment practice and argues for a more
complex revisioning of ‘voice’ as a plural and socially oriented concept, which I argue is
embedded within the Bakhtinian notion of utterance.6
I situate the study in one education and care setting in New Zealand, within the
context of early childhood education contemporary national assessment discourse. In New
Zealand, contemporary assessment discourse promotes an emphasis on dispositional
learning as “situated learning strategies plus motivationparticipation repertoires from
which a learner recognises, selects, edits, responds to, resists, searches for and constructs
learning opportunities” (Carr, 2001, p. 21). This definition demands that adults make deeply
interpretive, subjective claims about children based on their judgments regarding the child’s
cognitive motives and interests. Five core dispositions are identified within contemporary
assessment discourse in New Zealand as courage and curiosity, trust and playfulness;
perseverance, confidence and responsibility which comprise the analytical foundation for
assessment practice. Carr and Claxton (2002) concede that ‘disposition’ is actually an
imprecise term, suggesting that there is no universally agreed set of key learning
dispositions. Nevertheless, the behaviours associated with each of the five identified
dispositions developed by Carr (2001) provide a direct link to curriculum strands of Te
Whāriki (Ministry of Education, 1996) and, as a result, are reified within official discourse
as a means of upholding the essence of valued learning for New Zealand society (see, for
example Smith & Carr, 2004). Hence dispositional outcomes continue to hold a privileged
status in contemporary assessment discourse for early childhood education in New Zealand

6

Bakhtin’s utterance is not a discreet word or sentence, but refers to the flow of language within the social context. As
such, utterances can be viewed as a “real unit of speech communion”. See section 4.3.1 for a fuller discussion on this
point.
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(Education Review Office, 2007) and are viewed as an aspirational model for early
childhood practice overseas (Anning & Edwards, 2006; Wood & Attfield, 2005).
Despite its popularity and claims of effectiveness in relation to outcomes for
teachers and children (see, for example, Bayes, 2006; Carr, 2002; Carr & Claxton, 2002;
Carr, Hatherly, Lee & Ramsey, 2003; Carr & Rameka, 2005; Feltham, 2005; Gould &
Pohio, 2006; Hatherly & Sands, 2002; Lee & Carr, 2006; Lee, Hatherly & Ramsey, 2002)
more recent critique of the dispositional framework for assessment is emerging. Blaiklock
(2008) suggests that “the theory and empirical evidence on learning dispositions is not
sufficient to support the continued use of learning stories as a major assessment technique
in early childhood settings” (p. 86). Blaiklock’s concerns are based on positivist issues of
validity and reliability since it is his claim that neither is possible in such a framework. He
suggests that learning stories, as portrayed in the Exemplars (Ministry of Education, 2004,
2007a, 2009b) are typically based on minimal observation and consultation with families
over time, and constructed from a narrowly defined set of dispositions to the detriment of
important knowledge and skills. Taking a Ricouerean stance, Farquhar (2008, p. 31) is
also sceptical about the narrative task at hand for New Zealand early childhood education
teachers, suggesting that teachers, and indeed policy makers, need a complex
understanding of “interdisciplinary narrative theories” in order for learning stories to be
employed effectively as an assessment tool. The findings of Stuart (2008) support these
concerns, highlighting the disparity between the espoused assessment practice of teachers
and what is actually visible in the centre – in particular in relation to problems with the
use of dispositions, forward planning and inclusion of child ‘voice’ for assessment.
In this thesis I argue that contemporary New Zealand early childhood education
assessment discourse relies on adults making inherently subjective judgments about
toddlers based on limited (and therefore limiting) knowledge claims. The title and oriori7
of Kei Tua o te Pae supports the view that ‘horizons’ can be traversed through such
interpretations. I suggest that, since the capacity of adults to interpret toddler ‘voice’ and
present their interpretations in narrative is severely constrained and ultimately flawed, the
assessment claims of teachers are not only problematic but have the potential to be
immoral when viewed as evidence or truth. By coupling the powerful role of authorship
and assessment, I understand the current emphasis on a learning story framework, despite
its national and international acclaim, to be an authoritative discourse which potentially
limits metaphoric insight. This is particularly true for teachers who see themselves duty
7

Oriori are lullabies in Māori culture. In the assessment exemplars one is employed to metaphorically set the scene for
assessment practices that endeavour to “seek out the hidden wellsprings of the mind” (Ministry of Education, 2004).
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bound to this discourse through associated accountability regimes and assumptions,
dismissing the internally persuasive discourses that exist in the early childhood education
‘underground’. In doing so, I argue that teachers potentially ignore the social and
discursive nature of the assessment regimes they promote. A metaphoric approach to
assessment provided a potential means through which participants could overreach such
limitations by exploring the aesthetic8 nature of language and its purposes within the
social landscape. In doing so, I turned to Mikhail Bakhtin for inspiration.

1.3 Bakhtinian dialogism as a framework for investigation
This thesis is concerned with three central ideas which I bring together to explore the
ontologic and axiologic nature of assessment. These ideas are metaphoricity, toddlers, and
their authorship in relationship with adults. Each is considered through dialogic philosophy
based on the lifework of Mikhail Bakhtin. Drawing on my scholarly interpretations of his
ideas I argue for a dialogic approach to investigation throughout this study as a way of
meaningfully accessing the pointofview of a parent, teacher, researcher (myself) and, to
the best of our ability, a toddler. The selection of dialogism as the methodological platform
for this study is based on the hypothesis that dialogue is possible for every human being,
regardless of age (a proposition also considered by Matusov, 2009a).
Dialogism can be broadly and somewhat ironically described as a unifying means
of exploring ‘voice’ and its authorship – its lived construction, enactment and
interpretation by another. Unlike the contemporary New Zealand assessment orientation
of ‘child voice’ or ‘parent voice’ as a singular phenomenon that is offered to the learning
community, for Bakhtin there is never one voice. Bakhtin views voice as a collaboration
of multiple dialogues (both internal and external) which are utilised by the individual in
order to communicate to another (even when there is no apparent ‘other’). Emphasis is
placed on the extent to which the strategic employment of voices alter, or transform,
meaning in social encounter. A Bakhtinian approach to voice requires the researcher to
attend to the pointofview of participants and to pay attention to the discourses that
impact on their interpretations. The Bakhtinian hero is therefore the individual who
attempts to communicate; and the author is the evaluator who attempts to make sense of
what has been offered, but the dialogue between them in authorship activity is what the

8

In using the term aesthetic I invoke Bakhtin’s notion of formgiving evaluation which includes recognition of the form
and content of an act, but also the ethical and moral relationship between the evaluator and the subject which
confronts ideology.
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dialogic researcher attends to.

As Zinchenko (2009, p.7) states, “they all, at least

potentially, have a voting right.”
Rather then privileging any one voice over another, Bakhtin favours a polyphonic
approach (based on the writing style of Russian novelist, Fyodor Dostoevsky) which
enables all voices (within and between individuals) to stay in play rather than finalising
any one voice over another. In this way, Bakhtin constructs what he describes as a
heteroglossic site for investigating the ways in which language acts such as metaphoricity
(for example) could be noticed and recognised, and by whom, and for considering why
that might be the case. The heteroglot comprises centralising (that is, centrifugal) and de
centralizing (that is, centripetal) forces that rub up against one another in the construction
and destruction of meaning as strategically employed by individuals in social settings.
Drawing on Bakhtinian dialogism therefore allowed me to turn my attention not
only to the metaphoric act itself but to the participants as message givers (as heroes) and
evaluators who deliver, interpret and imbue the message as metaphoric or otherwise (as
authors). Bakhtin’s notion of authorship is ethically and morally concerned with taking
an aesthetic approach to the interpretation of other, and gives weight to the central role of
another in the ideological becoming of an individual. Bakhtin’s emphasis on authorial
surplus adds even more weight to the role of the author in assessment activity, since
Bakhtin argues that such surplus offers much more than the hero is able to see for
themselves. I drew heavily on this concept in the operationalisation of dialogism –
literalising the concept of authorial surplus through visual means.
Through Bakhtin’s philosophy I was also able to explore the wider chronotope in
which the study was situated, and the generalised impact of discourses on the
interpretations that could be made. The existential nature of Bakhtinian philosophy, which
broadens the scope of investigation beyond discreet categories or cognition alone, coupled
with his attention to discourse as well as activity, and personality as ideology, enabled me
to consider metaphoricity as a language act that exists for the researcher in the interpretive
aftermath of its delivery, as well as in its conception in time and space. Both verbal and
gestural forms of embodied expression through the selection of genres, or language styles,
employed by a toddler were selected by participants as an analytic platform for
investigation. As such, I was able to move beyond an emphasis on metaphor as a singular
linguistic proposition to metaphoricity as socially imbued, embodied, and interpretive
utterances that reside within language genres.
Adopting a dialogic perspective I argue for an interpretation of metaphoricity as the
social generation of symbolic meaning through “striking the same key in each other’s
11

spiritual instrument” (Cassirer, 1953, p. 160). Drawing on Bakhtin’s formalist legacy I
argue that metaphoricity takes place in the interpretation of the form plus content (i.e.
genre) of an utterance as an answerable communicative act as well as in the
interpretations that are made by some and not others. Hence I adopted utterance as the
unit of analysis for this study. In a Bakhtinian sense, where all (meta) language is seen as
social, metaphoricityinutterance resides in the relationship between the language act of
the hero (that is, the person who is attempting to communicate) and its interpretation by
the author (that is, the person who is striving to make sense of what is communicated and
who, through their response, authors the hero accordingly). I argue that dialogism is the
most appropriate methodology at my disposal in a research quest situated within
contemporary New Zealand early childhood education assessment practice.
The following table provides a summary of the relationship I perceived to exist
between dialogic methodology, metaphoricity and the way both could be operationalised
within the study situated within New Zealand during 2007 and 2008:

Table 1.1: Operationalising dialogism and metaphoricity
New Zealand
assessment discourse

Bakhtin’s dialogic
methodology

Notice
“Teachers notice a great
deal when they work
with children…”

Psychophysiologically
perceive a physical sign
(word, colour, spatial
form).

A form (or forms) of
language draws the
attention of another.

Notice a particular
language form as
carrying a spark of non
literal meaning

Recognise
“The difference between
noticing and recognizing
is the application of
professional expertise
and judgments”

Recognise it (as familiar
or unfamiliar).

The language act is
perceived as incongruent
with its literal usage by
another, and generates
surprise, incongruence
or ‘slippage’.

Recognise or guess at
the content of the act –
that is, the intended
meaning of the form that
has been conveyed.

Understand its
significance to
participants in a given
context.

Symbolic meaning is
generated.

Comparison of
participant pointof
view through dialogue.

Activedialogic
understanding
(agreement/disagreement)
(Bakhtin, 1986, p. 159)

Meaning is attributed to
the language act, and
alters understanding or
provides new insight.
These alter pedagogical
practice (i.e. assessment
and planning) and future
understanding.

Consideration of the
heteroglossic forces
impacting on participant
pointofview
(particularly the
teacher); and the
implications for
pedagogy.

Respond
“...if there is a time gap
between noticing and
recognizing, the teacher
can’t act (respond) in the
moment”
(Ministry of Education,
2004, Book 1, p. 6)

Authorship that offers a
transitory gift through
visual surplus.

Metaphor

In this study

In my quest to understand metaphoricity as enacted and interpreted by the
participants I developed an approach I have called “polyphonic video”. This involved the
collation and timed synchronisation of video footage focusing on the toddler in the
everyday centre context and taken from the multiple vantage points of a teacher, a toddler,
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and myself, which were not dissected in any way prior to participant interpretation. I did
this in order to facilitate opportunities for participants (including myself) to engage in
detailed, unabridged encounters with toddler language acts. The associated participant
interpretations were documented by visual and audio means through a series of reprobing
interviews which drew on the video. Through this approach to data generation I was able
to exploit Bakhtin’s notion of visual surplus as a potential means of investigating the
authorial surplus each participant brings to their interpretation (both in terms of what is
literally seen and what can be noticed). In other words, I sought to offer a ‘view’ of the
toddler’s experience, literally and metaphorically, from the visual field of each
participant. In doing so, I considered the additional insights each field could bring to the
assessment experience in trying to access metaphoricity. What I did not anticipate, and
what featured highly in the data, was the visual surplus the toddler also brought to the
authorship experience, and the potential of such authoring on the part of the toddler to
contribute to, and challenge, adult perspectives, including my own.

1.4 The research questions
Given the constructed nature of toddlerhood in Western society (and its absence within
contemporary New Zealand education legislation) I set out to interrogate how, and indeed
if, adults can and do notice and recognise metaphoricity. I describe the employment of a
multiperspectival approach to data generation and analysis which enabled me to
interview the teacher and parent alongside the toddler – drawing on video footage to do
so. Through these means the thesis addresses an overarching question:
1.

To what extent can and do adults notice and recognise toddler language as
metaphoric?
Within this broad context of metaphoricity, the thesis investigates a toddler’s

language in dialogue with participants, using Bakhtin’s notion of genre as an analytic
category. As “the drive belts from the history of society to the history of language” (SG,
p. 65) genres represent the strategic orientation of a particular communicative form to
convey (or perhaps even frustrate) meaning. Within the framing context of contemporary
assessment discourse, which invites teachers to “notice, recognise and respond” (Ministry
of Education, 2004, Book 1, p. 3) to children and their learning, I saw the recognition of
specific genres by participants as a central means by which I could gain insight into the
interpreted nature of metaphoricity, and its associated impact. I therefore probe the
overarching question in more detail, to ask:
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i)

Within what language genres are metaphors more likely to be noticed,
recognised and responded to, by whom and for what reasons? What is the
potential impact of such recognition or nonrecognition?
The final thread of the thesis rests in the heteroglossic nature of interpretation which

embraces the forces at play in the aesthetic process of authorship. I suspected that the
interpretation of metaphoricity for adults (in particular teachers) in contemporary
assessment discourse would be challenged by authoritative forces which have the
potential to bind what can be noticed or recognised to a dispositional framework for
practice. Therefore I asked a third question:
ii)

What is the impact of the heteroglot on noticing and recognising within the
context of contemporary New Zealand early childhood education assessment?
In this thesis I present an argument for understanding the metaphoric encounters of

two 18 to 22 monthold toddlers and the adults around them as interpretive and highly
complex. Taking a multiperspectival view of metaphoricity I, alongside a teacher and
parents, entered into a dialogic exploration of the language acts of toddlers. The aesthetic
nature of such an endeavour presents several theoretical and associated methodological
challenges to contemporary assessment practice which are also explored throughout the
thesis. In taking this approach, I embrace Farquhar’s (2008, p. 177) plea for future
research to “attend to the limitations of the learning story in relation to the child’s lived
experience and authentic voice… [and to] to argue for a better understanding of some of
the difficulties, particularly the extent to which learning stories are authentically
dialogical and involve forms of power sharing.”

1.4.1 Navigating the thesis
In the remainder of this thesis I systematically respond to each of the research questions –
first by presenting the case for a dialogic approach to metaphoricity with toddlers, and
then by setting the scene for the present study. Chapter 2 broadly explores historical and
contemporary interpretations of metaphor through a range of theories, and builds a
rationale for a Bakhtinian approach to metaphoricity as a dialogic phenomenon. I argue
that Bakhtin’s emphasis on the social nature of language, his broad interpretations of
language beyond word, and the emphasis on interpreted symbol offer a fresh approach to
the study of metaphoricity with toddlers. In so doing, I shift the research emphasis to the
interpretive practices of adults as opposed to developmental deficits of young children in
the investigation of metaphoricity.
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Chapter 3 introduces the methodological apex of the thesis, exploring Bakhtin’s
dialogic philosophy, and its origins, as a central means of responding to the research
questions. I defend the exclusive employment of dialogic methodology in the thesis,
bringing to bear the underpinning tenets of dialogism on the study. In particular I draw on
Bakhtinian concepts of aesthetic activity, authorial surplus, author and hero, utterance,
genre, heteroglossia and polyphony. Accordingly I set the scene for an approach to
investigation which is underpinned by dialogic principles, as I interpret them.
In Chapter 4 I operationalise dialogism as a method in its own right. I argue for the
employment of utterance as the unit of analysis and genres as the analytical framework
for this study. The research design is introduced, highlighting the development of new
methods that were borne out of the unique focus of the present study and developed from
a pilot study. The participants, as authors and heroes, are described, alongside the context
for fieldwork. Polyphonic approaches to data generation, analysis, and presentation of
findings are explored in light of Bakhtin’s emphasis on pointofview as a central tenet of
dialogic research and the associated ethical stance I took. Approaches to analysis are
presented alongside a discussion of validity within dialogic inquiry.
The next two chapters draw on the findings of this investigation to respond to the
overarching research question. In Chapter 5 I respond specifically to the first sub
question which asks what genres metaphors were noticed and recognised in. The genres
are explored in association with discussion, dialogue and video excerpts. The chapter
introduces five key genres as clusters of interpreted form and content through which
metaphoricity could or could not be recognised. They are insideout, outsidein, play,
freeform and intimacy. The extent to which these clusters could be considered
metaphoric was highly determined by the aesthetic value adults gave to each, and their
associated ability to see beyond literal meanings.
The second subquestion is dealt with specifically in Chapter 6. Here I draw upon
interview transcripts, notes, observations and other secondary genres from the centre to
provide an overview of the heteroglossic forces which impacted on the ability of adults, in
particular the teacher, to engage in aesthetic activity within assessment practice. The
chapter ends with a description of the essential shifts made by the key teacher in noticing
and recognising metaphoricity. Though never free of authoritative discourse, the teacher’s
internally persuasive discourses claimed their legitimate place in assessment activity. In
doing so, the teacher was able to reconcile some of the tensions she experienced in her
own practice, recognising the highly moral role she played in assessment and responding
accordingly.
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Chapter 7 reflects on the research findings. I argue for a more aesthetic approach to
ensure that authorship is both ethically and morally inscribed. I explore the contention
that a dialogic consideration of metaphoricity offers a means of revisioning the toddler as
a creative and complex social partner who cannot be consummated fully by adults but
who simultaneously benefits from thoughtful engagement with others who genuinely and
lovingly attempt to understand. The thesis concludes by considering the contributions
made through this investigation – to interpretations of metaphoricity, assessment, the
associated authorship of toddlers and the role of their families in formal education
settings, research methods and methodology and, of course, to teaching as a dialogic act.

1.5 Prologue
I now invite you to read this thesis in the dialogic spirit in which it is intended. That is, as
the reader it is your interpretation of the text, visual images, and their meaning, in
dialogue with the participants described herein, which determines the quality of this work.
As such, I invoke a toast from Rebelais, the father of Bakhtinian carnivalesque, as a
means of entry into this creative and aesthetic endeavour: “And now my hearties, be gay,
and gaily read the rest, with ease of body and in the best of kidney!” (Rebelais, Book 1,
Prologue in RW, p. 170). As reader you are invited to suspend monologic approaches as
much as you can – in order that you might metaphorically see what is about to be
revealed.
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Chapter 2: Metaphoricity and its genesis
The depiction of metaphoricity as a meaningmaking process that occurs between social
partners was introduced in Chapter 1. In this chapter I embellish this idea, drawing on a
Bakhtinian view of metalanguage that positions metaphoricity as “an activity of the entire
human being, from head to foot: he is needed in his entirety, as one who breathes
(rhythm), moves, sees, hears, remembers, loves and understands” (AA, pp. 313 & 316). I
draw on Voloshinov’s (1973) electrical metaphor to convey the idea that metaphoric acts
contribute to meaningmaking only when they are noticed and recognised. As such,
emphasis is placed on language partners in the process of interpretation. I present an
argument for the adoption of Bakhtinian philosophy as the central means of approaching
the research dilemma I portrayed in Chapter 1 and which forms the basis of my approach
to the present study.
A central argument of this chapter is that our ability to interpret metaphoricity with
very young children is constrained by the way in which metaphor is interpreted and
treated (that is, noticed, recognised and responded to) within research paradigms rather
than by some cognitive or developmental deficit in the child. I argue that Bakhtin’s
philosophy provides an optimistic means of investigation by providing a way of
approaching metaphoricity as a dialogic encounter between adults and very young
children. Seen in this light, the recognition of metaphoricity lies in the ability for adults to
richly engage with the toddler and interpret what they see. I contend that, as a result,
metaphoricity can be seen as a physiognomic social act rather than an exclusively
linguistic or cognitive enterprise. In other words, metaphoricity begins with the body,
action and experience in interpretive dialogue with others. As Lathy (1985) explains:
The metaphorical process is involved in any utterance, but when the utterance takes
on new meaning in new contexts (as any utterance must, to some degree, for any
kind of communication to occur), then something artistic or symbolic has occurred.
My utterance is rooted in my context, my angle of existence. As I call to another,
for it to be meaningful, it must root in the context of another. As it does, its
meaning, if ever so slightly, must change, must be created anew. Thus utterance is
metaphorical. (p. 79)

A complete description of each theoretical approach to the field of metaphor theory
is beyond the scope of this thesis. In the sections that follows I provide a brief encounter
with several key approaches, and their proponents, which contributed to my interpretation
of metaphoricity.
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2.1 The origins of metaphoricity
Metaphor has by now been defined in so many ways that there is no human
expression, whether in language or any other medium, that would not be
metaphoric in someone’s opinion” (Booth, 1979, p. 48).

The field of metaphor theory is ontologically and epistemologically diverse. In immersing
myself in the literature over the past three years I have spanned the development of theory
that has its genesis in Aristotelian logic, linguistics, semiotics, developmental psychology
and, latterly, cognitive, poststructuralist and sociocultural theories. Like many other
fields of research, the investigation of metaphor has been influenced by prevailing
discourses of the era that impact on the way metaphor is both perceived and treated as
well as the limitations placed on interpretations of metaphor use in young children. As a
result, there is also a historical subtext across the empirical field of metaphor theory,
whereby positivist desires to capture and measure metaphor, delivered by a speaker (or
poet) as a product to be consumed by a listener (or reader), have resulted in claims
premised on metaphor as a product, rather than exploring the process of metaphoricity
itself.
Voloshinov (1973), a member of Bakhtin’s circle of colleagues in the 1920s,
purports that approaches to language have been limited by linguistic traditions which
position language (langue) as separate from its context (parole). Despite compelling
evidence to suggest that broader approaches were seen as highly significant to the study
of thought by philosophers and theorists dating as far back as Aristotlean Greece (see, for
example Cameron, 2003; Deleuze & Guattari, 1994; Derrida & Moore, 1974; Jakel, 1999;
Nietzsche, 1969; Pierce, 1894; Pramling, 2006; Ricoeur, 1979; Schlipp, 1949), this
limited positioning has dominated twentieth century empirical studies investigating
children’s use of metaphor. The outcome of such approaches has culminated in a focus on
metaphor as an exclusive study of oral and written word, rather than the social (or
existential) context in which metaphor use takes place – which I interpret as a process of
metaphoricity.
The recent advent of cognitive theories of metaphor, however, (see, for example
Lakoff, 1987; Lakoff & Johnson, 1999, 2003) recognise meaning beyond the explicit
word through a system of analysis that involves mapping the domain of the metaphor and
its associated target. Since the 1980s Lakoff and Johnson’s ideas have been adapted by
researchers in an attempt to capture the essence of metaphor generation within linguistic
disciplines (Cameron, 2003; Gibbs, 1994; Gibbs & Steen, 1997; Kovecses, 2002; Low,
2003). As a result of this attention, studies of metaphor comprehension or generation
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have more recently begun to view visual, spoken or written metaphor as a mechanism for
communicating ideas or transmitting concepts from one to the other (Forceville, 1996;
Valsiner, 1998) and are increasingly used across several disciplines, including education
where metaphor is now recognised as a discursive mediating strategy to shape ideas and
thought. As Bender and Wellbery (1990, p. 38) argue, “We are dealing no longer with a
specialized technique of instrumental communication, but rather with a general condition
of human experience and action”. Instead, as Gibbs (cited in Cameron & Low, 1999, p.
41) asserts, “the study of metaphoric processing is one of the important challenges for the
future in terms of how metaphor is applied in ordinary, literary and scientific contexts”
Despite such fundamental shifts in the way metaphor can be approached, empirical
studies which explore metaphoricity in children under the age of three years are difficult
to locate and persist in emphasising exclusively verbal, adultoriented, interpretations of
metaphorasproposition. I would therefore add to Gibbs’ assertion that a future challenge
in the field is to understand the interpreted use of metaphor across the human lifespan
and, in this thesis specifically, within assessment practice.

2.2 Defining metaphor
In the sections which follow I trace the disciplines that have impacted on contemporary
views of metaphor, associated studies, and their relationship to the dialogic theories of
Bakhtin. In my quest to understand the field of metaphor I explore the contribution of
each discipline to my current understanding. I embrace an application of metaphoricity as
an interpretive process which draws on aspects of rhetorical, developmental,
sociocultural, cognitive, and linguistic theories at its genesis.

2.2.1 The origins of metaphor
As discussed in Chapter 1, I began my investigation with an understanding of metaphor as
a fixed poetic device that is used to capture innovative ways of describing aspects of the
human condition through artistic expression. Derived from a categorisation of metaphor
as a literary trope, attention is paid to its presence in poetry or ecumenical writings. Here,
metaphors were employed to rename or substitute one word, phrase, or expression with
another, thus providing the receiver with an additional means of insight into a concept or
doctrine. I now realise that such definitions are closely aligned with early, somewhat
narrow, interpretations of Aristotle, which position metaphor as a rhetorical device, or
coinage, accessible only to those capable of higher level thinking and artistic talent
(Bender & Wellbery, 1990; Franke, 2000). An associated implication of this approach is
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that the person who understands poetic metaphors is more intelligent or insightful than the
person who does not, since they are able to see the symbolic potential of a word or phrase.
As Aristotle explains, “Metaphors must be drawn, as has been said already, from things
that are related to the original thing, and yet not obviously so related – just as in
philosophy also an acute mind will perceive resemblances even in things far apart”
(Aristotle, Chapter 11).
According to Gardner and Winner (1979, p. 127) the exclusive attention paid to
poetic approaches led to a view of metaphor as a “frill or ornament” to language which
meant empirical studies of children’s everyday metaphoric use were overlooked.
Eubanks (1999) suggests that the influence of Aristotlean logic also led to an emphasis on
formulaic approaches to interpretation and analysis of metaphor as etymology. The
impact of this interpretation of Aristotlean philosophy is still felt in the application of
many contemporary studies which emphasise the lexical composition of metaphor and is
likely to account for the primary positioning of metaphor studies in the domain of
linguistics (see 2.2.6). As Eubanks explains, the treatment of metaphor in this way limits
its potential:
When a metaphor is divided into two parts for the sake of analysis, the central issue
becomes not how a metaphoric expression operates with respect to a historically
specific discursive world but rather how the two parts work on each another (p. 173)

More recent interpretations of Aristotle’s contribution to metaphor theory have
revealed a far deeper application of metaphor as a combination of “semantics and
pragmatics”, suggesting that Aristotle has hitherto been misrepresented in metaphor
theory (Cameron, 2003, p. 14). According to Pramling (2006), Aristotle’s writings also
suggests that metaphor, like simile, metonymy and analogy, is typically used as a
discursive method of persuasion and therefore relies heavily on the discourse context in
which it is situated (see also Cameron & Low, 1999). This latter application of Aristotlean
ideas has contributed to an emerging emphasis on the potential and power of
metaphoricity to alter meaning through persuasive tactics and has seen the increasing
employment of metaphor as a discursive strategy which has been strategically employed
across many fields including education (see, for example Aubusson, Harrison, & Ritchie,
2006; Barcelona, 2000; Breault, 2006; Burwell, 2003; Chen, 2003; Cindy, 1998; Cranton,
2002; David, 2003; Elena, 2006; Gillsepie, 2005; Koloto, 1997; Monk, 2006; Munby,
1986; Parsons, Brown, & Worley, 2004; Phoebe, 2005; Vaughn Greves, 2005; Wilbers &
Duit, 2006), advertising (Forceville, 1996; Ungerer, 2000), and politics (Barcelona, 2000;
Kovecses, 2000; Sandikcioglu, 2000).
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In New Zealand education metaphor holds special cultural significance (Bishop &
Glynn, 1999; Efi, 2003; HeluThaman, 2001; Koloto, 2003; Reed, 1963; Reedy, 1994;
Walker, 2003) and, as explained in the previous chapter, has been strategically employed
by early childhood education leaders in attempts to facilitate a shift in paradigmatic
approaches to education. The use of the whāriki (i.e. mat) metaphor in contemporary early
childhood education discourse is a local example of deliberate manipulation through
metaphor (Carr & May, 1993; see also Ministry of Education, 1996, 1998a, 2002, 2007b).
Derrida and Moore (1974) trace the treatment of metaphor from its Greek origins to
twentieth century philosophers such as Nietzche (1969) who argue that all thought is
metaphoric (see also De Man, 1987; Ricoeur, 1979; Rorty, 1989). Their ideas lend
support to a persistent rhetorical approach to the study of metaphor, arguing that any
utterance has the power and potential to artistically transform thought. Bakhtin was highly
influenced by nineteenth century German philosophers, such as Nietzsche (1969) who
casts metaphor as central to all language and thought: “knowing is nothing but working
with the favourite metaphors, an imitation which is no longer thought to be an imitation”
(p. 51). In taking this view, Nietzsche suggests that one metaphor becomes ‘truth’ over
another when it becomes a habit of necessity rather than a rhetorical novelty and, as such,
looses its symbolic potential alongside other metaphorical expressions (Kofman, 1993).
Here Nietzsche signals the split between the finalised nature of poetic metaphors and the
creative potential of everyday metaphors – a split that Bakhtin was to subsequently
exploit in dialogic theory.
In considering Bakhtin’s attitude toward metaphoricity, the influence of another
German philosopher, Ernst Cassirer (1953), should not be underestimated. A proponent of
symbolic representation, Cassirer saw a series of stages that all symbols pass through –
beginning with representation of sensory impression, progressing to the use of sign for
comparison purposes, and finally moving on to a broader awareness of the distance
between immediate reality and perception9 (Brandist, 2002). For Cassirer, all reality is
constructed and metaphor has a significant role to play in this regard:
To be sure, it is evident that all these turns of expression can be nothing other and
nothing more than metaphors; but, if at all, it is only in dynamic metaphors like
these, and not in any figures whatsoever borrowed from the static world, the world
of things and thingrelationships, that the connection between the “particular” and
the “general” in language, the relation between “Life” and “Spirit” therein, can
properly be described. And the same fundamental relationship exhibited here in the

9

It is interesting to note that, according to Valsiner (2005) Cassirer also influenced Heinz Werner (see section 2.2.4).
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realm of language holds true of every other genuine “symbolic form”. The inner
contradictatoriness, the polarity which necessarily dwells within every such form,
does not rend or demolish it; rather it constitutes the condition whereby its unity
may again be established out of that contradiction and may thus again present itself
to the outside world. (Cassirer, in Schlipp, 1949, pp. 879880)

Concerned with the demise of aesthetic activity in Stalinist Russia, Bakhtin applied
this thinking to his notion of dialogism, drawing on Russian aesthetics as a central means
through which people engage in evaluative activity. Bakhtin paid special attention to the
ways in which discourses played out in language acts and how these could be seen and
appreciated by others. On this basis I argue that Bakhtin’s dialogism provides scope for
conceptualising metaphoricity as an interpretive, aesthetic act which radically challenges
early interpretations of Aristotlean rhetoric. As Lathy (1985) explains:
…as text becomes metaphorical it becomes increasingly aesthetic. This adds new
meaning to Langer’s insistence that art is thoroughly symbolic, completely charged
with symbolism. Paul Riccoeur’s notion with regard to the metaphor’s surplus of
meaning and Bakhtin’s corresponding idea of the utterances’ surplus of seeing
similarly take on new meaning as aesthetic touchstones. For where there is
rhetorical slippage [my emphasis] between an utterance or text and its immediate
context, we have a metaphor, a symbol, artistic expression that reveals for the
perceiver new meaning and vision, the aesthetic experience. (p. 78)

This notion of rhetorical slippage is also foregrounded in Cassirer’s work and was
subsequently adopted in the 1920s by Bakhtin’s colleague Voloshinov10 using the
metaphor of an electrical circuit. This idea is employed in the current thesis as a central
means of investigating metaphoricity:
Meaning is the effect of interaction between speaker and listener produced via the
material of a particular sound complex. It is like an electric spark that occurs when
two terminals are hooked together. Those who ignore theme (which is accessible
only to active, responsive understanding) and who, in attempting to define the
meaning of a work, approach its lower, stable, selfidentical limit, want, in effect,
to turn on a light bulb after having switched off the current. (Voloshinov, 1973, pp.
102103)

Bakhtin, Voloshinov, and the philosophers who influenced them provide a way of
approaching metaphoricity as an aesthetically derived symbol that exists as meaning
inside dialogue. In the section that follows I describe the influence of semiotic theory on
this view, suggesting that Bakhtin’s attention to the process and forms of signsas
symbols was greatly enhanced by engaging with these ideas.

10

The authorship of Voloshinov’s book remains a subject for debate. Regardless of this claim, it is known that
Voloshinov was a member of the Bakhtin Circle and therefore Bakhtin is likely to have been influenced by the text
(Brandist, 2002).
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2.2.2 The semiotic influence
Over the past four centuries, metaphor theory has been strongly positioned within the
domain of semiotic theory – a study of metaphors as semiosis – which emerged in the
1800s in the work of de Saussure (1915), Pierce (1894), and Buhler (1990). Pierce aligned
signs to concepts that are influenced by previous knowledge and experience through a
process of abduction, which he argued work best when the learner is outside of a routine,
in a state of disjunction (Pierce, 1991). Metaphor then, according to Pierce, can be seen as
an intellectual tool that is used to arrange and interpret concepts.
The field of semiology, led by de Saussure (1915), was also concerned with the
study of signs and the associated laws that govern them. de Saussure was interested in the
signs that form the links between the language and thought that exist within a system of
constraints and the constructive activity of speaking. Of particular significance to the
present study is the significant distinction de Saussure made between langue and parole,
one that was later taken up by Voloshinov (1973). Unlike Voloshinov, who saw both as
equally important, de Saussure emphasised the study of parole (i.e. the product of
language) rather than the process of creating the sign, stating “language is a form and not
a substance” (de Saussure, 1915, p. 122). As a consequence, de Saussure approached the
analysis of language in an algebraic fashion that held particular appeal for linguists.
Voloshinov (1973) later argued that it was impossible to understand language apart from
its everyday uses, and instead emphasised the moral imperative of language, as opposed
to exclusively viewing its use in terms of a social need. Where, for de Saussure, the study
of language was separated from its transmissive nature, for Voloshinov (and by
extrapolation, Bakhtin) the opposite was true. Nevertheless, de Saussure’s attention to the
detail of language played a part in Bakhtin’s attention to the forms of language.
Drawing on the work of de Saussure, Buhler coined the term “sematology” which
refers to the meaning of signs that emerge from the relationships between fields (Innis &
Buhler, 1982). Buhler makes use of the notions of abstraction and apperception to
highlight the phenomenon that different perceptions of the same message give rise to
multiple interpretations of signs through mediation. For a sign to be useful, therefore, it
needs to be associated with a context that is meaningful to the receiver as well as the
sender. This is expressed as primary (relations), secondary (coconstruction) and tertiary
(syntactic schemata and the influence of speech) representations of the sign. What Buhler
signalled, within the field of semiotics, was the importance of context. This idea has been
further developed in relation to the function of language as cultural transmission and the
importance of language in cultivating world views. Buhler’s (1990) “Organon model”
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played a key role in introducing the interpretive and responsive role of the receiver,
coupled with a consideration of the intentional nature of language, into the semiotic
sphere – a concept Bakhtin later adapted by problematising the notion of appropriation
(Alpatov, 2004; Brandist, 2004; Valsiner, 2005). Buhler’s work provided the impetus for
Bakhtin to explore notions of ‘expression’ and ‘appeal’ in the communicative
experience by recognising that language is not merely transmitted, but rather,
transformed in dialogue. As Bakhtin explains:
…not all words for just anyone submit equally easily to this appropriation, to this
seizure and transformation into private property: many words stubbornly resist,
others remain alien, sound foreign in the mouth of the one who appropriated them
and who now speaks them; they cannot be assimilated into his context and fall out
of it; it is as if they put themselves into a private property of the speaker’s
intentions – it is populated – overpopulated – with the intentions of others.
Expropriating it, forcing it to submit to one’s own intentions and accents, is a
difficult and complicated process. (DI, p. 293)

Herein lay the semiotic split between abstract objectivism and individual
subjectivism that was characteristic of later approaches to semiotic theories and, indeed,
to Bakhtinian philosophy, in particular his emphasis on genre (see 3.2.4). Viewed in this
light, metaphor becomes a symbol (combining different concepts) that is processed from
signs (as medium) that individuals draw upon in its construction or comprehension. The
task in recognising the symbol, therefore, lies in the ability of individuals to recognise the
interplay between the signs, as medium, rather than the signs in themselves. While
embracing the notion that symbol exists in social interaction, Bakhtin would argue that
the interplay is also concerned with the ideologies11 brought to bear on the interpretative
experience, since, from his perspective ideology exists between people and not within
words per se (Medvedev & Bakhtin, 1978).
Cassirer’s (1953) interest in metaphoricity, as symbol, also lay in its functional
purpose and construction. He was interested in the various forms and properties though
which metaphor could be portrayed, arguing that metaphoric meaning was determined by
the context in which language was delivered rather than the word in isolation. This same
argument can be seen in Bakhtin’s earliest writings: “Detached from the feeling of the
author’s connecting and formgiving activity, metaphor dies, that is, ceases to be poetic
metaphor, or it becomes a myth (as a purely verbal metaphor, it can also serve the
11

Bakhtin argued that his ideology was different to Marxist ideology because he emphasised the dialogic nature of
language and its intentions between subjects, whilst Marx saw ideology as collective, mental and objectivist. As such
Marxist ideology was concerned with society, politics and culture, whereas Bakhtinian ideology was concerned with
systems of ideas in communication: “Every word/discourse betrays the ideology of its speaker; every speaker is thus
as ideologue and every utterance an ideologeme (SG, p. 101). It was for this reason that Bakhtin’s later work focused
on genre as a central means of investigating language and its intentions (SG).
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purposes of cognitive utterance)….” (AA, p. 313). Here Bakhtin makes a distinction
between metaphors that exist as tropes and metaphors that are imbued with meaning in
dialogue with another – a concept at the heart of his philosophy.
Contemporary semiotic theory stresses the role of ideology by emphasising the fact
that the study of signs in everyday speech encompasses the study of anything that stands
for anything else. Hence proponents argue that a system of signs and symbols serves to
construct and maintain reality. Contemporary semiotic theory therefore pays particular
attention to the interplay of multiple signs and symbols, and the discourses that surround
them. Hence semiosis is increasingly positioned as a communication activity. Semiotic
theory has therefore played a significant role in how signs and symbols are positioned in
sociocultural theory, where they are seen as tools for constructing and/or mediating
meaning amidst the wider dynamics of culture and as a precursor to dialogism.

2.2.3 Metaphor as mediational means
The mediation role of metaphor has been variously described in such metaphorical terms
as “stepping stones” (Cameron, 2003, p. 132), a “bridge” (Billow, 1981, p. 431) or as
“crutches that help us get up the abstract mountain” (Bruner, 1986, p. 48). A central task
of metaphor in mediation is to offer some degree of alterity between what is currently
known and what is not. “Semiotic mediation” is a term used by Vygotsky (1987)12 to
describe the way signs and symbols, as tools, are employed to create meaning. Drawing
on Marxist and Hegelian philosophy Vygotsky brought together the idea of collective
cultural meanings and personalcultural senses within the field of semiotics, suggesting
that it is the complex relationship between the two that constitute sensemaking. Stetsenko
(2004) suggests that Vygotsky viewed the development of tool (as symbol) in relation to
the principles of human freedom by taking a holistic approach to learning and sequential
development which gave rise to new forms of symbol formation.
Vygotsky emphasised the belief that humans will continue to generate increasingly
complex symbols in social interaction through a process of mediation which stresses the
need to cooperate with others rather than merely acquire the symbols of that society. This
view of the notion of tools aligns well to the concepts of sign and symbols as strategies in
communicating ideas and lends support to the possibility that metaphoricity is located
outside of the individual. Hence a sociocultural investigation of metaphor (or any other

12

Vygotsky lived at the same time, and in the same country, as Bakhtin prior to his untimely death. However, there is no
evidence to suggest that either man had encountered the other’s work. This is probably due to the political climate of
the time and to the different ‘circles’ in which each was located.
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mediating tool for that matter) considers the wider context of the individual in relation to
others. Moreover, such an approach considers not only the observable, but the potential of
what can be achieved in the social context. As Vygotsky explains:
If the gardener decides only to evaluate the matured or harvested fruits of the apple
tree, he cannot determine the state of his orchard. Maturing trees must also be taken
into consideration…. If he is to fully evaluate the state of the child’s development,
the psychologist must consider not only the actual level of development but the
zone of proximal development. (Vygotsky, 1987, pp. 209210, as cited in Rieber &
Carton, 1987)

In considering the potential of metaphoricity as a mediation tool, a central role of
the messagegiver lies in the strategic selection of language and its conceptual ‘fit’ within
the receiver’s sociocultural context in order to create alterity. A sociocultural view of
metaphoricity must be evidenced in the context of mediation and reflection of theoretical
concepts – by connecting “emotioncognition, seeing to thinking and insight to intuition.
A metaphor must be spontaneously acceptable and intuitively so convincing that thinking
can proceed from it” (Fichtner, 1999, p. 323).
Culturalhistorical activity theory, an extension of Vygotsky’s theories, further invites
the possibility that there are levels of interplay not only between the sign and symbol, but
also through the strategies, conditions and contexts that are used to foreground the symbol
as a communicative device. For example Alcock (2003) investigated children’s humour and
discovered that artefacts were often employed for transformative purposes through play. In
contrast Fichtner (1999), another culturalhistorical theorist, found that metaphors in play
activity were used for the purposes of modelling and did not occur spontaneously.
According to Hasan (2002) activity theory investigates the field of discourse, through
context, while dialogic theory emphasises discourse tenor, that is, the social relations and
positioning of interactants. This distinction is useful in considering the approach taken to
metaphoricity in this thesis, which privileges perspectives of individuals within the social
realm, rather than ‘activity’ (see 4.3.1).
Vygotsky’s (1998) emphasis on the dialectic nature of learning and the significant
role of the symbol as a mediating tool, when applied to metaphor, suggests that it is
necessary to investigate the developing child in relationship with the learning context, and
the permeating influence of the teacher whose primary task it is to engage within the
child’s zone of proximal development. A corollary to this approach is that the teacher has
to know the developing child well enough to know when and how to pitch metaphoric
mediation. Vygotsky’s (1998, pp. 268269) blatant privileging of oral language as “the
central line of development of the child of this age” creates an immediate problem for the
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metaphoric investigation of very young children who may use gesture, sound or other
modes to communicate. Where the language forms used by the developing child are
inaccessible to the teacher (and vice versa) the practice of metaphoric mediation may be
seen as an elusive and perhaps even futile quest.
A promising area for engaging more fully with the metaphoric acts of young
children is found in sociocultural studies which deviate from an exclusive focus on oral
language and support a dimensional view of gesture, including an investigation of the
semantic, pragmatic and poetic potential that may be embodied within an act (Cienki,
1997; Kendon, 2004; McNeill, 2005; Roth, 2001). Seitz and Beilin (1987, pp. 3738)
suggest that the use of gesture in metaphor generation is typically affective and, as a
result, “places the participants in a closer relationship (a more intimate one) to each other
by pointing out the shared experiences and/or cultural framework and by a more
pronounced expression and experience of emotions.” The significance of intimacy
between social partners in the recognition of metaphor is also highlighted by Marjanovic
Shane (1996) based on investigations with her two year old nephew. Cienki (1997) argues
that gestural expressions are frequently tacit, and therefore unknown unless someone from
outside the cultural group is present. Bakhtin advocates for a position of outsidedness in
the evaluation of language so that the author can “collect and concentrate all of the hero”
(AA, p. 14). However, he also stresses the significance of “aesthetic love” in the dialogic
exchange. In the present study, this positioning presented a significant challenge for
participants (as discussed in Chapter 5).
In keeping with a sociocultural emphasis, Roth (2007, p. 377) suggests that gestures
can act as a mediating device which has the potential to support learning or, conversely,
“lead students into nonscientific understanding” if students interpret the gesture as iconic
(i.e. literal) rather than metaphoric (by this he means conceptual). Roth’s suggestion that
interpretation can be literal or conceptual (or symbolic) is echoed by McNeill (2005) who
argues that gestures only become metaphoric when they clearly represent something else,
make metaphoric use of space, contain a deictic intent, or offer beats (that is, rhythmic
movements alongside spoken words to accentuate an aspect of what is being conveyed).
McNeill concludes that children under the age of three are incapable of generating
gestural metaphor since they are, according to sociocultural theory, developmentally
immature. This view is derived from Vygotsky’s (1998) positioning of the under three
year old as conceptually deficit, incapable of higher thinking, and does not allow for a
consideration of metaphoricity in the toddler beyond an investigation of their levels of
mastery according to adult judgements of what constitutes ‘potential’ (such as McNeill’s
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emphasis on the pragmatic, poetic and semiotic elements of gesture). It is my contention
that Bakhtin offers such a possibility since he argues that all sign systems can be
translated into other sign systems when seen as developing “on the boundary between two
consciousnesses, two subjects” (SG, p. 106). His aesthetic emphasis allows scope for a
metalinguistic approach to the study of toddlers who retain the right to be more than what
wellmeaning adults determine them to be.
The emphasis sociocultural theories place on the mediating role of adults seeks to
promote higher level thinking through everyday experience (Daniels, 1994). Accordingly,
actively employing metaphorassymbol for the purposes of teaching, as a means of
extending concepts is viewed as playing a significant role. However, little attention is
given to the possibility that metaphoricity, like other language forms, is only given
meaning when it is given form through utterance (Shotter, 1993a). As Cheyne and Turelli
(2005, p. 125) suggest, “while Bakhtin’s commitment to a dialogic rendering of mind is
central to his writing and beyond contention, the ambiguity of Vygotsky’s remarks
regarding dialogicality of thought, and inner speech more specifically, is reflected in the
lack of interpretive consensus surrounding the matter among Vygotsky scholars” (see also
Brandist, 2007). In contrast, Bakhtin’s contention that language is not merely transferred
or internalised from a skilled partner to the learner in a subjectobject dialectic, makes it
possible to consider the complex struggle of adaptation and appropriation between subject
and subject within dialogic philosophy (Wertsch, 1985).
A Bakhtinian view of metaphoricity therefore expands on socoicultural theory to
recognise the unfinalised, evolving nature of all language and its alteric meanings within
and between discourses. Bakhtin’s claims do not exclude the possibility that very young
children play an equal part in this dialogic process. As Bakhtin suggests, the infant first
receives valueladen language from “his mother’s lips and from the lips of those who are
close to him” (AA, p. 49) in a mediated fashion, but these, like all language acts “come to
meet the dark chaos of my inner sensation of myself” (AA, p. 50) and are therefore
altered in this dialogic encounter. Roth (2001, p. 377) supports such an approach,
advocating for a better understanding of: “the role and function of gestures in the
relationship between teachers and student” in educational research.

2.2.4 Metaphor and developmentalism
Developmental psychologists’ claims in the early twentieth century (such as those of
Piaget (1953, 1959) argued outright that very young children are incapable of using or
accessing metaphor. The genesis for these claims is based in the belief that infants and
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toddlers are unable to take on the perspectives of others or to distinguish between reality
and fantasy – phenomena seen as essential to the generation and interpretation of
metaphor (Valsiner, 2005).
There are few empirical exceptions to the claim that young children find it difficult
at best, or impossible at worst, to engage with metaphor, even for children as old as four
years of age (see, for example Torr & Simpson, 2003; Vosniadou, 1987; Winner, 1979).
According to Gibbs (1994), this is because a fundamental premise of metaphor is seen as
the connection of separate domains within individual speech acts. Where children are
unable to articulate their rationale for a gaze or symbolic representation, Gibbs argues that
it is difficult to credit the action as crossmodal, a term which he employs to define
metaphoricity, yet he accepts the likelihood that “young children have some ability to
think figuratively and do so spontaneously and without undue effort” (p. 431). Crain
(2003) provides anecdotal examples of very young children, as young as two years of age,
using metaphor to convey emotions or states through mediums of art, poetry, music,
touch, onomatopoeic words, or animism. 13
Winner’s (1988) critique of traditional forms of metaphor analysis in children is
founded on her claim that “first metaphors arise either from the pretend action of symbolic
play (yielding something different from an adult metaphor) or from the perception of
sensory resemblances (yielding something closer to an adult metaphor)” (p. 97). Her
argument is based on her belief that much of young children’s metaphor is generated
through symbolic play and, in their early iterations, highly linked to gesture. Marjanovic
Shane (1996) argues that symbolic play cannot be considered metaphoric since it occurs on
a fictive plane whereas metaphor comprises propositional reality. MarjanovicShane (see
also SuttonSmith, 1997) distinguishes between play and metaphor suggesting that play is
allegorical because it “allows one to retreat, if necessary, back to the fictive plane” (pp. 35
36). Nevertheless, she agrees that play is the means through which metaphor can be
understood “by pointing out the shared experiences and/or cultural framework and by a
more pronounced expression and experience of emotions”. This concept is also explored
by Bakhtin (AA, p. 74) who suggests that “play images nothing – it merely imagines” until
it is contemplated by someone else, then it shifts from play to an early form of drama, art, or
performance. Seen in this light, the potential to see metaphoricity in play lies in the way it is
interpreted by another rather than within the act itself.

13

It is interesting to note that Piaget also observed animism in young children. Animism is where the young child takes
on the characteristics of an animal, for example, pretending to be a dog. Piaget did not, however, attribute animism to
metaphoricity, arguing that for children under two years of age it merely constituted mimickry.
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Roth (2001, p. 373) claims that gestures reveal additional knowledge that is either
not expressed or implicitly embedded in speech. He goes so far as to suggest that gestures
represent the “leading edge” in children’s cognitive development. This approach lends
support, not only to the investigation of language acts themselves, but the possibility that
metaphoric processes may be observableinaction. Since neurological research (Bates,
Thal, Finlay, & Clancy, 2005; Thelen, 2000) and developmental studies now indicate that
infants as young as one hour are capable of perceptive thought (Meltzoff, 2006), there is
now ample scope for developmentalists to consider the potential of metaphoricity in the
lives of infants and toddlers.
According to Werner and Kaplan (1956) children’s emerging metaphoricity is
achieved through physiognomic means – where the child conceives of one thing in terms
of another.14 As experiences with the world increase, so too does the ability to draw on
these to bring about meaning. Similarly Wright (2003, p. 22) suggests that metaphor
generation is seen as a “transduction in meaning of meaning from one semiotic mode to
another”, a process she calls synaesthesia. Metaphoricity in children, seen in this light, is
made possible through the developmental progression of hierarchical classifications,
access to multimodes of communication and the ability to bring these to bear on
language (see also Gopnik, Meltzoff, & Kuhl, 2001).
Werner and Kaplan’s (1956) theory of physiognomy suggests that there has to be a
twofaced application of an expression for it to be metaphorical. In other words, the authors
suggest that there has to be a perspective that needs to be shared in order for metaphor to be
meaningful to another. Polanyi (cited in Sanders, 1988) takes this further to suggest that
often what is metaphorically ‘known’ by another is not ascribable to any specific
knowledge base or experience. In other words, the authors suggest that metaphoricity is
imaginative and irreducible to external analysis. Werner and Kaplan make the claim that
metaphor exists more readily in societies where there are taboos, because metaphor is a way
of saying something without breeching societal etiquette. He suggests that “primitive”
societies are therefore more likely to utilise metaphor through myths and legends in an
effort to convey social conventions or address breeches of convention. According to Crain
(2004), the ability to engage in metaphorical thought is evident in both primitive cultures
and children where there appears to be a greater capacity for perception that is linked to
emotion and experience rather than more objective approaches to processing information
that are privileged in Western society.

14

For example the colour blue signifies coldness or a butterfly signals happiness.
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Werner and Kaplan’s (1956) theories do offer some insight into the function and
emergence of metaphor as an everyday strategy for communication rather than a poetic
device reserved exclusively for the developmentally mature. They lend support to the idea
that metaphors are intrinsically linked to the human capacity to categorise hierarchically,
and in doing so, give rise to the notion of “appurtenance”15 (Valsiner, 2005, p. 268). Seen
in this light, metaphoricity can be seen as an increasingly complex process of
categorisation and differentiation that mirrors development.
Werner’s (cited in Valsiner, 2005) ideas highlight the fact that metaphor will be
used differently across cultures and age groups, and that the strong physiognomic abilities
of the very young children, coupled with their increasing ability to categorise and acquire
the rules of cognitive activity, may hold some clues for identifying the early construction
and interpretation of metaphor. Since Werner proposes the emergence of second order
categorising at 18 months of age, his logic would suggest that metaphorical representation
ought to appear at around the same time. The fact that neither he nor his followers ever
conducted research with children of this age is therefore mystifying. Instead, his focus
was autism.
The prevailing idea in developmental psychology, however, that metaphor cannot be
evident in the very young child, is based on the fundamental developmental principle that
very young children are incapable of abstract perception and lack the categorisation skills
needed to generate comparisons. Piaget (1953, 1959) has argued that the use of metaphor at
this young age cannot be proven because the ‘infant’ is not capable of generating or
receiving higher order levels of thought. This view has been endorsed by empirical studies
based on adult constructs of metaphorical expression that reside almost exclusively in
cognition or linguistic domains of inquiry. These constructs depend on the premise that a
metaphor can only be classified as a metaphor if there is evidence to suggest that the user
can show that the child understands the literal meaning of its figurative use.
Given the linguistic constraints on young children in conveying their ideas to adults,
the developmental condition continues to evade researchers and is likely to explain the
lack of research located outside of a linguistic stronghold. Bakhtinian philosophy,
however, offers the possibility that metaphor (as with all other language) resides between
individuals and is manifest in multiple forms and relationship with another – rather than
exclusively in the head of the child. His attention to the details of language, in terms of its

15

The notion that something belongs to something else in a larger system of categories
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form and content, suggests that it is important to pay attention to the effort of
understanding “whence form unfolds like a blossom” (AA, p. 24).

2.2.5 Metaphor in cognitive theory
Since metaphor has been specifically aligned to cognition in the past forty years, it has
been taken much more seriously as a strategy for learning about the way individuals
perceive their world. In a significant shift from traditional developmentalist theories,
Lakoff and Johnson (1999, 2003; see also Lakoff, 1987) suggest that the mind and body
are interdependent. Hence the way the physical world is viewed and experienced plays an
important part in the way it is categorised and correspondingly forms the basis for
metaphor construction. Lakoff and Johnson (2003) took the study of metaphor into the
cognitive realm by suggesting that metaphors can be ‘mapped’ in terms of a domain and
vehicle. Using this formula, Lakoff and Johnson created links, through higher ordering,
between the metaphor and its origin. Their work brought together concepts and linguistic
expression – showing how metaphor is linked to human emotion (e.g. up is happy, down
is sad) or experience (e.g. life is a journey). They suggested that there are some mappings
which are universal (i.e. across cultures) while others require knowledge of the culture
underpinning their construction. Barcelona’s (2000) associated contention that metaphors,
as conceptual projections, are culturespecific, motivated by experience, practical, and
often either unspoken or communicated in subtle ways lends support to the notion that
metaphoricity is highly contextspecific.
The work of Lakoff and Johnson (2003) has profoundly influenced the field of
metaphor theory by suggesting that metaphors, once interpreted, can offer huge insight
into the way human beings think and link ideas together (Bowdle & Gentner, 2005;
Gentner, 1988). There are now numerous studies that draw on the notion of cognitive
metaphor to gain insights into how adults conceptualise their world and this is a popular
contemporary research focus for adult learners and the investigation of semiotic mediation
(as discussed in 2.2.3).

However, Winner (1979) contends that a central

misunderstanding in the study of children’s metaphor is that children place emphasis on
the vehicle of the metaphoric mapping whereas adults focus on the topic. Such a
distinction means that, according to Winner, children are likely to interpret and employ
metaphors differently to adults.
Kovecses (2002) builds on the idea of conceptual metaphor by providing some
rationale for the universality (and unidirectionality in mapping) of some metaphors as
opposed to others. Kovecses highlights the influence of emotion and bodily function in
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relation to metaphor conceptualisation, drawing on Lakoff and Johnson’s (2003) notion of
the extended chain that offers a hierarchy of systems. According to Kovecses the
employment of metaphor requires the use of one level of this chain to make sense of
another, and bears close allegiance to Werner’s notion of appurtenance (discussed in the
previous section). This idea may be useful in explaining the different ways young children
use metaphor based on their sensorimotor experience of the world and for research
findings that identify metaphors associated with animals or food in children aged two to
four years (see Billow, 1981; Goatly, 1997).
Kovecses suggests that there are many nonlinguistic forms of metaphor such as the
steeple on a church conveying “God is up” or the image of family to portray a nation.
Examples of young children’s poetry or art are seen by both Kovecses (2000) and Crain
(2003) as metaphorical expression whilst Gibbs (1994) suggests that gesture is another form
of metaphorical expression. There are numerous examples of icons, cartoons, movies,
paintings, sculptures or books that are used for the explicit purpose of eliciting emotion,
challenging or upholding discourse (Barcelona, 2000; Forceville, 1996; Gibbs, 1994;
Ungerer, 2000; Valsiner, 2005). Investigations of gesture yield promise in terms of the way
thought is generated and stimulated, particularly but not exclusively, in studies involving
very young children (Dyson, 1990; Hoiting & Slobin, 2007; Kendon, 2004; Moon, 2006;
Muller, 2007; Southgate, van Maanen, & Csibra, 2007). Considered in relation to
metaphoricity, these studies provide a promising means of investigating the language forms
that are typically used by children under two, but also those that continue to be employed
throughout the lifespan.
Whilst the categorisation and subsequent conceptual mapping of metaphor does
neatly interpret linguistic forms of expression against global and local conventions, it does
not allow interpretation to occur within the context around the metaphorical expression
(since the linguistic expression itself is isolated for analysis). According to Cameron (in
Cameron & Low, 1999, p. 10), Kovecses fails to consider the “dynamics of human
processing and the goaloriented nature of interaction in context”. In ignoring this I
believe that Kovecses (and his predecessors, Lakoff and Johnson) are limiting their
interpretation to adult constructions of metaphor use as rhetorically persuasive rather than
exploring metaphoricity as an everyday communicative approach.
According to Steen (1997b, see also Cameron, 1996), categorisation and associated
mapping of metaphor should be “kept on a leash” and only used in an exploratory way
rather than with the intention of presenting truth. To this end, Steen proposes five steps
for metaphor analysis which pay attention to the definition of metaphor that is used in the
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analysis, the proposition that is being presented, a reconstruction of the implied
juxtaposition or comparison; and the interpreted nonliteral meaning of the utterance (see
4.4.1 for further discussion of this analytical approach) within the present study.
For Bakhtin, however, the exploitation of ‘truth’, as interpreted by individuals, is
central to inquiry and he rejects purely poetic approaches to language since they represent
monologue, as opposed to dialogue. His emphasis on evaluative processes, through
aesthetic activity, suggests that what is interpreted (and the way it is interpreted) by one
individual will dialogically impact on another irrespective of its tentative nature. He
argues that purely cognitive approaches to language “are capable of being thought, but
they are not capable of actually being perceived (AA, p. 24) and advocates for approaches
to interpretation which take an ontologic stance. As Pechey (1998) suggests, Bakhtin
reverses “the meaning of life to the life of meaning” (p. 61) by moving beyond cognition
to embrace the aesthetic nature of language as it is exists between people in the everyday
social milieu and beyond (see 3.2.1).

2.2.6 Linguistic theory
The study of metaphor has been readily applied to the field of linguistics since it is widely
agreed across cultural, developmentalist and sociocultural disciplines, that oral language
is the prime site for investigation. Cameron and Low (1999) cite a variety of sources that
have profoundly influenced the field of linguistics, particularly those from a
developmentalist stance. All had their origins in the late 197080s and resulted in a
blending of cognition and linguistics. The influence of both paradigms on the application
of linguistic theory to the study of metaphor cannot be underestimated.
Winner (1988) suggests that studies of children’s use of metaphor as a linguistic
device are fundamentally flawed because there can be no “pure measure” (p. 47) of
metaphor generation or comprehension. She suggests that there are only three, very
limited, conclusions that can be drawn from studies to date. These are that i) children’s
‘difficulty’ in metaphor comprehension cannot be attributed to any lone variable; ii)
preschool children can understand predictable metaphor; and iii) metaphor requires an
element of pretence which makes it difficult for very young children who, according to
developmental theories, do not distinguish between fantasy and reality. Here Winner
suggests a distinction between metaphor and irony as the latter requires a much higher
degree of comprehension of the notion of ‘untruth’ and is consequently, in her view, even
more difficult for young children to engage with.
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Linguistic studies focusing on children have typically taken the view that the
capacity to engage with metaphor is linked to increased verbal skill and, drawing from
developmentalism, the ability to make connections between words and objects as
perceptions (GirshkoffStowe & Smith, 2006; Low, 2003). According to Winner (1979,
1988) these studies have dismissed potentially metaphoric utterances in very young
children, arguing that when young children use words that are seemingly dissimilar they
are classified as overextensions16 and therefore considered nonmetaphoric. Winner tried
to distinguish between utterances that were overextensions and those that were not (and
therefore considered metaphoric) in a study with 1758 monthold children by asking
children to name objects based on information she already held about their knowledge of
these. She found that fouryearolds were much more likely to rename objects (76%)
than twoyearolds (25%) and, as a result, suggests that less metaphoric utterances are
seen in younger children. Pramling’s (2006) analysis of a Piagetian interview with four
year old children significantly shows the complex ways children deliberately used
overextensions, as metaphor, to offer the interviewer what they thought he wanted to hear.
In other words, these four year old children were operating at a highly sophisticated level
of perception, by using metaphor to provide the adult with access into their world, even
when the adult was not aware that language was being employed in this way at the time.
Winner’s findings are at direct odds with Billow (1981) whose investigations of the
selfgenerated verbal metaphors of 2.7 to 6 year olds found that younger children actually
used more metaphor than older children but that the nature of these metaphors was
different. The younger child, according to Billow, used metaphor as a rehearsal (often
through play sequences) whereas the older child’s use of metaphor was more functional.
Younger children tended to draw on categories of food as a metaphoric source as opposed
to the older children’s emphasis on role play. Billows attributes this difference to the
child’s expert knowledge and experience of each domain. His findings challenge the
notion that children are incapable of generating and indeed manipulating metaphor, and
suggest that it is the interpretation of metaphor, rather than its absence in language, that is
problematic from the outset
Vosniadou (1987) describes children’s naming in play contexts as a precursor to
the metaphoric generation based on her interpretation of metaphor as deliberate
comparison:

16

An overextension takes place when a word is used to name something that the child has no name for, eg “woof” for a
dog.
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To qualify as a metaphor, the pretend renaming must be motivated by the
perception of some similarity between the objects or events being compared.
Indeed, it appears that although the perception of similarity and the actions of
symbolic play have independent beginnings, they eventually come together to give
rise to similaritybased renamings that have most of the characteristics of real
metaphors. (p. 873)

Vosniadou argues for a consideration of children’s metaphors within contexts and
frameworks that are appropriate to the child. She suggests that further investigation of the
transfer of knowledge from one domain to another may generate new insights about
metaphoric competence and, indeed, cognition itself. A linguistic study by Painter (2003, p.
153) involving her two sons (aged seven months to twoandahalf years of age) shows that
their use of metaphor was more concerned with transforming signals into communicative
signs “by trading on some shared understanding of the original signal” or “semiotically
expanding the resources of the material world” than juxtaposing a literal sign with a
symbolic meaning as is typically the case in linguistic studies of metaphor. As she explains:
…metaphor is indeed a fundamental and powerful mode of meaning for the child.
It may be involved in the very creation of a communicative sign before the child
has access to the meanings and expressions of the mother tongue, and once the
learner has embarked upon the shared language of the community, it enables the
creation of new meanings – ‘referential’, imaginative and humorous – by playing
with the preestablished or congruent relations between context, meaning and
expression. (Painter, 2003, p. 166)

Similarly, Gibbs (1994) suggests that metaphor is typically used in language either
because the concept cannot be expressed in any other way, the concept can be compacted
in some way, or the speaker wants to make the concept more vivid for the receiver. Seen
from an educational point of view, Gibbs argues that metaphor serves as a pedagogical
tool for memory retention, prose comprehension and learning. This view of the
pedagogical purposes of metaphor is later developed by the work of Cameron (1996,
2003) whose approach to the study of metaphor is particularly helpful as it broadens
beyond a mere classification of types of metaphor to the application of metaphor in
teaching and learning contexts.
Cameron (1996, 2003) argues that any study of metaphor with children must engage
with the discourse context by focussing on communication as text. She suggests that the
presence of metaphor can only be interpreted by its etymology, which she calls “linguistic
metaphor”. Her 1996 study of 10 year old children and their teacher in a science classroom
allowed for categories to emerge using a familyresemblance approach17 to metaphor

17

Wittengstein’s (1958) family resemblance model refers to the way humans identify something as belonging or not
belonging to a category.
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identification which generated a large number of metaphoric categories for 10 year old
children and adults in the classroom context of science. Categories included the
employment of technical language, animating, decisions affected by the presence of other
metaphors, metonymy, idiomaticity, verbs as metaphor vehicles, prepositions as metaphor
vehicles and comparison. As a linguist, her focus was on the oral language used by teacher
and child but her approach included a broad interpretation of context. Her findings suggest
there is indeed a difference in metaphoricity across adultchild interaction and that this
difference is influenced by context. Similar findings are also reported by Winer, Cottrell,
Mott, Cohen and Fournier (2001) who found that, when invited to answer questions
metaphorically (as opposed to literally), children were more accurate than adults.
An area of linguistic investigation has also recently emerged in relation to gesture.
Cook (1992, cited in Forceville, 1996) argues that the traditional emphasis on verbal
metaphor has meant that other forms of metaphoric representation are overlooked,
suggesting that visual representations play a vital role in metaphor generation and
interpretation (see also Gibbs, 1994). As Mittelberg (2006, p. 2) expounds, “Spontaneous
communicative gesture, which is inseparable from human interaction and social space, is
a rich source for insights into the sociocultural situatedness of both cognition and
communication”. A small number of studies have attempted to explore gesture as a
linguistic mode (see, for example Cienki, 1997; Dyson, 1990; Kendon, 2004; Mittelberg,
2006; Muller, 2007) by analysing physical body movements as language. Roth (2001)
highlights the conflicting theories around gesture in educational research where gestures
are seen to either accompany, replace or package verbal language, rather than a view of
gesture, and other modes of communication, as a central part of all language alongside
speech. This may explain the small number of studies that consider gesture as a
significant form of language  both in its own right and alongside word.
Recent linguistic studies have separated the notion of metaphor from the term
“metonymy” (Jose Ruiz, 2000; Niemeier, 2000; Radden, 2000; Sandikcioglu, 2000;
Ungerer, 2000) which Barcelona (2000) argues should be distinguished from metaphor.
Highly influenced by Lakoff and Johnson’s (1987) mapping theory (see 2.2.5), Barcelona
(2000, p. 3) defines metaphor as “the cognitive mechanism whereby one experiential
domain is partially ‘mapped’ ie projected, onto a different experiential domain so that the
second domain is partially understood in terms of the first one” in contrast to a definition
of metonymy as “a conceptual projection whereby one experiential domain (the target) is
partially understood in terms of another experiential domain (the source) included in the
same common experiential domain”. Cameron (2003, p. 239) suggests that metaphor is
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manifested as metonymy in the process of shifting from “talk about action” to
“disembedded language use”. Indeed this seems a potential significant point for analysis
as Gibbs (1994) suggests that young children are highly capable of metonymic expression
based on what is known about their vocabulary – more specifically that the use of verbs in
action lag behind the employment of nouns.
With its philologic origins, Bakhtin’s work was never entirely divorced from
linguistics (see 3.1). In the analysis of language Bakhtin was a strong advocate for
considering the way parts of an utterance made up the whole, which he described in the
context of architectronics (Holquist, 1990). As such he was concerned to explore how
language worked within social contexts; and saw the associated genres employed in
communication as key to discourse. His outright rejection of the superiority of oral or
written language meant that he was simultaneously able to embrace language as a living
social entity in all its embryonic forms.

2.2.7 Discourse theory
Discourse approaches to metaphoricity are likely to explore “the stuff the talk is about”
(Edwards, 1997, p. 48) and are therefore concerned with the negotiated meanings of
metaphor (Ponterotto, 2000). According to Cameron and Low (1999, p. 28), research
that recognises the complexity of metaphor theory “require[s] the application of
multiple investigative methods – triangulation from a large corpora, empirical studies of
reactions, introspection and theory that accommodates gradedness, prototypicality,
relativism to discourse context and social groups”. By investigating the wider context of
the child and adult, and analysing the everyday talk and action that takes place, the
constructed categories of metaphor as symbol can be viewed in terms of their interplay
within the context. Edwards (1997, p. 259) suggests that this calls for a deliberate
approach, arguing that any attempt to measure metaphors in young children is in fact a
discursive strategy in itself:
We need to approach language as designed for discourse, for public performances,
rather than having public actions as a kind of lucky consequence of people
representing things mentally, in what happens to be a fortuitously shared meaning
system.

Despite its provocative nature, very few studies of metaphor have moved beyond
a description or analytical accounts of metaphor use within a social setting. An
exception is found in a study of adults in a science classroom, by Candela (1997). In
this investigation Candela allowed definitions of metaphor to generate out of analysis
rather than approaching analysis with specific definitions in mind. According to
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Edwards (1997), a discourseoriented perspective is more interested in what is described
or counted as metaphoric, rather than the metaphors themselves and this may explain
the dearth of studies that take this approach since metaphoric description is harder to
access in young children.
Bruner (1986, pp. 89, 101) endorses the interrelationship between perception,
feeling and thinking, arguing that meaning will be largely determined by the “nature of
discourse in which it is embedded”. This view is closely aligned to Edwards (1997, p. 31)
who believes the researcher must look beyond the text to cultural activities, practices,
cognitive processes, and mind to gain a better understanding of a phenomenon:
The rhetorical use of these kinds of metaphors and analogies can be topics of
reflexive study. People are not examined ‘as if’ they produce discourse, though
none of us who uses discourse, including discourse analysts, can be free of
metaphor and analogy.

Franke (2000) suggests that such an approach to metaphoricity is limitless and
positions this endeavour as an ontological pursuit:
What the new, hermeneutic theories of metaphor, taken together, show is how
metaphor, as absolute and alive, affords a glimpse into the creative making of sense
that makes perceptions and experiences into a world. Metaphor assumes a
transcendentalhermeneutic function and reveals the world in the moment of its
emergence as a linguistic creation or construction….Reality has shown itself in this
new perspective to be graspable, if at all, only in and through metaphor. What are
the ontological implications of this mediation of all our language, and therefore of
our very knowledge and experience of the world, by metaphor? In other words,
what does unlimited metaphoricity, such as it has recently been discovered, imply
about the way things are and are known? (p. 151)

Edwards (1997) is critical of developmentalist studies which have made universal
judgments about infant metaphoricity purely on the basis of turning heads or other
physical movements. He cautions the researcher of discourse not to forget the metaphoric
nature of all language used in any investigation. This contention is strongly aligned to the
philosophical belief that all language is metaphorical (as discussed at the commencement
of this chapter) since it is derived from senses which are, in themselves, located within
discourse. As Davidson explains:
Metaphor is the dreamwork of language and, like all dreamwork, its interpretation
reflects as much on the interpreter as on the originator. The interpretation of dreams
requires collaboration between a dreamer and a waker, even if they be the same
person; and the act of interpretation is itself a work of the imagination. So too,
understanding a metaphor is as much a creative endeavour as making a metaphor,
and as little guided by rules. (1979, p. 29)

With a view of metaphoricity as unlimited, discourse theory signals an approach
which emphasises the act of metaphor use in tandem with its interpretive limitations and
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possibilities. However, as with other poststructuralist theories, which do not easily tolerate
truth claims, discourse theory alone does not provide a means of approaching a field of
inquiry that demands interpretive answers, as in the case of New Zealand early childhood
education assessment practice in the present study. I achieved reconciliation in my quest
through dialogic philosophy, and its emphasis on formshaping ideology (Bandlamudi,
1999). Bakhtin’s notion of genre (SG) is an outward manifestation of such strategy, since
I argue that paying attention to interpretations of the intentions of language use through
the specific forms employed in its delivery offers a way of investigating its metaphoric
potential.

2.3 A dialogic approach to metaphoricity
The relevance of Bakhtin to a study of metaphoricity with very young children has
featured at multiple points throughout this chapter. His theoretical presence lends support
to the view of Bakhtin as a ‘twofaced Janus’ who looks at language in seemingly
oppositional ways – reconciling the split between linguistics (through emphasising
language compositions), context (through paying attention to the sociolinguistic
background) and discourse (by attending to the negotiated meanings of metaphor) which
challenge investigations of metaphor.
The act of our activity, of our experience, like the twofaced Janus, looks in
different directions: at the objective whole of the realm of culture and at the
unrepeatable uniqueness of experienced life, but there is no single and unitary plane
where both aspects could mutually define one another in relation to a single unique
entity. (TPA, p. 2)

As such, I argue that Bakhtinian philosophy offers a useful meeting place for the
multiple origins of rhetorical, linguistic, semiotic, psychological, sociocultural, and
discourse theories and provides the lynchpin for this investigation of metaphoricity as a
social, aesthetic and deeply imbued act.
Bakhtin’s integration of language and discourse was allegedly influenced by his
philologist roots combined with the influence of: Leningrad sociolinguists and the
Marburg School (Brandist, 2003); Western linguistic theories such as Buhler and de
Saussure whose writings he had access to in his early career (Brandist, 2004); Russian
aesthetics (Efimova & Manovich, 1993); and Russian formalism (Renfrew, 2006). His
emphasis on the study of language as a dialogic process within discourse enabled him to
develop a metalinguistic frame which saw the world (that is, ethical reality) as the place
that foregrounds meaning in a linguistic/communicative act. Hence, in order to investigate
language, Bakhtin (see also Medvedev & Bakhtin, 1978; Voloshinov, 1973) argued that it
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was necessary to study the interpretive act of communication within the specific field and
ideologic spaces of culture as a way of revealing intersubjective, negotiated or
consummated truth. No longer could metaphor be studied exclusively in terms of its
individual, linguistic, categorised or transmissive nature, but as an aesthetic social act that
exemplified the very essence of communication and thought in human exchange.
Although Bakhtin’s interest lay in the analysis of literary fiction, his later work in
particular (PDP, RW, SG) lends scope to the investigation of the processes of
metaphoricity between the young child and the adult by highlighting the fact that both
parties are engaging in an aesthetic process of heteroglossia as they experience dialogic
exchange through their own internally persuasive and externally authored discourses in
relationship with one another. Heteroglossia in education refers to the way in which the
learning appropriates language – by both absorbing and interpreting and making it their
own (Matusov, 2007a). Bakhtin suggests that through such engagement there is a life
long process of ‘ideological becoming’ of the self as located in the social world (DI).
These concepts are discussed more fully in the chapter that follows.

2.3.1 Empirical precedents to a Bakhtinian approach to metaphoricity
Few studies have attempted to bring children’s use of metaphor into the Bakhtinian
inspired empirical arena. An exception is noted in the research of MarjanovicShane
(1996) who draws on Bakhtin’s notion of utterance to suggest that metaphor generation
for young children takes place in intimate relationship with those who share a joint
meaning construction. MarjanovicShane argues that the act of generating metaphor is
structured by propositions which are “regarded as interpretations of situated utterances,
rather than utterances themselves” (p. 4) suggesting that any study of children’s metaphor
must “establish the immediate concern the child is addressing” (p. 7). While I argue that a
dialogic approach to utterance replaces the need for proposition (see 3.2.5), Marjanovic
Shane’s employment of Bakhtinian concepts in the investigation of young children’s
metaphor generation sets a useful precedent for considering metaphoricity as a social and
highly interpretive act.
Cameron’s (2003) linguistic analysis of metaphor also draws upon Bakhtinian
theory to investigate everyday metaphors in the classroom between ten year old children
and their teachers. Her work demonstrates the powerful influence of metaphor in teaching
contexts and the discursive nature of its usage in attempting to shift thinking as a
pedagogical activity on the part of the teacher. Despite attempts to engage with the
metaphoric acts of the children in her study, Cameron’s findings emphasise the role of the
41

teacher in drawing on adult metaphors to convey meaning to the child (rather than on a
twoway exchange), and on a detailed linguistic description of the metaphors themselves.
Cameron suggests that the focus on classroom usage (as opposed to usage outside of the
teacher domain, as Mabin (2006), discovered in her Bakhtinian study of children’s
language in the playground) was likely to limit the ability to capture alternative genres in
metaphor use. The fact that she chose to focus on words as linguistic units rather than the
interpretations of those words within the wider heteroglossic domain, which I interpret as
essential for a Bakhtinian analysis, could also be a factor in this outcome. I would also
argue that the unit of analysis she employed did not provide scope for entering into the
dialogic engagement more fully and I argue for a broader consideration of utterance in the
chapters that follow (see, in particular, 4.3.1).
In using a Bakhtinian approach to this study I am seeking to explore the discourse
spaces of each participant in the context of New Zealand early childhood education and, in
doing so reveal the complex metaphoric processes at play that can escape the lone
researcher’s eye. Adopting a Bakhtinian approach offers the opportunity to investigate the
complex dynamics of metaphoricity by seeking to understand the heteroglossic struggle
between discourses and the way metaphor is noticed and recognised within these. Dressman
(in Ball & Warshauer Freedman, 2004, p. 46) explains “For Bakhtin, all exchange among
entities, or at least all human perception of exchange, is mediated by language through a
process that is at times broadly metaphorized, and at other times more conventionally
characterised in linguistic terms, as dialogue”. In itself, this strategy is indicative of higher
thought processes deemed to be inaccessible to the young child (as purported by various
theories already presented in this chapter) and which, if unrecognised, can overlook the
potential of young children to engage in metaphorical thought. As such, I approach this
thesis with a view that the toddler, as a participant in the New Zealand early childhood
education heteroglot, is already engaging in the generation and appropriation of metaphor,
where metaphor is viewed broadly as a semiotic device which can be recognised by paying
attention to the details of language acts that take place within the social setting. The
fundamental question that Bakhtin enables me to ask, therefore, is how and in what genres
these metaphors might be noticed, and by whom. Bakhtin suggests that this is not just a
question of the child in relation to their immediate world, but in relation to the intentions of
others and the discourses that underpin these.
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2.4 Summary
In this chapter I have provided a rationale for a dialogic approach to metaphoricity in the
context of this study. In doing so, I have signalled the genesis of metaphoricity in acts that
ignite a spark or electric current of meaning between participants, rather than in isolation
or senderreceiver dynamics. I have argued for a view of toddler metaphoricity as both
interpreted and metalinguistic, positioned within the forces that shape its potential to be
noticed and manifest in the genres that mark its intentionality. Hence what can be noticed,
recognised and responded to, as meaningful is directly related to the authorial surplus that
one brings to the interpretation of the act as well as the form and content of the act itself.
In the following chapter I outline the central tenets of Bakhtinian philosophy and describe
how they provide a methodological framework for an investigation which seeks to
explore metaphoricity from this theoretical stance.
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Chapter 3: A dialogic methodology
In the previous chapter I argued for a dialogic approach to the investigation of toddler
metaphoricity and its authorship as a deeply social and aesthetic interpretive act, as
opposed to an exclusively linguistic, individual or systemsoriented semiotic. I have
claimed that the latter approaches, as monologic theories, limit the way toddlers can be
viewed as metaphoric. In making this claim I have called upon the writings of Mikhail
Bakhtin which foreground a dialogic approach to language in all its many forms.
Make what is seen or heard or pronounced an expression of one’s own active,
axiological relationship, and in doing so overcome the material, extracreatively
determinate character of the form, its thingness. Form ceases to be outside us as a
perceived and cognitively ordered material; it becomes an expression of a value
created activity that penetrates content and transforms it. (AA, p. 305)

This, in turn, demands a dialogic methodology for the purposeful exploration of
metaphoricity between social partners since language, for Bakhtin, exists in the social
sphere. It resides between the form and content of utterance and is expressed through
genres that purposely seek to disturb or extend meaning.
In this chapter I describe the dialogic principles of Bakhtinian philosophy as the
key methodological informant for this investigation, and argue for a dialogic approach
to the study of metaphoricity and its interpreted meaning within the context of
contemporary early childhood education assessment discourse. For the purposes of this
study I have drawn on key concepts from Bakhtinian theories I consider best represent
the breadth and depth of his ideas over almost a century rather than extracting
convenient ideas from one of his sources, a trend Matusov (2007a) suggests has been
the case for many applications of Bakhtinian theory in education.
Bakhtin’s (1985) emphasis on the spirit and personality (as opposed to the
‘image’) of an individual, coupled with his early emphasis on the authorhero
relationship in evaluation (AA, DI) offers an appropriate means of engaging in the
metaphoric acts of a toddler in communication with adults. The toddler utilises a range
of genres to convey meaning, but it is my assertion that these can only be interpreted as
metaphoric when adults resist the tendency to theorise from a monologic position rather
than engage in dialogic communion.

For teachers to enter into such communion,

Bakhtin suggests, it is necessary to approach language as an artistic representation of
personality. Bakhtin sees personality as individual consciousness transmitted through
“everything a person uses to express (reveal) himself on the outside (for others)” (PDP,
p. 295). Hence personality represents formshaping ideologies at play:
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Just as there are no isolated mental elements, so too, there is no such thing as an
isolated personality. The personality is whole (with respect to isolated elements);
the personality is not whole (with respect to the life around it, of which it is an
inseparable element). Both assertions are equally valid (Bakhtin, 1985, p. 16).

Bakhtin suggests a consideration of personality is necessary to approach language
as artistic representation. I consider that this approach to personality offers a legitimate
means of encountering metaphoricity with toddlers within the context of contemporary
New Zealand early childhood education discourse since capturing ‘voice’ is so central
to assessment practice (as discussed in Chapter 1). On this basis, I draw on key
Bakhtinian concepts to construct a framework that enables me to approach the discourse
of early childhood education assessment practice from a strong theoretical standpoint.
The overarching tenet of Bakhtin’s work, however, is positioned in this thesis as
“dialogism”.
I begin by positioning Bakhtin’s work within its sociohistorical, philosophical and
theoretical context, including neoKantist philosophy, German idealism influenced by
the juxtaposition of Russian formalism, Russian populism, Marxist theory, permeating
the linguistic and social science landscape during and after the era of Stalinist Russia,
and what I have called anarchonovelisation through the writings of Dostoevsky and
Rabelais. I highlight the eclectic, multidisciplinary nature of Bakhtinian theory and its
particular relevance to this study, both in terms of understanding metaphoricity as a
social and ideological act, and the associated authorship role of the teacher in
contemporary assessment discourse.

3.1 Origins of Bakhtinian dialogism
A full critical exploration of the theories and philosophies influential during Bakhtin’s
long life time is beyond the scope of this thesis but it is useful to understand the ways in
which these informants shaped Bakhtinian theory as it is interpreted in this thesis.
Despite the fact that Bakhtin and his colleagues began their work one hundred years
ago, the impact of the theories they generated and the potential they offer is only
recently being felt in the Western world. The obvious barriers of language and
interpretation tell only part of the story. 18 The primary reason for this delay in
transmission was the political context during the period in which Bakhtin was writing,

18

Texts were frequently presented to the public out of order and out of context. In addition key Russian concepts were
compromised in their translation for Western society and Bakhtin’s ‘aesopian’ and metaphorical approach to writing
meant that texts were often difficult to grasp. In spite of (or perhaps because of) the difficulties associated with the
dissemination and comprehension of this work, the impact of Bakhtin’s contributions can be variously seen across
multiple disciplines today.
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which spanned critical periods of pre and post Russian revolution, two world wars, and
associated propaganda regimes (Hirschkop, 1998).
Although Mikhail Bakhtin is often solely credited with Bakhtinian theory, his
earlier work is increasingly being recognised as having been developed out of an
eclectic group of intellectuals, called the “Bakhtinian circle” (Brandist, 2002). The
variety of backgrounds this group brought to their work, coupled with the fact that
several members moved across disciplines during their contributing periods, provided a
fruitful base for theorising.19 According to Brandist (2002) the influence of a
combination of theories and authors should therefore be viewed as a cumulative
contribution to the work of the Bakhtin circle, while BernardDonals (1994) highlights
the fact that Bakhtin’s writings preclude an approach that neatly unifies all Bakhtinian
theory. Bakhtin’s later work (post1934) reflects the influence of Voloshinov,
Medvedev, Kagan and other members of the circle whose varied backgrounds added to
the eclectic mix of disciplines seen as characteristic of Bakhtin’s work and which
provided a means of entry for the present study.
With his roots in the discipline of philology, Bakhtin described himself as a thinker
(myslitel) not a theorist, “an intellectual with eclectic interdisciplinary interests and a
philosophizing bent” (Emerson, 1997, p. 73). As a result of these origins, scholars
(Brandist, 2000, 2007; Brandist, Sheperd, & Tihanov, 2004; Brandist & Tihanov, 2000;
Hitchcock, 1998a) maintain that Bakhtin must be read from both philosophical and
historical stances, attributing the unfinished nature of Bakhtin’s work to the fact that this
was such a complex and evolving relationship. By tracing philosophical, epistemological
and ontological influences it is possible to see the origins of his ideas, and their potential
influence on current research. An understanding of both the philosophy and history that
underpin his ideas is critical to any Bakhtinian application and recognises the fragmented
and deeply complex nature of Bakhtin as a man as well as a writer throughout a politically
tumultuous era. As Wall (1998) admonishes:
Let us not mistake Mikhail Bakhtin for a kind of philosophical Humpty Dumpty
whom we might somehow put back together if we could recruit enough King’s
horses and enough King’s men to the task. Just as we could never be certain that
what we had managed to reconstruct even resembled what it was before it fell to
pieces, neither can we undo what the passage of time, the movement of matter and
place, has done to what was subject to its forces. (p. 674)

19

For example, it is Volshinov and Medvedev who are named as author of key scripts that inform this study. Volshinov
had a strong background in linguistics, whereas Bakhtin did not. Both he and Medvedev take a stronger Marxist view
than Bakhtin’s sole writings suggest – yet much speculation about who the real author was is evident in scholarly
work to this day.
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In the following section I highlight three major philosophical sources that I argue
shaped Bakhtinian philosophy and its application as methodology. These are Marxism,
NeoKantism, and anarcho novelisation. I describe each briefly as a means of developing
an argument for the interpretation and associated operationalisation of Bakhtin’s ideas in
this thesis, while recognising that my interpretations are influenced by the discourse
spaces I occupy at the time of writing.

3.1.1 Marxism
Several writers describe Bakhtin as caught somewhere between the aesthetic and
linguistic emphasis of Russian formalism that arose out of neoKantian philosophy and
the social, ideological focus of contemporary Marxist theory (BernardDonals, 1994;
Clark & Holquist, 1984; Emerson, 1997; Gardiner, 2000; Morson & Emerson, 1990). The
influence of Marxist theory on Bakhtin’s ideas remains highly contested. For example,
Emerson (1997) alleges that Bakhtin outrightly rejected Marxism and had great difficulty
embracing these ideas despite their obvious influence on his work via other members of
the Bakhtin circle, in particular Voloshinov and Medvedev. According to BernardDonals
(1994), had Bakhtin seen the connection between neoKantian philosophy and Marxist
theory, his work would have benefited enormously in terms of clarity of ideas. Renfrew
(2006) argues that Bakhtin was highly aware of this relationship, suggesting that his
foregrounding of genre is evidence of the relationship between the two. Similarly
Brandist and Tihanov (2000) suggest that Russian populism enabled Bakhtin to embrace
socialist ideals without endorsing Marxist ones. It is their contention that Bakhtin needed
socialist ideas to break away from a purely linguistic approach to language. To do so
Tihanov (1998) suggests that Bakhtin also embraced a philosophy of life
(Lebensphilosophie) which positioned Marxism in a context alongside any other ideology
of the time which was influenced through the pervasive orientation of language as social
intercourse:
In order to be able to shuttle continually between the realm of forms and the realm
of life, between lifeideology and ideology proper, language must preserve its
freedom to partake of all ideologies proper without identifying itself with any one
ideology in particular (Tihanov, 1998, p. 605).

Mandelker (1995, p. 70) describes Bakhtin’s emphasis as one focussed on human
encounter rather than a political thrust, suggesting that any attempt for scholars to try to
force Bakhtin’s alliance with Marx distorts his ideals, since Bakhtin rejected “from the
start the binary logic at the base of most successful revolutionary thinking of his time, that
is, the MarxistLenin model” because it was dialectical and linear. Emerson (1997, pp. 70
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71) embellishes this point, suggesting “It taught its converts that in order to make sense
out of change, one must analyse it into a system. Whatever does not fit that system is
relegated to the realm of ‘spontaneity’ or anarchy – to be cast out, brought under control
or annihilated”. Bakhtin’s rejection of Hegelian dialectics is based on his conviction that
monologic deduction through synthesis of voices is not only undesirable but potentially
unethical. Instead, he argues for the intersection of vision fields which foreground
dialogue (and all its disagreements, agreements and places in between) as pointsofview.
These viewpoints are neither judged nor condemned by remote authorship, but reside
within the dialogue as ideologies which shape the individual participants and what they
are able to ‘see’. For Bakhtin, therefore, ideological thinking is aligned to self
consciousness, as personality, in the world since “the truth about the world…is
inseparable from the truth of the personality” (PDP, p. 78). As a result, ideological
becoming, as the lifelong quest of all human beings, represents a journey of
understanding of the self within the world, based on interaction with other.
I argue that the ideological era in which Bakhtin lived, coupled with his liaison
(perhaps even masquerade according to several writers) with authors such as Voloshinov
and Medvedev, provide clear evidence that Bakhtin’s writing was interanimated with
Marxist theory. Marxist ideology clearly played an influential role in his theories, which
emphasised the importance of context, history, and culture as critical factors in
influencing and interpreting the dialogic. However, drawing on the inspiration of
Dostoevsky, Bakhtin (see, in particular, PDP) rejected a systems orientation – suggesting
that objects were irrelevant to an ideological approach because he saw the world in terms
of socially situated semantic orientations rather than an ordered system of monologic
thought.

3.1.2 NeoKantism
In contrast, the influence of neoKantian philosophy and German idealism on Bakhtinian
theory is less widely debated. The Marburg school of neoKantism was a critical
philosophy foundation for Bakhtin through his association with members of the Bakhtin
circle (Alpatov, 2004; Brandist, 2004; Brandist & Tihanov, 2000; Cote, 2000; Holquist,
1998; Pirog, 1987; Tihanov, 2004). Marburg philosophy subscribed to a ‘logic of pure
knowing’ where concepts exist as a subject of thought. According to BernardDonals
(1994), Russian Formalism (also an influence on Bakhtin) was an outgrowth of neo
Kantist philosophy (see also Bender, 1998). This formalist emphasis on aesthetic and
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linguistic properties of meaning shaped Bakhtin’s approach to dialogism by providing a
means of entry into translinguistics and authorship.
Emerson (1997) suggests that Bakhtin was also influenced by purist Kantist
philosophy, arguing that the bringing together of mind and world, are central to Bakhtin’s
ideas. The three postulates of Kantist philosophy suggest that fundamental truth does not
exist and that ‘norms’ can be conceptualised through experience. This, coupled with his
deeply religious convictions, contributed to Bakhtin’s consistent emphasis on meaning as
an interpretive, communicative, and aesthetic act. Although his approach shifted from
phenomenological to hermeneutic over years of writing (Bell & Gardiner, 1998) and
across his various texts (Wall, 1998), Bakhtin maintained the prevailing belief that
morality, ethics, and meaning are at the heart of any dialogic act (Bender, 1998).
Although Bakhtin never explicitly drew on the neoKantist fourth postulate, described
by Lossky (1951, p. 161, cited in Bell & Gardiner, 1998, p. 217) as “a belief in the existence
of other egos, as a morally established faith”, his early work is underpinned by this
philosophical position. While Bakhtin maintained his spiritual and religious integrity
throughout his lifetime, he was highly influenced by the work of another neoKantist,
Cassirer (Brandist, 2002; Brandist & Sheperd, 1998; Cassirer, 1953; Holquist, 1998; Poole,
1998). As already discussed in 2.2.1, Cassirer’s philosophy of symbols (Cassirer, 1953;
Schlipp, 1949) provided a means of interpreting symbols beyond a traditional semiotic
stance and positioned language within the context of spiritual and sensory experience. I
draw heavily on Cassirer’s influence in bringing Bakhtin to bear on this project:
Men do not understand one another by relying on the signs for things nor by
causing one another to produce exactly the same concept, but by touching the same
link in each other’s sense perceptions and concepts, by striking the same key in
each other’s spiritual instrument, whereupon corresponding, but not identical
concepts arise in each of them. (Cassirer, 1953, p. 160, emphasis added)

Poole (1998) attributes Bakhtin’s emphasis on genres (i.e. the style of discourse) to
Cassirer who suggests that the genre employed in language is central to understanding
speaker intentions. Poole suggests that Bakhtin did not merely adopt Cassirer’s ideas but
adapted a method of writing and conveying key ideas through symbolic imagery (such as
Heraclitus’s metaphor of time as the laughing boy who plays a board game which features
in Rebelais, see RW, p.83 & 147). It is my contention that Cassirer offers a fundamental
symmetry (and therefore connection) between Bakhtin’s theories of communication and
the notion of metaphor as symbol. As such they take the field of metaphor theory beyond
mere recognition, and embrace the discourses that shape their generation, as discussed in
the previous chapter.
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Bakhtin was fundamentally opposed to scientific rationalism and reductionism,
believing that the reification and abstraction of ideas removed them from the dialogic
encounter (Gardiner, 2000). Bakhtin argues that every individual is accountable for their
acts since every individual has the ability to engage ethically with others, regardless of
their circumstances. Moreover, according to Bakhtin, there is always a loophole to the
exchange which allows revision of ideas and actions on the part of the individual in
dialogic relation with another (that is, “the retention for oneself of the possibility of
altering the ultimate, final meaning of one’s own words,” PDP, p. 233). Each act must be
interpreted from a given perspective, not as truth at its outset. It was Bakhtin’s vehement
rejection of monologic truth, coupled with Kant and Cassirer’s influence, which led him
to initially interpret the dialogic act as an attempt to consummate parts of the whole
within the actasexperience. What is considered the ‘norm’ therefore arises out of human
exchange, in evaluative encounters that “produce(s) the fire of aesthetic value (much as
fire is struck from a flint)” (AA, p. 91). According to Emerson (1997) the thrust for this
approach lies in Bakhtin’s overarching belief that everyone fundamentally desires to be
loved and that every person has a basic need to be valued accordingly influences the way
language is employed. She argues that it was this belief that premised Bakhtin’s notion of
communication as the unstinting quest of all human beings in relationship with one
another, thus placing emphasis on evaluation as a moral and ethical act. Such a view is
borne out of Bakhtin’s earliest works20 which emphasise the notion of answerability and
authorship (AA, DI).

3.1.3 Anarcho novelisation
While Bakhtin’s early work highlights the ethical relationship and the dialogic
engagement of the ‘author’ and ‘hero’, his latter work (PDP, RW, SG) makes an essential
shift from ethical philosophy to the philosophy of discourse (Branham, 2005; Dunn,
2005). According to Hirschkop (1999), this shift signalled movement from exclusive
focus on aspects of monologism and associated notions of intersubjectivity (as seen in
traditional Christian concepts of morality) to a view of language itself as discourse. Not
only did this shift signal a much larger interpretation of ‘reality’, but it enabled Bakhtin to
move beyond a phenomenological approach to the dialogic, discursive encounter that was
signalled, but not fully realised, in his earlier work. It was one that could embrace the
official culture as well as the complex individual experience.
20

Bakhtin’s earliest works were the last to be published. The relatively recent arrival of these early texts should be taken
into consideration when interpreting secondary writers work on Bakhtinian philosophy.
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In considering Bakhtin’s broadening of language from a social act to a discursive
feat it is impossible to ignore the profound influence of two radical novelists, Rabelais
(writing in 16th century France), and Dostoevsky (who wrote during 1800’s Russia), on
Bakhtin’s thinking. Not only did these novelists offer a way of entering into the unofficial
discourses that exist through language, but they introduced Bakhtin to alternative genres,
in particular carnivalesque (Rebelais) and polyphonism (Dostoevsky) as a means of entry
into this discursive world. Both played a significant role in Bakhtinian philosophy
because they resolved some of the dialogic challenges facing Bakhtin through recognising
(and celebrating) the loopholes that individuals or groups of people maintain when faced
with monologic society through festival acts and dialogue respectively. Their novelistic,
hence veiled, presence within Russian society at the time of Bakhtin’s writings meant that
he could safely21 utilise their words to endorse his own ideas.
Regrettably, it is beyond the scope of this thesis to linger for long in Dostoevskian
and Rabelaisian worlds yet their influence on dialogic theory cannot be underestimated.
According to Carroll (1974), Dostoevsky can be described as a philosopher in his own
right, within the context of anarchopsychology (see also Giunter, 1992). This
philosophical orientation suggests that the ordained role of education to select and shape
individuals by the social system towards an externally derived and determined ‘calling’ is
fundamentally unethical since it represents monologic enterprise. As Stirner, another
anarchopsychologist, asserts: “I live after a calling as little as the flower grows and gives
fragrance after a calling” (Stirner, p. 261, cited in Carroll, 1974, p. 34). These sentiments
are echoed through many of Dostoevsky’s characters whom Bakhtin admired, in
particular his ‘Underground Man’ (Dostoevsky, 1969, p. 24) who, through soliloquy,
attacks the “Crystal Palace” (a metaphor for monologism); and in his portrayal of the
Prince in ‘The Idiot’ (Dostoevsky, 1943) uses narration to highlight the dialogic nature of
teaching that anarchonovelisation saw as necessary:
At first he wagged his head and wondered how it was that children understood
what I told them so well, and could not learn from him; and he laughed like
anything when I replied that neither he nor I could teach them very much, but that
they might teach us a good deal. (p. 64)

Bakhtin cites Dostoevsky (PDP, p. 90, in Dostoevsky, 1935, p. 179) in explaining
the importance of paying attention to interactions that involve official and unofficial ideas

21

Perhaps ‘safely’ is too kind since Bakhtin’s 1950’s thesis on laughter (drawing on Rabelais) was rejected at the time
due to its unpopular assertions, members of the Bakhtin Circle were executed for expressing their ideas, and he was
exiled for part of his life for his ideas – released only due to severe health issues and strong advocacy on the part of his
peers.
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that may be privileged as well as those that are inutero. Herein Bakhtin provides a strong
argument for investigating the genres in which metaphoricity might be present, as well as
the way it is made manifest through dialogic encounter: “reality in its entirety…is not to
be exhausted by what is immediately at hand, for an overwhelming part of this reality is
contained in the form of a still latent, unmuttured future work”. Dostoevsky (in PDP,
p, 95) provided Bakhtin with a rich stylistic means of approaching language through his
polyphonic writing style which “never leads to a merging of voices and truths in a single
impersonal truth, as occurs in the monologic world” (polyphony is further discussed in
3.2.7). As Bakhtin explains:
In essence all of Dostoevsky’s heroes come together outside of time and space, as
two beings in infinity. Their consciousnesses, each with its own world, intersect;
their integral fields of vision intersect. At the point where their fields of vision
intersect lie the culminating points of the novel. At these points also lie the clamps
holding together the novelistic whole. (RW, p. 277)

Rabelaisian philosophy also delightedly ‘decrowns’ the official discourse in favour
of the language of the marketplace, where parody, laughter, imagery and extreme contrast
blithely ridicule monologic enterprise. According to Bakhtin (RW, p. 82), Rabelais drew
on Heraclitus’s laughing boy to present the child as possessing “the supreme power in the
universe”. Seen in this light the child represents a joyous symbol of becoming and future
openness which cannot be tamed in the present. A Rabelaisian approach presents the
youngest child as the embodiment of carnivalesque – laughing and free – epitomised in
Middle Age peasant carnival rituals that took place prior to a Renaissance era. In the era
that followed, Rebelais argued that “all signs of its unfinished character, of its growth and
proliferation were eliminated; its protuberances and offshoots were removed, its
convexities (signs of new sprouts and buds) smoothed out, its apertures closed. The ever
unfinished nature of the body was hidden, kept secret…” (RW, p. 29). It was monologism
of this nature that Bakhtin so vehemently rejected in favour of a broader consideration of
multiple forms of language in communication as “so many sparks of the carnival bonfire
which renew(s) the world” (RW, p. 17).
Dialogism can occur where authorial discourses exist but, according to Bakhtin, they
can never ultimately prevail because of the unique capacity of every human to resist,
confront, and to make meaning out of social exchange. Carnivalesque is an opportunity to
confront the authorial voice through acts of debasement or grotesque. It is often manifested
in connection to the body (through juxtaposed images of life and death, such as the pregnant
hags who represent birth and death in one) or the grotesque (as in the Carnival Plays by

53

Sacks, 1970). Carnivalesque is therefore seen as a form of resistance as well as an
opportunity to make meaning (see Chapter 5 for examples from the present study).
Alongside the influence of Cassirer, Rabelais and Dostoevsky provided Bakhtin
with a tangible means of developing his dialogic methodology in relation to language and
discourse (Poole, 1998). Not only could Bakhtin find his place in relation to discourse, but
these authors also provided a means by which he could authentically consider, and live
out in his writings, a ‘loophole’ to the monologic dogma that he experienced in society
around him, epitomised in his 1950’s thesis on laughter which formed the basis of his text
(RW).
In this section I have provided a basis for my interpretation of dialogism – drawing
from the primary influences on Bakhtinian theory. In doing so, I position Bakhtinian
philosophy as existentially concerned with individual personalities and their ideological
becoming in the social world. Metaphoricity can therefore be viewed as a spark of
meaning that occurs between people rather than a linguistic transmission or semiotic trick
that passes from one person to another. As such, emphasis is placed on the aesthetic,
interpretive process of recognition (or nonrecognition) of the act, in social settings, rather
than on the act as a discreet event in itself.

3.2 Towards dialogism
I now draw on an associated interpretation of Bakhtinian theory to introduce a dialogic
methodology that provides a framework for the investigation of metaphoricity in the
context of contemporary early childhood education assessment discourse. This
methodology is broadly called “dialogism”:
Dialogism is indeed about the twosided aspects of meanings, but not in any sense
necessarily about two people. Rather, it refers to what other writers would call the
intersubjective quality of all meaning: the fact that it is always found in the space
between expression and understanding… (Hirschkop, 1999, p. 4)

Dialogism is described by Gardiner (2000) as participative thinking – connecting
and acting through symbolic and physical exchange. The moment of interaction is
therefore the critical place for investigation. Dialogism begins with the everyday
exchange or communicative act (but not necessarily only words), and is embedded in
reality. As a result, dialogism rejects abstract theory and highlights the details of
interaction. Bakhtin explains:
The exceptionally keen sense of one’s own and the other in the word, in style, in
the most subtle nuances of style, in intonation, in the speech gesture, in the body
(mimic) gesture, in the expression of the eyes, the face, the hands, the entire
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external appearance, in the way the body is carried….an intense interaction takes
place between I and other: their struggle (honest struggle or mutual deception),
balance, harmony (as an ideal), naïve ignorance of one another, deliberate ignoring
of one another, challenge, absence of recognition…including the confessional
word. (PDP, pp 294295)

Dialogism assumes that all language (verbal and nonverbal; written or spoken) is
social. Indeed, for Bakhtin, language is meaning. Rather than deliver random linguistic
messages, Bakhtin argues that the speaker is always deliberately provoking a response
from another out of a genuine desire to communicate even when they are not heard by
other (since, for Bakhtin there is always an assumption of an invisible ‘thou’22). The point
of this communication is not to reach an end point, or necessarily to reach a point of
agreement, but ultimately (to embrace Bakhtin’s interpretation of communion where the
receiver has the ability to disagree) negotiate or even reject what is being offered and, in
doing so, author the speakerashero. Hence the act is constantly being shaped by the
receiver as well as the speaker since, for Bakhtin at least, there is no question that every
human being is socially determined and driven. Holquist (1998) argues that Bakhtin’s use
of the notion of “act’ is therefore a clever pun since, according to the tenets of dialogism,
there can never be a single unitary plane that is interpreted identically.
Throughout this section, and in the remainder of the thesis, I will use seven key terms
to describe Bakhtin’s critical concepts within the overarching concept of dialogism and the
way they have been applied in empirical research. While Bakhtin provided dialogic
principles for the study of language (see, in particular, SG), only one study is published
from his own work in education (Bakhtin, 2004). The research studies described below
represent Western attempts to operationalise aspects of Bakhtinian philosophy in relation to
the seven key terms provided. While a critique of the employment of the specific
methodology within each of these studies is beyond the scope of this thesis, it is important
to note the dynamic, multidisciplinary, creative and emancipatory nature of dialogic
research internationally and the growing application to education.
The seven key terms are introduced below and explained through the remainder of
this chapter:
i)

aesthetic activity,

ii)

authorial surplus,

22

Bakhtin’s invisible ‘thou’ challenges the notion of private speech as purported by both Vygotsky and Piaget since the
young child is never viewed as speaking to him or herself. Rather there is an implicit assumption that someone is
listening and wants to understand. Sullivan (2007) highlights the intersection between spirit (sense of action) and soul
(action in relation to other), drawing on Bakhtin’s works to suggest that the soul gives form to the spirit through
dialogic activity.
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iii)

authors and heroes,

iv)

genre,

v)

utterance,

vi)

heteroglossia, and

vii)

polyphony.

3.2.1 Aesthetic activity
According to BernardDonals (1994) Bakhtin’s interpretation of aesthetics is derived from
a reaction against his Russian formalist heritage which ignored the social aspect of
expression (see 3.1.2). Bakhtin’s notion of aesthetics sought to reconcile a Marxist
emphasis on content with Russian Formalist notions of form, within evaluative activity
(Renfrew, 2006). Traditionally, aesthetics was broadly interpreted to mean the
appreciation of artistic as opposed to everyday expression. Bakhtin saw a fundamental
discrepancy in the separation of artistic expression and everyday (or prosaic) in terms of
the perspective and experience of the hero and author (indeed Bakhtin believed that poetic
metaphor was monologic because it was fixed and unanswerable, as discussed in 2.2.1).
The only way to overcome this discrepancy was to introduce the historical context, which
enabled a contextual reference to take place. As described by BernardDonals (1994, p.
10) “complete aesthetic analysis cannot go without such a social evaluation”. Applying an
interpretive analysis to an aesthetic expression (or act) seeks to evaluate the meanings
given to the act through the perceptions of hero and author, rather than a view of the act as
a consummated, reified whole. This is achieved through an emphasis on participant point
ofview (and is expanded in Chapter 4).
Bakhtin suggests that aesthetic creation is the combination of the material itself and
the “intentional activity directed towards the work” (BernardDonals, 1994, p. 12).
Thinking, as intentional activity, takes place in aesthetic activity as dialogic moments
which evaluate the act. Therefore intersubjective relations, in themselves, do not
constitute an aesthetic act. Rather, one necessarily steps outside of the experience in order
to evaluate the moment, and in doing so, contributes additional value to another (AA). As
Brandist (2002) and Sullivan (2007) suggest, this is essentially an ethical stance.
According to Hirschkop (1999) stepping outside of the experience affirms the
aesthetic perspective of another. If the author loses their outsidedness, Bakhtin (AA)
believed that they either risk projecting their own perception on to the hero; or conversely
become so bound up with the hero that they, as author, get lost in the experience. In an
investigation of 1012 year old children’s dialogue, Mabin (2006) drew on Bakhtin’s key
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argument that language is always evaluative. Mabin (2006, p. 6) suggests that “the
patterning of dialogic links within and across conversations” provides a challenge to neo
Vygotskian notions of coconstruction by suggesting that the process is far more complex
than adults in the teaching environment recognise. As a means of engaging with another
without becoming the same, evaluation is key to the aesthetic experience and recanvases
intersubjectivity as discursive dialogue, creating a fusion of voices and their symbolic
meaning which are influenced by the way (that is, the genres) in which they are
performed and perceived by another:23
The notions of accent, tone and so on, are manifestations of this fusion, stressing a
connection with the voice, but it soon becomes clear that these have a broader,
metaphorical meaning and are also apparent in written forms. This becomes the
central focus of Bakhtin’s 1929 Dostoevsky study. (Brandist, 2002, p. 85)

Through the dialogic process, social partners therefore engage in an architectronic
exercise (Shotter, 1993b) where language is considered in light of the unique historical
and cultural context of the participants as individuals. Bakhtin describes this in the
heteroglossic context of centrifugal and centripetal forces that create alterity; that is, the
potential for the communicative act to alter meaning (Shotter, 1993b). Form is seen as a
projection of energy (AA) that “serves as a necessary bridge to new, still unknown
content” (SG, p. 165), whilst content is considered as the function of the act – both of
which are discovered through working out composition alongside context, and bringing
these parts into an aesthetic, interpretive, whole (Shotter, 1993b). According to Bakhtin
(SG, p. 166), the evaluative meaning of the act “is meaningful only to individuals who are
related by some common conditions of life….by the bonds of brotherhood on a high
level”.
In the context of this study, aesthetic activity represents the ideal relationship
between toddlers and their teacher within the interpretive act of noticing, recognising and
responding through assessment. I argue that the extent to which meaningful assessment
can take place hinges on this concept and its lived reality in practice. Aesthetic activity
provided a means by which I could encounter a field of study which had typically been
approached monologically and, in doing so, created the opportunity to focus on voicesin
play as they sought to make sense of each other.

23

Voloshinov (1973, pp. 103104) cites an example from Doestoevsky’s works where an unspecified noun was given six
different meanings in the same dialogue, through intonation and context, yet was perfectly understood by all.
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3.2.2 Authorial surplus
Drawing on Goethe’s notion of visibility, “the seeing eye” (SG, p. 27), Bakhtin develops
the principle that the only ethical role of an author in evaluative activity is to “give way to
the work of the eye that contemplates the need for performance and creativity in a
particular place and at a particular time” (SG, p. 38). This concept is developed in his
earlier works, which highlight a surplus of seeing that an author offers his subject, and
which compels them towards an ethical evaluation of the act (AA). Emphasis on ‘seeing’
and what it means to see “as well as what is considered to be worth seeing in each period
or culture” is derived from Bakhtin’s determination to preserve Russian aesthetics within
Stalin’s regime, according to Efimova and Manovich (1993, p. xxi). In dialogic research
this visual surplus is central to investigation because it enables a focus on the interpreted
experience of ‘other’ based on what can be seen, and the ideological spaces around which
interpretations are made. As such, a route to examination of discourse is forged and
opportunities for transgression are revealed:
…that author knows and sees more not only in the direction in which the hero is
looking and seeing, but also in the different direction, in a direction which is in
principle inaccessible to the hero himself; it is precisely this position that an author
must assume in relation to the hero. (AA, p. 13)

In aesthetic activity different insights about the individual are therefore offered by
others not only from their backgrounds, which influence the discourses they bring to the
experience, but from their differing field of vision, which Bakhtin variously describes as
authorial surplus or “excess of seeing” (AA, p. ix, part 1). Authorial surplus represents the
visual and discursive horizon of social partners who, as a result of their unique line of
vision, are each privy to privileges and constraints which will influence their interpretations
of other – literally and figuratively drawn from their unique ideological horizon.
Interpretations generated out of authorial surplus are generally unrecognised
(explicitly) by the other in everyday encounter but in contemporary assessment practice I
argue that they become reified and highly public phenomena. For this reason I felt
strongly that the dialogic nature of this study summoned an approach which responded to
Bakhtin’s call for a consideration of authorial surplus in the interpretations of participants
in this study. Authorial surplus suggests that the transformative potential of the
interpretive process is deeply moral but nevertheless essential since the individual can
never truly author themselves. As Bakhtin (AA, p. 55) explains, “I, myself, cannot be the
author of my own value, just as I cannot lift myself by my own hair”. This moral premise
underpinned the methods that I chose and the way in which I treated data that were
generated, including the use of multiperspectival video (as discussed in Chapter 4).
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3.2.3 Authors and heroes
Initially the terms ‘hero’ and ‘author’ were adopted in this study from Bakhtin’s earliest
work to somewhat naively denote the ‘performer’ of the act as ‘hero’, and the person who
attempts to interpret the act as ‘author’ (AA, DI). However, Bakhtin (PDP, p. 49) later
provides a more complex interpretation by drawing on Dostoevsky’s novelistic style
which placed greater emphasis on the hero’s selfdefinition: “We do not see who he is, but
how he is conscious of himself; our act of artistic visualization occurs not before the
reality of the hero, but before a pure function of his awareness of that reality”. Emphasis
is therefore placed on the hero’s personality and how she orients herself socially. Sullivan
(2007, p. 111) explains the associated authorship role as a “duty of love” that emphasises
potential and responsibility as enriching bestowals on the hero based on the forms that can
be seen as an entry point to meaning.
In depicting the participants as ‘heroes’ or ‘authors’ within this study I encountered
an inherent irony since accessing the pointofview of the toddler is highly constrained, if
not impossible, beyond the observable, interpreted, visual field, or image, of the other.
Accessing ‘voice’ in the contemporary assessment discourse (as discussed in Chapter 1)
requires teachers to consult with parents and attempt to access visual, oral, and artistic
cues offered through the child’s engagement with artefacts and activities. I therefore
considered that the orientation of the adults in assessment activity was as much my quest
as it was for the toddlers, since adult ideologies are integral to what can be noticed or
recognised, let alone responded to.
I resolved this issue by building on the ironic nature of the terms author and hero –
recognising that, regardless of these orientations, the assessment task of the teacher within
contemporary early childhood discourse in New Zealand places the teacher as narrating
author of learning. I therefore contend that the contemporary positioning of teachers in
assessment discourse creates a strong rationale for the positioning of the toddler as the
ultimate hero of this thesis since it is they who receive the ‘gift’ of assessment and are
influenced accordingly.
In terms of metaphorical expression, a consideration of the hero and the author
makes a significant contribution to the field since the literature suggests there has been a
barrier to understanding children’s metaphoricity based on perceived developmental or
experiential deficits on the part of under two year olds (as discussed in Chapter 2).
According to Bakhtin, the hero intuitively seeks to convey their expression in ways
that will be conducive to mutual understanding while the author seeks to interpret
accordingly. This is achieved through the application of an increasing repertoire of genres
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that the hero can utilise to achieve, or perhaps frustrate, intersubjectivity in dialogic
encounter. As Bakhtin suggests:
A man never coincides with himself. One cannot apply to him the formula of identity
A=A. In Dostoevsky’s artistic thinking, the genuine life of the personality takes place
at the point of noncoincidence between a man and himself, at his point of departure
beyond the limits of all that he is as a material being, a being that can be spied on,
defined, predicted apart from its own will, “at second hand”. The genuine life of the
personality is made available only through a dialogic penetration of that personality,
during which it freely and reciprocally reveals itself. (PDP, p. 59)

Several Bakhtinianinspired studies have focused on the role of professionals and
their intervention (or authorship) in the lives of patients or students (Frank, 2005; Good,
2001; Leiman, 1998; Weine, 2006). Educational studies that have drawn on Bakhtin’s
notion of heroes and authors are typically located within the domain of pedagogical
practice (Ball & Warshauer Freedman, 2004; Brown & Renshaw, 2006; Hicks, 2002;
Lensmire, 1997; Matusov & Smith, 2005). The role of the teacher is typically seen as an
intersubjective pursuit with a moral imperative. Researchers (see, for example,
Kamberelis, 2004; and Matusov, 2009a) variously explore the dynamics of teaching in
and outside of the classroom which they call “dialogic pedagogy”. Matusov (2009a,
2009b) is especially keen to point out the impact of dialogism for classroom practice,
highlighting the important interplay between authoritive and internally persuasive
discourses, and its influence on the pedagogical practice of the teacher accordingly.

3.2.4 Genre
In bringing form and content to play within dialogic research, Bakhtin (SG, p. 77)
advocates an emphasis on genre as the “speech plan or speech will, which determines the
entire utterance, its length and boundaries.” Genre can therefore be interpreted as
conventional forms of language that are denoted by the selection of a particular form of
communication as a means of social orientation (Morrow, 1998, cited in Bell & Gardiner,
1998). Brandist (2002) takes a stronger view on the basis of Bakhtin’s later work and
describes genre as “discursive will” (p. 161). Genre occurs in the dialogic act and is used
strategically by the hero to orient himself or herself in the relationship. The key for
Bakhtin is for his hero to master the genre so that he or she can strategically “enter into
the flow of speech communion” (Mandelker, 1995, p. 25). Bakhtin offers genre as a
central analytical device which fulfils all the requirements of both form and content by
exploring the nature of the act itself, and the perceived choices made by its speaker in the
way it is delivered (Renfrew, 2006). Genre offers a way of investigating the interpretation
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of acts that take place in a detailed and socially discursive manner. As Medvedev and
Bakhtin (1978, p. 135) conclude:
…genre is the aggregate of the means of collective orientation in reality, with the
orientation toward finalization. This orientation is capable of mastering new aspects
of reality. The conceptualization of reality develops and generates in the process of
ideological social intercourse. Therefore, a genuine poetics of genre can only be a
sociology of genre.

Genre analysis has been employed by a growing number of researchers in education
(Linell, 1998), both to examine the genres of teaching (Edwards, 1997; Moen, 2005;
Rockwell, 2000) and learning with schoolaged children (Mabin, 2006). The language of
preschoolers (Cohen & Uhry, 2007; Gillen, 2002; Ishiguro, 2009) and a two year old
child at bedtime (Dore, 1995) have also been investigated using genre as a central analytic
category. These authors conclude that children are highly skilful at moving between genre
depending on their contexts, and that the associated dialogue alters (in content and form)
between different social contexts. Cohen and Uhry (2007) highlight block play in
preschoolers as a specific genre in its own right which, when learnt, facilitates entry into
the activity itself. A similar phenomenon is evident in a study of threetofive year olds by
Sawyer (1997) who found that different styles of language, which he calls “role voicing”,
were employed across genders and age groups in play contexts. Following on from this
idea, Rockwell (2000, p. 272) makes the important point that “diverse speech genres in
play held together as a single performance”, arguing for a consideration of multiple
genres within utterance.
A small number of studies have combined Bakhtinian use of genre with
Vygotskianinspired language theory to explore children’s language acquisition (Dore,
1995) and AfricanAmerican reading strategies (Lee, 2005). These studies have endorsed
an alignment between Bakhtin’s ideas of ‘voice’ and Vygotsky’s zone of proximal
development, a combination which, according to Cheyne and Turelli (2005), offers a
potential way of achieving intersubjectivity. Such a combination is rejected in this thesis
on the basis that Vygotsky’s zone of proximal development seeks to privilege teleologic
approaches (as argued in 2.2.3). As I have already argued, Vygotsky’s focus for
investigation was on the word as material sign, rather than a broader idealist interpretation
of symbol. Bakhtinianinspired research differs because, as Weine (2006, p. 154) points
out, the “temptations to make [testimony] all one thing or the other are to be resisted” on
the basis that they represent monologic truth, which dialogism so vehemently rejects.
Few educational studies have attempted to explicitly introduce Bakhtin’s associated
notion of carnivalesque as a ‘genre of resistance’ into the research domain, despite the
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emphasis placed on this aspect within Bakhtinian scholarship (see, for example, Clark &
Holquist, 1984; Da Matta, 1984; Emerson, 1984; Gardiner, 1998; Giunter, 1992;
Hirschkop, 1998; Hitchcock, 1998b; Makhlin, 1992, 1998; Mitchell, 2006; Morson &
Emerson, 1990; Poole, 1998; Sullivan, 2007; Vice, 1997). In a recent study by Da Silva,
Iddings and McCafferty (2007) the researchers videotaped a Latina immigrant teacher
working in a white middle class kindergarten of five year old children. The study found
that the teacher was highly attuned to children’s wellbeing rather than enforcing rules,
and that this was very important to the employment of carnivalesque. This genre was used
by the children to resist participation in activities which were either too challenging or too
remote, thus they “were able to transform themselves and the situation to produce an aura
of renewal in the fact of difficulties” (Da Silva et al., 2007, p. 41). These findings
resonated with my own experiences with children in early childhood education settings
and several examples of carnivalesque genre were ‘seen’ in the present study, as
discussed in Chapter 5.
The employment of genre analysis in this study (operationalised in 4.3.2) offered a
way of considering the metaphoric act as a deliberate and strategic performance on the
part of the toddlerashero in relation to adultasauthor. Using genre as an analytic
category enabled me to move beyond an adult determination of metaphoricity as verbal
activity to an architectronic which I believed held potential for adults to aesthetically
explore the meanings of various forms of communication that took place within the
everyday experience of a toddler in a formal education setting.
By focusing on the form and content of the toddlers and the ways these were
interpreted by participants, I was also able to investigate the secondary genres that existed
within the education and care context. These included assessment records, newsletters and
archival information, all of which contributed to the authorship of the toddler and, I argue,
the teacher. As Sandywell (1999) suggests, secondary genres such as these provide a
means of bringing the past into a creative dialogue with the present. The emphasis in all
of these genres was strongly on assessment of the hero within his/her wider social space
and the stylistic choices (that is, primary and secondary genres) that author him or her.

3.2.5 Utterance
As discussed in the previous chapter, a Bakhtinian (and Voloshinovian) interpretation of
utterance does not separate the language (langue) from its context (parole) and provides a
means of examining languageuse as a deliberate social act that is responsive to its past.
Bakhtin argues that, for an utterance to exist, language has to have the potential to be
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answered (whether this happens directly or indirectly in the moment or over time). Unlike
a traditional linguistic treatment of utterance as one word or sentence, Bakhtin’s utterance
ranges from silence to multiple exchanges as fragments of genres – defined by its
potential to be answered rather than its linguistic eloquence. Such a definition is
particularly significant in this study since what can be ‘recognised’ as metaphoric is only
that which can be ‘noticed’ in the first place. In the case of toddlers I was interested to
know what could be considered utterance and how this might influence the way toddlers
were authored accordingly.
Drawing from the inspiration of Voloshinov (1973), several contemporary Bakhtinian
researchers have argued for utterance as a central unit of analysis in dialogic research (Bell
& Gardiner, 1998; Brandist, 2002, 2004; Burwell, 2003; Clark & Holquist, 1984;
Hirschkop, 1999; MarjanovicShane, 1996). Junefelt (2007a, p. 11) argues that Bakhtin’s
theories offer a new way of thinking about language acquisition through an investigation of
utterance: “….these notions could be studied from birth onwards, starting with the babies’
cries, vegetative sounds, and gestures, most often regarded by the caregiver as a
contribution to the dialogical exchange”. In a longitudinal study of a blind boy, Junefelt
drew on this view of utterance and found that, when considered in terms of its
answerability, language use was characterised by the employment of ‘other’ voices,
including those of the parent, the teacher, and even the boy’s doll. This was the case even
when the child appeared to be alone (with only the video camera and doll for company).
She concludes:
Dialogic analysis of utterances between adult and child, or between children might
therefore offer new insights into children’s early linguistic and cognitive
development. Dialogic analyses of children’s everyday activities, which are
connected to everyday speech genres might also offer insights about how children
are socialized into the family, and the socioculture’s language use, world view,
values and norms. (Junefelt, 2007a, p. 13)

As discussed in 2.3.1, MarjanovicShane (1989, 1996) also draws on Bakhtin’s
notion of utterance as an entry point to her analysis of metaphor in a young child. In
fieldwork with her preschool nephew she seeks an intersubjective depiction of metaphor
in verbal language, claiming that shared meaning is facilitated through intimate
relationships between the adult and child. However, because she defines metaphor as a
linguistic proposition, or argument, symbolic play is dismissed as a form of metaphoric
expression. Bakhtin’s approach to metaphoricity suggests that a reconceptualisation of
utterance makes it distinct from proposition (Bakhtin notes, 19521953 in Todorov, 1984,
p. 53). He argues that where a proposition merely refers to its object, an utterance
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expresses its subject also, as pointofview. As such, the way in which language is
conveyed alters its meaning so attention is paid to modes and styles of expression, the
presence of other and the altering potential of both to meaning. This distinction suggests
that all language has the potential for metaphoric expression when accessed through
various genres (including genres of play if they are authored by another). I provide a
further argument for the selection of utterance as a unit of analysis in 4.3.1.

3.2.6 Heteroglossia
Heteroglossia, as living utterance, is described by Holquist (in DI, pp. xixxx) as
“Bakhtin’s way of referring, in any utterance of any kind, to the peculiar interaction
between the two fundamentals of all communication” (see also Holquist, 2009). The
heteroglot is the place where opposing forces (centripetal and centrifugal) collide to make
new meaning that goes beyond the official discourse. Matusov (2009a) suggests that
internally persuasive discourses are those without authority, characterised by dialogues of
exchange or challenge. In contrast, the authorial voice represents Bakhtin’s notion of
monologism, whereby one discourse demands an “unconditional allegiance” (Morson &
Emerson, 1990, p. 219). Where one authorial truth is exclusively promoted there is an
assumption that the other is ignorant or wrong, with no room for disagreement or
rebellion that might lead to transformation (Lensmire, 1997). According to Bakhtin (DI),
heteroglossia can be explored through utterance since this is where forces are at play.
Bakhtin’s prevailing belief in the ethical nature of human existence solicits
consideration of the possibility of a loophole which allows the hero to contradict
themselves and others. According to Bakhtin the hero should always retain the possibility
for alteration and resist final analysis. Hence the loophole “accompanies the word like a
shadow” (PDP, p. 233) and therefore “makes the hero ambiguous and elusive even for
himself” (PDP, p. 234). Consideration of the loophole provides a means of exploring
language as confessional, deceptive, testing, hedging or mocking rather than truth. Use of
the loophole as a literary device is prolific in Dostoevsky’s narration of his heroes who
contradict themselves throughout the text as a means of confounding interpretation.
A growing number of interdisciplinary studies over the past decade have drawn on
the principle of heteroglossia to variously explore phenomena. Studies have taken place in
a variety of adult contexts including: charity work (Bender, 1997); and print media
treatment of interracial marriage (Kulkosky, 2003). Other education studies have
focussed on organisational culture (Bathurst, 2001); trainee teachers’ notions of
‘becoming’ (Stringer, 2001); crosscultural identity formation in groups (Burwell, 2003;
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Hamston, 2006); pedagogical competency (Morrell, 2004); and literacy (Hicks, 2002).
Still others have focused on an application of heteroglossia to Englishassecondlanguage
learners (Kostogriz, 2004, p. 207) arguing for teaching and learning dialogues which
embrace “thirdspace” pedagogy and the notion of hybridity rather than enculturation.
While a critique of each of these approaches is beyond the scope of this thesis, each
has sought to explore aspects of social phenomena by drawing on the principle of
heteroglossia – often with emancipatory outcomes for participants and researchers alike.
Researchers unanimously report shifting views, reframing and broadening perspectives
on experience, not only for the participants, but often for themselves as part of the
dialogic process. By exploring zones of difference between professionals and their
‘subjects’ (and the associated discourses they bring to the relationship), this body of
research has sought to capture the complexity in social exchange and, in doing so, enabled
the researchers to explore the messy reality of various social phenomena across a variety
of domains and contexts. Through the employment of a dialogic research method, these
studies claim to have overreached the “hegemonic intent” (Newcomb, 1984, in
Kulkosky, 2003, p. 24) of dominant members of a culture by deliberately exposing the
dynamic process of its reception.

3.2.7 Polyphony
Polyphony, as the means through which heteroglossia is operationalised, can be described
as an artistic device by which “they (heroes) can appear as moral beings who can answer
to us and to whom we must ourselves answer” (Hirschkop, 1999, p. 167). As discussed in
3.1.3 Dostoevsky’s employment of polyphony in his narrative work is favoured by
Bakhtin (PDP) as the most effective means of interpreting (and presenting) voices at play.
Polyphonic characters express themselves through careful structuring, as Krasnov
explains:
Dostoevsky’s principal achievement as an artist lies in the creation of a new type of
novel called polyphonic in contradiction to homophonic novels of writers such as
Lev Tolstoy, Turgenev, and Goncharov…Characters in such a novel are no longer
objects manipulated by the author, as Bakhtin claims they are in a homophonic
novel, but subjects coexisting as autonomous worlds with the world of the author
and contending with him for the reader’s attention. The author expresses himself,
then, not so much through one character or another, but chiefly through the
structure of the novel… (Krasnov, 1980, p. 5)
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Polyphony, as a device, is derived from Menippeaic traditions24 as “communication
between two spaces: that of the scene and that of the hieroglyph, that of representation by
language, and that of experience in language, system and phrase, metaphor and
metonymy” (Moi, 1986, p. 55). Polyphonic narrative does not seek to execute a plot with
beginning, middle and end (as contemporary assessment discourse narrative genre, in the
form of learning stories does). Rather the emphasis is placed on aspects of literary
manipulation of events to portray ideology rather than events per se. Emphasis is placed
on the author’s ability to allow voices to remain in play and characters to speak for
themselves through the multiple genres employed. Dialogue becomes an ongoing activity
that deepens and strengthens personality rather than being seen as an end in itself.
I took this notion seriously in the present study, seeking to engage with and present
participant pointofview without subsuming any of the participants. I found few research
precedents in this regard, although a small number of Bakhtinian scholars have
endeavoured to exploit the concept of polyphony within pedagogical practice in
classroom environments (Hardy, 2006; Lensmire, 1997; Matusov, 2009a; Matusov &
Smith, 2005; Torres, Reyes, & Gonzalez, 2008). In essence, the tension lies in what
constitutes monologic as opposed to dialogic teaching practice. According to Matusov
(2009a), the interplay between internally persuasive and authoritative discourses is a
necessary phenomenon in pedagogy. In other words, dialogic practices do not require an
absolute relinquishment of the authoritative role of the teacher but neither should the
teacher (or the authoritative discourses that underpin teacher practice) subsume those of
the students or, for that matter, the teachers’ own competing discourses. Based on
analyses of classroom pedagogy (drawing on Gussen Paley’s and his own practice)
Matusov argues that polyphonic teaching cannot exist where one voice imposes itself on
another. I extrapolate this to mean that there can never be such a thing as absolute
monologism in any classroom setting. As a dialogic teacher (or, for that matter, a dialogic
researcher – as was my quest in this research project), the task is therefore to explore the
tensions between internally persuasive discourses and authorial discourses at play in and
through dialogue rather than merely investigate their existence.

24

The Menippean era of ancient Greece stood in opposition to Aristotlean logic. Emphasis was placed on humour,
hyperbole, oxymoron, polemic conventions, and multiple genres are employed. As such, Menippea bears close
allegiance to carnivalesque.
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3.3 Summary
The potential for Bakhtin’s scholarship to make a distinctive contribution to education
rests in the way his work in interpreted and consequently applied. Matusov’s (2007a)
critique of dialogic research in education decries approaches which employ isolated
Bakhtinian concepts without full consideration of the source of the ideas. Educational
studies, to date, range from those which seek to blame teachers for taking authoritarian (or
monologic) stances and consequently fail to recognise the wider societal influences, to
those which offer “excessive dialogism” (Matusov, 2007a, p. 224) and result in paralysis
or oppression of teachers. The antidote to either pole, he suggests, is in the inclusion of
‘other’ in research dialogue. Consequently an authentic approach to dialogic methodology
calls for the careful consideration of Bakhtin’s ideas in terms of “the dialogical and
critical properties of internally persuasive discourse” (Matusov, 2007a, p. 230) and
authoritarian discourses, which permeate the educative landscape. In other words, dialogic
approaches to research need to consider a fuller, more complex, understanding of
Bakhtinian philosophy in operationalising these concepts. This includes paying attention
to the discourses at work within utterance, as well as utterance itself.
Drawing on Bakhtinian theories as a key informant, a central issue in this thesis
then is the way a performed metaphoric act is ‘noticed’, ‘recognised’ and ‘responded to’
by the author. As a dialogic researcher I sought to understand the metaphoric act
aesthetically, as utterance, in terms of how it is performed by the hero (i.e. in what
genres), and the immediate response and subsequent interpretation (as pointofview) of
the authors. Gardiner (1998) suggests that in such encounter, 'other' is seen as a singular
being and the dialogical act is the focus for rich interpretation. That is not to say the
historical and cultural context is dismissed, but that these are encountered through genre
and its association with discourse. In employing Bakhtin’s notion of aesthetics I attempt
to explore the metaphoric act by revealing the philosophical and existential determinants
that shape perceptions of expression.
It is evident that dialogic research methodology has been employed across a range
of disciplines drawing upon various (arguably convenient, discreet, or desirable) parts of
Bakhtinian philosophy for a range of purposes and with varying outcomes. In seeking to
respond to the research question at hand, and work authentically with these complex, and
often quite foreign, ideas, I chose to approach Bakhtinian philosophy with a strong sense
of humility, recognising that the heteroglossic spaces at my disposal are fundamentally
and categorically remote from the historical, linguistic and contextual cultural spaces in
which Bakhtin and his colleagues wrote.
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The conceptual overview represented in the figure below provides a means of
summarising the operationalisation of dialogism in the present study and drawing the
reader’s attention to the key concepts that I bring to bear in this dialogic quest. In doing so
I draw on key Bakhtinian concepts (as outlined in this chapter) to explore the authorship
experience of a teacher, parents and me in desperately trying to understand the metaphoric
acts of two toddlersashero:

Figure 3.1: Conceptual overview: A dialogic investigation of the metaphoric act
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The method offered in the following chapter represents my best attempts to operationalise
my Western interpretations of dialogic philosophy as the underpinning conceptual
framework that I bring to bear on this research.
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Chapter 4: Bringing dialogism to bear
The previous chapter introduced dialogic methodology (drawing on the philosophy of
Mikhail Bakhtin) as an appropriate means of approaching my research questions. In this
chapter I earnestly describe how I brought dialogism to bear on the research process. I
draw on key Bakhtinian concepts introduced in the previous chapter to show how they
were operationalised within the study. I then argue for the selection of utterance as the
unit of analysis for this investigation, and genre as an analytic category best suited for this
endeavour. I explain the role of the pilot study in informing the research design, and argue
for the employment of crossperspectival, multimodal data generating tools in dialogic
research involving very young children.
In this chapter I introduce the research participants as dialogic partners, and the
respective authorship role played by the teacher, parents, and myself in ‘noticing’ and
‘recognising’ metaphoricity. I describe the toddlerashero somewhat ironically since I
came to recognise the way in which adults were being authored themselves through the
authorial surplus of the toddler. The education and care context in which the study took
place is positioned as a rich heteroglossic arena of inquiry.
The chapter concludes by exploring the associated ethical accountabilities involved
with study of this nature, and challenging traditional notions of validity and reliability. I
argue that dialogic research is more concerned with authentically representing the
interpretive process rather than with proving claims to a priori knowledge. As such, I
emphasise participant contributions and their associated value as a primary form of
validity in dialogic research.

4.1 Introducing dialogic research as a method in its own right
The central purpose of this thesis is to describe the metaphoric acts of a toddler in social
interaction with adults in a New Zealand early childhood education context by drawing on
seven key concepts of Bakhtinian dialogism, as outlined in Chapter 3. Hence emphasis is
placed on the way the act could be interpreted rather than its monologic meaning.
Throughout this chapter I describe the operationalising of these concepts in the present
study, drawing on dialogism as a method in its own right:
Dialogism is not a set of theoretical postulates about the world, but a method for
interrogating and understanding humans in an everchanging world. The dialogic
method operates at every level of the research activity, from the way we frame a
question to methods we deploy and the style in which we communicate our
observations. (Bandlamudi, 1999, p. 61)
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Dialogic research is fundamentally concerned with the social nature and
interpretation of language rather than the finalised meaning (langue) of language. Hence
dialogic research is less concerned with finding ultimate truth (truthistina) than with
investigating the way perspectives on truth (truthpravda) are made manifest (negotiated,
shaped, reshaped, challenged and altered) within the wider heteroglot. In other words,
dialogic research can be approached ontologically because it emphasises pointofview
rather than trying to generate truths and “calls for practices, and especially education, to
make dialogicity its primary guiding principle” (Matusov, 2009a, p. 5).
Dialogic research is therefore concerned with the processes of giving, receiving,
interpreting, reinterpreting and accounting for language meaning and always takes place
within a social space. I considered this methodology to be appropriate in investigating the
social nature of utterance (in its many forms), in particular those aspects of language with
potential to create or confound meaning through aesthetic means. Given the gestural and
corporeal nature of language typically employed by the toddling hero(es) in this study,
careful consideration was given to a research design that would facilitate a visual and multi
subjective a Bakhtinian approach to my ethical accountabilities to participants.

4.2 The ethical nature of dialogic research
As discussed in the previous chapter (see 3.1.2, 3.2.1), a Bakhtinian approach to
dialogic research is fundamentally concerned with morality and, as such, an ethical
entreaty permeates every facet of research design, analysis and presentation of results.
According to Sullivan and McCarthy (2005, p. 626) an ethical response by the
researcher in dialogic research involves “taking a loving interest in the details of the
other”. In doing so, dialogic inquiry involves a combination of reflexivity and
accountability to the participants by giving value to their contributions. I interpreted my
response to this ethical tenet as consistently ensuring that value was given to the
aesthetic process of interpretation, and to the changing, shaping, and altering pointsof
view of the participants, alongside my quest as a doctoral candidate in search of
insights.
I found this ethical stance to be highly challenging at several points of the
research, partly as a result of the lack of research precedents at my disposal, and partly
due to my own inexperience with dialogic methodology. I revised my initial ethics
application twice – once after the pilot study (to include interviews with parents) and
again when I decided to include video footage in the thesis itself (as a result of my
realisation that visual portrayals were essential to the thesis). However, I maintain that
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these and other challenges (all of which are outlined in this chapter), when faced,
contributed to the development of a research design and associated methods that
fulfilled my ethical obligations as a dialogic researcher.

4.3 Research design
In this section I describe the research design, including a discussion of how I arrived at
the unit of analysis and analytic categories selected for this investigation. I then describe
the multiperspectival approach that I undertook. In particular, I discuss the use of
visual ethnographies as an appropriate, albeit challenging, means of data generation in
dialogic research involving toddlers and as a relevant means of generating data which
draw on utterance as the unit of analysis. The research design responded to my dialogic
endeavour to capture metaphoricity as a series of interpreted utterances comprising form
and content; and to explore the perspectives of a key teacher, key parent, key toddler,
and myself, in interpreting metaphoric acts as a potential means of providing aesthetic
insight into the world of the toddler.

4.3.1 Finding the unit of analysis: Utterance
The purpose of the unit of analysis is to provide a means of entry into a research
phenomenon without reducing the parts from the whole (Matusov, 2007b; Roth, 2007;
Vygotsky, 1987). In designing this study I struggled to identify the unit of analysis with
a dialogic approach to both the language act and its interpretations, which I wanted to
maintain as a Bakhtinian scholar. As discussed in previous chapters, such an approach
was seen as necessary to provide a means by which I could explore the aesthetic nature
of metaphoricity – that is, dialogic views of metaphoricity rather than the metaphor and
its creator as a consummated reality. I needed to capture both the language act and the
pointofview of multiple participants as they interpreted metaphoricity through the
form(s) and content (i.e. genre) in which it might be ‘noticed’ and ‘recognised’.
Unlike Vygotsky and his contemporary followers (see, for example Brennan,
2005; Engestrom, Miettinen, & Punamaki, 1999; Rogoff & Toma, 1997; Wenger, 1998)
who leave no doubt that activities, practices, or events offer an entry point into a
broader investigation of action, operation, motives, goals, and/or conditions, Bakhtin
makes no such suggestion. I argue that while Bakhtin offers much to the sociocultural
landscape, his fundamental tenet is associated with polyphony which “belongs to
discourse and not that of linguistics” (Todorov, 1984, p. 61); to the aesthetic, creative
and interpretive moment as opposed to a specific focus on ‘cognition’ or ‘everyday
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versus scientific thought’; and to an emphasis on dialogism rather than the dialectic
which underpinned Vygotsky’s work. Hence activity or practice, as a central unit of
analysis, is rejected in this study. I speculate that such a focus could have yielded
completely different findings, which may have reinforced previous claims of toddlers’
metaphoric deficiencies, since metaphoricity within activity does not foreground the
subjectsubject relationship and the associated influence of discourse on interpretation
which is so central to my claims.
While significant clues are provided in his later work (PDP, SG) I struggled to
reconcile the interpretive aspect of my quest with Bakhtin’s dual emphasis on utterance
as the answerable language act and genre as the strategy through which the act could be
answered. The pilot study proved to be invaluable in resolving the issue – particularly as
there were no research precedents for such an approach to the study of metaphoricity in
education and it seemed, at times, as if both utterance and genre were treated
interchangeably by researchers. While I agreed with Matusov (2007b) who suggests that
the unit(s) of analysis should be selected in relation to its purpose within the wider study
and therefore develop out of the context of data generation, I was also aware of the fact
that I had brought Bakhtinian views strongly to bear on this research. In doing so, I
argue that the Januslike features of utterance (that is, in focussing on both the language
act and its answerability) embody the very essence of dialogism, while genre is the
means by which utterance may be recognised.
For the purposes of this thesis my unit of analysis is therefore utterance. I argue
that it is the most appropriate unit of analysis for this study, based on Bakhtin’s
interpretation of utterance as a reflection of the conditions and goals of communication,
as well as the communication itself (as discussed in 3.2.5). As Bakhtin explains, an
utterance is only achieved when it is answerable. His route to such answerability is
through genre as the means by which an individual can orient meaning through the
selection of relevant form and content in utterance. According to Holquist (in DI, p.
xxviii), “point of view is always situated. It must first of all be situated in a physical
body that occupies time and space, but time and space as embodied in a particular
human at a particular time and in a particular place” (see also Holquist, 2009). I
therefore explored the perspectives of the family, the teacher, myself and to the best of
my ability, the toddler, in their interpretations of metaphoric act (performed by the
toddler in an education and care setting).
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4.3.2 Genre: An analytic category
Since I had already come to understand that, for Bakhtin, the clues to the dialogic intent
of an utterance reside in its form and content, I selected genre as an analytic category.
As discussed in 3.2.4, genres provide clues to the intentions of the hero in language acts.
I considered the interpretation of genres, by participants, as a means of generating
themes in a way that provided a way of engaging with the notion of utterance as a
discursive unit (Tihanov, 2000). According to Brandist (2000), genre provides a unique
site for investigation that draws on different types of language used as the key to past,
present and future discourse.
I recognise that there are other Bakhtinian scholars who view genre as the central
unit of analysis (see, for example Dore, 1995; Mabin, 2006) but in employing genre as
an analytical category I was able to invite participants to explore the genres themselves
and hence articulate utterance from their own perspective. This approach allowed me to
describe the heteroglossic spaces around the utterances which were not noticed as
metaphoric (as well as those that were) as a result of the communicative styles that
toddlers were likely to employ. I consider that the selection of utterance as a unit of
analysis provided a means of capturing the interpretive process while genre as a central
analytic category provided the participants, including myself, with a way of
approaching metaphoricity.

4.3.3 Approaching metaphoricity
Of note to the reader in this design, no doubt, is the absence of metaphoricity as a
discreet focus for analysis. As pointed out in previous chapters, metaphoricity in this
study is viewed as the process where meaning is ignited in dialogue. Hence
metaphoricity was determined by the pointofview of participants as they searched for
forms, and associated content, in dialogue that generated or ‘sparked’ some sort of
meaning in their seeing. While I gave participants some clues as to a broad
interpretation of metaphor at the beginning of fieldwork, I did not determine what
would or could be noticed or recognised. I recognise that the lack of specific direction
regarding metaphor interpretation did, at times, pose significant challenges (see, for
example, 4.5.3) but I contend that the openness of this venture was necessary given the
dialogic nature of the investigation.
In keeping with a Bakhtinian approach to metaphoricity, and in accordance with
contemporary early childhood education assessment discourse, I worked with
participants to seek those acts which created some sort of ‘noticing’ or ‘recognising’
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and in doing so generated surprise, synergy, juxtaposition, slippage or jarring between
the form (of the act) and its meaning. In other words, participants were asked to notice,
and recognise, those acts that stood out for them as potentially metaphoric and discuss
these with the researcher. An aesthetic appreciation of the metaphoric act was thereby
generated in terms of its observed genre (form and content) where there was some sort
of incongruency between form (of language) and its content (that is, its perceived
meaning), as Figures 4.1 and 4.2 portray:
Figure 4.1:The nature of genre

Genres, as a central route to meaning (discussed in 3.2.4), offer a means of achieving
intersubjectivity when the form and intended message is consistent with the adult culture
in which it is embedded. I hypothesised that interpretations of metaphoricity would be
evident in genres that were inconsistent with the culture of the adult where the adult was
able to notice and recognise alternative forms and remain open to possibilities as Figure
4.2 suggests. In these interpretations I speculated that transgression would be possible (as
discussed in 2.2.2).

Figure 4.2: The nature of metaphoricity within genres

In taking a dialogic stance interpretations of metaphoricity are not confined to the
lone researcher, but include those of the participants whose differing pointsofview offer
insights into areas of incongruence that may give valuable clues to possible metaphoric
acts. Where incongruence or slippage is encountered between the genre (as form +
content) and social partners, it is anticipated that interpretations of metaphoricity will be
found.
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4.4 Overview of research design
The research fieldwork, including the pilot study, spanned a period of eleven months. An
overview of the process is summarised in Figure 4.2:

Figure 4.2: Research design: Fieldwork

4.4.1 Pilot Study
The purpose of the pilot study was to test the potential of dialogic methodology and the
associated research design and methods to generate data which would inform the
interpretation of metaphoric acts. I saw this as particularly important given the unique
nature of data generation, and the dearth of methodological research associated with
dialogism and young children. In the pilot, the methods and phases described above were
trialled over a short period (4 September30 October 2007) in a local early childhood
education centre I approached individually (see Appendix A). During this period, a total
of nine hours splitscreen footage with an 18 month old toddler was generated for
discussion with his key teacher.
The pilot provided a vital opportunity to trial the research design and to make
necessary amendments to the final project. I was able to resolve i) pragmatic concerns
such as whether the proposed video equipment would work; ii) conceptual issues such as
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what, if any, metaphoric acts could be noticed and how key Bakhtinian concepts might be
operationalised in the context of an early childhood education setting; iii) analytical
issues, such as designing criteria for analysis, including the generation of initial codes and
operational definitions; and iv) ethical issues such as how to ensure that the toddler(s)
maintained their right to withdraw from the study. I also learnt that the nine hours of
footage generated represented an overwhelming amount of material for discussion and
revised my final project to a significantly smaller amount of footage than originally
planned as a result.
An important issue that I resolved in the pilot was in response to Cameron and Low
(1999, p. 115) who implore researchers who work to identify metaphor to be precise, not
only in terms of “what counts as a metaphor, and for what does not count as metaphorical,
facing up to problems of borderline cases explicitly.” I took this challenge seriously and,
in the pilot, adapted Cameron and Low’s suggestions, coupled with Steen’s (1997b)
analysis, to offer an approach to metaphor recognition (see Appendix B).
Gibbs and Steen (1997, see also Cameron & Low, 1999) caution researchers to
distinguish between how the metaphor is processed and the meanings that are produced
once the metaphor has been understood. Their caution created a dilemma for me, based on
my understanding that a dialogic approach does not seek to separate the process and
product, since once it becomes a ‘product’ according to Bakhtin (AA, p. 46) “it turns into
mere play or degenerates into mere gesture”. Moreover, I believed that by providing a
tightly preordained approach to metaphoricity I would be perpetuating monologic
enterprise from the outset.
The pilot enabled me to reconcile this dilemma since I found that Steen’s (1997b)
framework, when used in an interview context, resulted in shutting down participant point
ofview. The key teacher found the complexity of the task overwhelming and since she was
not, and could not be expected to be, a metaphor theorist, I chose an approach for the final
study which involved the openended invitation to participate through an identification of
genres (see Appendix C). As a result I was able to approach the interview as more of a
conversation than a ‘test’. In doing so I felt that I responded best to Bakhtin’s interest in
doublevoiced depth rather than singlevoiced precision as highlighted by Emerson (1997).
It also meant that I was able to generate responses from participants that were based on their
priorities and not only my own.
The results of the pilot not only affirmed the research design and refined my
analytic approach(es), but generated significant data around metaphoricity and its
relationship to gesture (an area where I could find little information in the literature).
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While the results of the pilot study are not reported in subsequent sections of this thesis,
its bearing on the wider project was significant in contributing to the design of the
research and is reported in papers that I wrote at the time (White, 2007; White & Nuttall,
2007; White, 2008). The pilot study enabled me to enter the field with some degree of
clarity about my unit of analysis and associated analytic approaches, without which I
contend I would have been required to spend considerably more time in the early
childhood education field, as Brennan (2005) found in her doctoral fieldwork.

4.5 Data generation tools
My primary emphasis on the genres of metaphoricity as interpreted and lived through the
perspectives of the participants called for a number of different approaches to data
generation. I drew on ethnographic methods of data generation such as discussions,
journaling, existing records, reprobing interviews, and attendance at centre meetings, all
of which attempted to respond to the research question(s). I felt that this range of
approaches offered the most appropriate means of exploring the context surrounding the
metaphoric acts, and the various discourses at play in their interpretations.
Alongside the challenges of seeking the interpretive acts of metaphoricity, I needed
to consider the most authentic means of accessing both the visual field of a very young
child and their physical use of language. Since there were no research precedents known
to me, beyond claims of ‘voice’ (which I have already argued against in Chapter 1) or
those based on recordings of verbal language extracted anecdotally through the
experiences of researchers as intimate relatives (see, for example, MarjanovicShane,
1996; Painter, 2003), I developed an approach that I suggest was the most appropriate
means at my disposal in research that seeks to explore interpreted language acts of
toddlers. I did this by developing methods I have called ‘polyphonic video’ and ‘re
probing interview’ as a twopronged means of embracing utterance.

In taking this

unconventional approach I concur with Lahman (2008, p. 296) who suggests that methods
should be selected by researchers who “are drawn to studying children through some
intuitive sense of desiring to see the world through children’s eyes, attempting to improve
children’s lives, and simply experiencing joy with children, rather than the latest trend”.
Drawing from this inspiration I was compelled to find ways of involving the toddlers,
themselves, in the authorship experience.
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4.5.1 Polyphonic video
I considered the use of an approach I have called ‘polyphonic video’ to be the most
appropriate way of capturing language that would contribute to the unit of analysis in this
study. By polyphonic video I mean video footage that is captured from the visual field of
each individual, as a visual means of accessing authorial surplus (see 3.2.2) and
responding to Bakhtin’s polyphonic imperative (see 3.2.7). Several visual ethnographers
(Banks, 2001; Goldman, Pea, Barron, & Derry, 2007) argue for a greater consideration of
perspectives in research dealing with visual images.

Not only does video footage

generate detailed data but, as BainKing and Moss (2007, p. 63) suggest, multiple
interpretations “can be uncovered through a more richly reflexive mining of the textural
depth of visual data”. I contend that a visual means of capturing data was likely to be the
most appropriate way of seeking the complexity of participant pointofview without
subsuming their contributions into a monologic set of claims (or in overlooking them if
nontraditional genres were used, as was the case for the toddler).
Morgan (2007, p. 224) highlights the difficulty of engaging young children in
research, and the importance of beginning to “utilise the technology to allow us to listen
to young children”. This difficulty is accentuated in research with toddlers when the
nature of their communication is gestural, or as Lokken (2000) suggests, corporeal and
collaborative. The ability of video to capture motion as well as sound was therefore
particularly compelling. I saw that the inclusion of footage, as a means of both data
generation and presentation, offered a way of ensuring toddlers were present at all
phases of this investigation. Moreover, I felt that such an approach was aligned to
Bakhtin’s notion of authorial surplus (see 3.2.2).
Functions such as replay, slow motion, and stop were accessible to the
participants as they viewed the DVD featuring three separate views of the same event
generated by three video cameras (see Figure 4.4). Access to the DVD provided open
ended opportunities for repetition, reflection, and revision. As Roth (2001, p. 386)
explains “researchers who move frame by frame through video material are more likely
to notice the continuous variation that discourse and genres undergo at those moments
when students have not yet obtained a semantic model (their talk resembles “muddle”).”
Since each participant played an evaluative role in their own right, their access to
footage was central to the study.
Dicks, Soyinka and Coffey (2006) promote a multimodal approach within visual
ethnographies, suggesting that recognition of the strengths and weaknesses of each
mode enables the researcher to make complementary choices. Field notes can provide
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additional information such as sounds, smells, textures, and reactions of the researcher,
but are limited to what is written at the time; whereas video images can provide
movement, sound, shapes, and relationships but they are limited to what is captured on
the lens. Dicks et al. (2006) advocate an approach that draws upon the strengths of each
mode. The employment of multiple camera perspectives in the present study meant that
what was captured on the lens was accessible from three separate vantage points, to
create scope for multiple interpretations of the acts. These timesynchronised moving
images of the same scene from three lenses (the toddler, the teacher, and the researcher)
were converted to DVD through Premier Pro, a software package that provides a movie
making, editing function and enables the formation of splitscreen, synchronised
footage. The DVD was provided to the teacher and parent prior to each reprobing
interview session. Coupled with the use of journals and interviews, I argue that the
employment of polyphonic video addressed this dialogic research quest more keenly
than any other means available in this technological era.

4.5.1.1 Pushing the boundaries with video
My determination to design a method that would provide a polyphonic, multiperspectival
approach to the data was not unproblematic. I also acknowledge that I was pushing the
boundaries of videography in terms of my own computer,25 the Snapper software at my
disposal and the camera equipment that I adapted. Snapper software was initially designed
as a sports performance tool but its capacity for footage, although potentially limitless,
had never been tested with film of this length before, nor with the number of analysis
criteria this analysis demanded. It took several months to establish a stable system for
analysis to occur – even then, with several hairraising occasions of crashes or frozen
data.
The setup of the camera equipment also took several months to refine. Not only did
consideration have to be given to the ability of the cameras to generate images that would
provide adequate visual fields, but they also had to be portable, light, unobtrusive and,
most importantly, safe. It was not until the equipment was tested in the pilot study that I
had any idea of whether it would be compatible with toddler preferences although I did
have a suspicion, based on my previous work with toddlers in education and care services,

25

I was working on a standard Dell work laptop with 60 GB Hard drive capacity. Less than one hour of DV footage
consumed 15GB of harddrive space. To manage this volume of data as well as maintaining my regular work files
(since I did not have access to another computer) I purchased an external 250GB hard drive. Snapper software had the
capacity for up to 30 files but each one hour film had to be split into some 200 files initially. The subsequent use of
Stoik converted film to larger files which could be imported into Snapper successfully.
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that a head piece would be a desirable artefact to utilise in my quest. A limitation of this
equipment, however, is acknowledged in terms of the quality of the cameras at my
disposal, and their associated visual fields.
To capture the visual fields of myself, teacher, and child, the teacher wore a cam
head gear with a video camera in a backpack since two remote receptions were not
possible with the equipment at my disposal; the child wore camhead gear which
transmitted the image to the same model video camera located in another part of the
environment; and a third handheld camera generated a researcherview of the area (as
outlined in Appendix D). The following image shows participants wearing the camhead
gear and the child, teacher and researcher visualfield of the same moment.

Figure 4.4: Image of participants wearing camhead gear

The original intention of the third camera was to act as a panview of the wider area but,
due to the high levels of movement exhibited by the toddler (outdoor to indoor as well as
in different spaces of the centre), the camera had to be handheld for most of the filming
episodes.
In holding the camera, and therefore deciding on what would be captured, I
recognised that my own visual surplus was added to the data. This issue is discussed by
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BainKing and Moss (2007) who argue that pancamera shots are less likely to be
influenced by particular stances. In the case of this study, however, subjectivity was
embraced as a central, unavoidable, research issue worthy of investigation in its own right
within dialogic methodology. Bakhtin (AA) argues that images can only generate
meaning once they have been authored. In other words, they can never represent
‘authenticity’ in themselves (Gardiner, 1998). Hence, I justified this approach with the
claim that while my researcher ‘stance’ would offer an additional layer to the analysis, it
most certainly did not constitute ultimate ‘truth’.
Both camvideo hats were developed using small security cameras attached (located
on a mining strap for the toddler and a cap for the teacher) whilst the pancamera was a
standard video camera. A limitation of this approach was the narrow visual field and
range of transmission offered on the child and teacher cameras. Not only did this limit the
visual range when the camera was recording, it also meant that the sound and visual
transmission of the childcam was affected by static when the toddler went too far out of
its range in the outdoor area, particularly in a favourite location where the swings are
situated on the far side of the building (see Appendix E for a plan of the setting). One way
of dealing with this issue was to provide a threeway audio on the DVD so that
participants (and I) could move across the different audio fields to capture sound from
three perspectives as well as sight. This audio method drew its inspiration from research
undertaken by Nuthall and AltonLee (2007) in classrooms with middle school age
children and their teacher (Nuthall, 2007). In the present study this multivocal option was
not available once the footage was entered into Snapper; the only audio record accessible
to the researcher once entered into the programme was that of the toddler.
After a short familiarisation phase in the centre, during which I introduced myself to
staff, families, observed the children, took field notes, and introduced the equipment
(particularly the headcam), filming commenced. I had anticipated needing a much longer
period of prefilming familiarisation but, like Tobin and Hsueh (2008), I discovered that it
took a remarkably short time for the children to become accustomed to my presence and
that of the camera.

4.5.1.2 Action, camera, roll!
Filming took place over a ten week period with a maximum of three hours each week (see
Appendix F for a filming schedule). Filming was designed to cover every hour since the
tapes lasted for one hour only across the times the key toddler spent in the centre.
Although a total of eleven one hour filming sessions took place over this time, most ended
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up being less than an hour due to unavoidable interruptions (such as the key teacher going
on a break or the toddler having her nappy changed or going to bed); technical errors
(such as one of the three cameras or tapes malfunctioning26); or ethical issues resulting in
the deletion of some footage (if the key teacher was rostered on bathroom duties). An
overall total of 432 minutes (7.12 hours) of useable footage was generated out of these
sessions.
In drawing on video as a means of data generation, it is not simply the capture of
footage that requires consideration. Rather, as Pink (2007) advocates, emphasis on the
way video is produced also warrants attention. Whilst traditional approaches to video use
in education studies have employed conventional means of data generation, few have
explored video capture from the perspective of the research subjects (Flewitt, 2006;
Goldstein, 2007). Two exceptions are noted in studies by Grasseni (2004) and Dicks et al.
(2006). In both cases, the intention was to address the authorial perspective from key
vantage points, as was the quest in the current research endeavour.
In contrast, an increasing, number of education studies offer participants a still
photo camera as a means of gaining insights into their visual field (see, for example,
ClarkIbanez, 2007; Einarsdottir, 2007; Mantilla, 2007; Pink, 2007). However, to my
knowledge, none of these strategies has been successfully used with children under the
age of two years. None that I was aware of at the time of writing had placed a camera on
the child him/herself, although some New Zealand studies have placed microphones on
young children as a means of capturing ‘voice’ (Nuthall, 2007; Smith & Carr, 2004) and,
in doing so, privileged oral language as a central means of investigation.

4.5.1.3 Ethical use of video with toddlers
My response to the ethical use of video with children included an ongoing process of
informed consent where the key toddler was asked each day of filming if she wanted to
wear the headcam. Drawing on the precedent of Nuthall (2007), who provided
microphones for every child, I ensured that there were other mining strap headsets
available for children to wear one if they chose. Unlike Smith and Carr (2004) I found
that coercion through the employment of alluring features (e.g. bright colours) was not
necessary – since the appeal of the headsets lay in their credibility rather than their

26

Once the cameras were rolling it was impossible to know if one camera was malfunctioning since I had to hold a
camera myself, a second was on the teacher’s back in a backpack, and the third was on a shelf indoors (due to the
time of year, during a hot NZ summer, a large proportion of filming took place outdoors). As I did not have technical
support in the centre, I had to start and stop all the cameras by myself. The additional disruption caused by the
presence of an additional technician, I believed, would outweigh the advantages of such assistance.
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attractiveness. The headsets could be easily worn over hats to comply with the centre’s
Sun Safety policy, and could be removed with ease. When the key toddler removed the
camhat (as opposed to it falling off), I ceased filming, determining this as a signal of
withdrawal for the day.
I initially decided that each time the camera was used the toddler would be asked by
either the parent, the teacher or me – “Can I put the camera on now?” If the toddler shook
their head, this was not pursued for the rest of the day. While I was committed to gaining
toddler consent on a daily (even hourly) basis, this proved to be challenging at the
beginning of the project because, at that time, Zoe (the key toddler) had developed a
strong sense of the power of the word “no” in response to every question asked of her. I
observed her response to teachers when they asked if she would put on her sun hat, a firm
“NO”, followed by hasty retrieval of the sun hat. In discussion with Zoe’s mother, it was
decided that teachers would instead state “I’m going to put the camera on now. You can
take it off when you want to”.
I ensured that I maintained the same protocols around videoing throughout
fieldwork. These included thanking the key toddler at the end of every filming episode
and commencing (as well as ending) every film sequence by inviting participants to look
towards me as I held up and banged a clapper board comprising two pieces of wood
hinged together and painted black and white, which was also used to synchronise the
three cameras for later editing by creating a signal of start and stop filming. This proved
to be an essential piece of equipment.
The toddlers quickly became familiar with the process to the extent that, after two
weeks of filming, they would take the cam off the key toddler’s head and pass it to me
when the clapper board was struck, or when they wanted to finish (whichever came first).
The task of seeking the continued consent of the toddlers to participate in the study
was therefore shared between the toddlers themselves, the teachers, and the toddlers’
parents, and required a daily renewal of consent (or nonconsent) on the part of the
toddler through careful observation and response on the part of the adults. I contend that
ethical processes, where young children are concerned, require the organic and collective
efforts of everyone in the setting, a process Deppeler, Moss and Agbenyega (2007, p.
224) describe as “evolving relationships”. Such efforts also recognise that the preferences
of the child must maintain priority over the agenda of the researcher.
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4.5.2 Reprobing interviews
According to Stanczak (2007), prompting a participant to talk about visual images shifts
the locus of meaning away from seeking objective representations of objects or
interactions to emphasising the way participants interpret them. Goldman (2007, p. 16)
similarly argues for the importance of the researcher engaging the perspectives of
participants on video to ensure that those in the footage are not ‘othered’. Since this was
also a priority for me, I explored the possible strategies that I could use to generate rich
representations of participant interpretations based on what they saw on film.
Several studies have employed stimulated recall interviews using video as a means
of provoking pedagogical dialogue with teachers (see, for example PramlingSamuelsson
& Fleer 2008; Tobin & Hsueh, 2008; Tochon, 2007); or with children themselves
(Goldstein, 2007; Rose, 2007). The original purpose of this interview method, according
to Tochon (2007, p. 59), based on the pioneer work of Benjamin Bloom during the
1950’s, was to look back on past actions as “a way to remember one’s past thoughts with
greater validity than recall done without the benefit of video feedback stimulation”.
Drawing on Yinger’s (1986) critique of stimulated recall as a dubious attempt to revive
memory (based on the fact that video footage reveals a visual surplus which did not exist
in the original experience), and the fact that not all participants in the present study were
present during the original footage, I prefer the term ‘multivoiced reprobing interviews’,
rather than stimulated recall, to describe my approach.

4.5.2.1 Establishing pointofview
I considered the concept of reprobing to be a better description of a technique that sought
to provide a richer visual field to the participants than originally experienced at the time
of the activity, and which did not seek to stimulate memory so much as invite perspectival
pointofview. In taking this approach I concur with other visual ethnographers
(Goldstein, 2007; Rose, 2007) who argue that all images are manipulated – by both the
photographer and the interpreter – based on the pragmatic and aesthetic choices they
consciously or unconsciously bring to the images. Moving visual images can never
represent ultimate truth but, rather, offer researchers replayable movement, gesture and
sound from which to generate meaning (Dicks et al., 2006). By collaborating with
participants, this process is greatly enhanced as a perspectival endeavour. I sought to do
this through initially inviting them to analyse the footage outside of the interview, and
then bringing their codings to our meetings.
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At these interviews a copy of the DVD was available to play on a laptop, and key
participants were invited to start or stop the footage at any time to provide their
interpretations. As a coparticipant I also discussed my perspectives during this time. All
sessions were videotaped from behind the participants (using a tripod) so that all forms of
language could be considered in the analysis and I was free to fully engage with the
interview. Interviews were subsequently transcribed, including language that took place
beyond verbal form (according to conventions indicated on p.vii at the beginning of this
thesis).

4.5.2.2 Boundaries of the reprobing interviews
At the end of each week of filming, footage from the three visual perspectives was
converted to split screen view in Premier Pro and copied into a DVD with multiaudio
and visual alternatives (as outlined in 4.5.1.1). Each key participant (that is, the teacher,
the parent(s)/toddler, and I as researcher) received a copy of the DVD, along with a set of
criteria for them to select from and add to (as discussed in 4.7). Participants were invited
to interpret the metaphoric acts seen on screen in terms of the language forms offered
(form) and their interpreted meaning (content) prior to the reprobing interview. The key
toddler was invited to contribute in any way they chose. Their contributions typically took
the form of pointing to the screen or naming characters on the screen, although they also
offered more complex contributions through their interactions on and off screen, which
were only noticed retrospectively.
Viewing threeway splitscreens took some time and adjustment for all participants,
including myself. During the pilot study I experienced nausea when trying to work with
multiple screens over several hours without a break. As a result I recognised the
importance of spanning out the video sessions and analysis. In Premier Pro I strategically
placed the toddler camera view at the left hand side of the screen, in keeping with a left to
right eye line typically used in Anglo reading practice. I did this to ensure that the eye was
drawn to this image. Despite my efforts, I found that adult participants typically drew on
the researcher camera, since it offered a broader visual perspective, but they would then
check the toddler camera for clarity. A threeway visual field required more than one
viewing or revisiting parts of the footage, but yielded insights that were not available on
the other cameras (this phenomenon is discussed further in Chapter 5).
Participant interpretations were generated at reprobing interviews between the
researcher and teacher in the centre staff room; and between the researcher and parent(s)
with the toddler in the infant room (when it was not being used) or second play room. The
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interviews took place at times that fitted around other commitments of participants –
including before work, or (in the case of the key teacher) during nonteaching hours (See
Interview Schedule in Appendix G). The larger proportion of time spent with the key
teacher in comparison to the key parents (17.15 hours as opposed to 6) can be attributed to
the time available to them to engage in this level of discussion as part of their paid work
and the value placed on the task at hand (this idea is expanded in section 6.2.3).

4.5.2.3 Interviewing toddlers
In the pilot study I decided that I would only interview the key teacher as the central
participant in the study. However, I was subsequently challenged by Matusov and Smith
(2005, p. 707) who state that teachers’ interpretations must be “eventually checked with
the children themselves”. This claim is supported in visual ethnography methodology by
Einarsdottir (2007, p. 199) who argues that such approaches are “built on the conviction
that children, just like adults, hold their own views and perspectives, have the right to be
heard, and are able to speak for themselves if the right methodology is used”.
By being physically present during the interviews, the toddlers could ‘eavesdrop’ on
adult conversations as Dostoevsky claims every human being does in their ideological
becoming (PDP). At times, the toddler would watch and point at the screen, while at other
parts of the session s/he would attend to her own exploration in another part of the room
or leave the room entirely. As our familiarity increased, the opportunities for the toddler
to contribute increased enormously, or, as I have speculated in Chapter 5, perhaps it was
more to do with my ability to notice her/his contributions.
The following excerpt from an interview transcript with the key toddler highlights
her participation within the reprobing interview (and her right to exercise a ‘loophole’ in
my interpretations of her acts):
Jayne:

It’s interesting though ‘cos shoes are here [points to adult shoes in
cupboard] dress up shoes but I’ve never once seen her wear those. So
there’s something about the person that belongs to the shoes.

Lynette: That’s probably true actually – I hadn’t thought of that.
Jayne:

She seems to be always picking – either  or ’s shoes.

Zoe:

[holds up dress up shoe]

Lynette: Oh look… [points to Zoe who is now trying on a shoe]
Jayne:

It’s great to have the whole room to yourself isn’t it Zoe?

Zoe:

[holds a shoe up from the dress‐ups]

Lynette: Oh is that a shoe?
Jayne:

And I was noticing Zoe’s new shoes.
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Zoe:

[Sits down to take off her own shoes] [Parent 1 Interview 2:103114]

The research relationship between the toddlers and me was, I contend, strengthened
by their awareness of their parents’ involvement. By the fourth week, as I arrived in the
centre each day following interviews, Zoe would greet me and say “Mama?”. If there was
no interview on that day I would reply, “Mama is at work today”. Zoe would then pat her
head (which I interpreted as a query about the camera) and, if a filming session was to
take place, I would reply “Yes” whereupon Zoe would smile or laugh (on two occasions
she gleefully ran around the room squealing). I interpreted these acts as a positive
response to her involvement in the research activity. Indeed, it seemed to me as if the
filming itself may have become a conduit for metaphoricity (this concept is explored
further in the following chapter).

4.5.2.4 Ethical use of interviews with toddlers
Involving toddlers in reprobing interviews was risky for me since, again, there were few
research precedents at my disposal. My determination to devise a research design which
afforded toddlers the right of withdrawal and informed consent was supported by my own
resolve to maintain keen observation and awareness of the toddler(s’) wishes at all times,
and to work with those who knew the toddler(s) best in ensuring that any cues were noticed,
recognised and responded to respectfully and in a timely manner. The following excerpt
from an interview with Zoe and Lynette highlights the way that the key toddler was able to
play a role in determining an ethical stance concerning consent processes. Here she
determines when the interview will end by waving goodbye midway through our dialogue:
Zoe:

Bye [waves to Jayne].

Jayne:

…Did you say “Goodbye”? … Have you had enough? …Do you think I
should go home now?

Zoe:

Yeah…[Zoe takes her mother’s hand and leads her out the door to the
main playroom. Interview ends. ] [Parent 1 Interview 5: 580583]

Similarly, the toddlers’ presence played an important role in seeking permission to
use footage or attend further meetings which, although not able to prove a categorical
“yes” or “no”, portrays my commitment to goodwill and informed participation. The
following dialogue took place as we were planning for the focus group interview:
Lynette: Any pizza is fine. I wouldn’t go to too much bother.
Zoe:

Dop dap dap /dap [hits herself on the head with her right hand].

Lynette: Bap Bap. Are you going to come along? ...
Jayne:

Wanna come and have tea on Thursday night?
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Zoe:

[nods] [Parent Interview 5: 629634]

While I can never be certain that I interpreted their language as the key toddler
intended (such was our adult challenge in this research), I contend that their involvement
in the interviews represents an ethical response, providing them with the opportunity to
contribute to their own authorship, exercise the right not to participate, and to understand
the research process in which they played a central role (with the support and advocacy of
a parent who knew them better than me). It was to these adults that I turned in making
some of the final ethical decisions regarding use of pseudonym and representation of
results (see 4.4.2.4).

4.5.3 Focus group interview
A focus group interview was held at the end of the filming phase where participants were
brought together to hear the pointofview of others and, in doing so, have the opportunity
to agree or disagree with one another as a further level of interpretation (Genishi, Ryan,
Ochnsner, & Yarnal, 2001; Stewart & Shamdasani, 1990; White, 2003). This interview
took place on Thursday 1 May between 6:00 and 7:00 pm and was attended by the key
toddler, her parents, the key teacher and myself. Participants were invited to respond to a
set of questions about metaphoricity which were provided in advance (see Appendix H
for participant focus group invitation letter). The focus group interview was videotaped,
using a tripod set up in the corner of the room, and transcribed. As it was the only
interview that the key toddler’s father attended, the focus group interview served the
additional purpose of creating a forum for listening to his pointofview, which offered
considerable surplus to our authorship.
Despite my best intentions to steer the conversation in accordance with my pre
planned questions, the key participants mostly pursued their own interests at this meeting.
Parents took the opportunity to address issues to the key teacher as a representative of the
centre while the key teacher was concerned with upholding the centre reputation. I wrote
in my diary immediately afterwards:
I feel as if metaphoricity has got lost, hidden in a sea of sometimes overwhelming,
unresolved, issues and which this study has inadvertently brought to a head…I kept
thinking “but what about metaphoricity?” I was gobsmacked when, towards the
end of the interview Mark said “what’s a metaphor anyway?” I began to wonder if
I had been dreaming this whole study! [Researcher diary: 1 May 2008].

At the time I saw most of the discussion as an unhelpful distraction, since it did not
seem to fit with my research agenda. It was only later that I came to recognise important
data that shed light on the heteroglossic nature of noticing and recognising metaphoricity.
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I now see that this, and other seemingly ‘unrelated’ dialogue, represents dialogic activity
at its keenest, since it reveals more about the ideologic horizon within which each
participant operates and, as such, represents their surplus.

4.5.3.1 Member checking
Transcripts were offered back to individual adult participants within a five day period
following reprobing and focus group interviews. Participants were given a one week
turnaround to make any adjustments to their dialogue. At the completion of the fieldwork
I invited key participants to additional individual interviews with me in order to go
through a draft of preliminary findings (which I had provided for them in advance),
supported by associated footage. Only the key teacher and one key parent were able to
attend this interview, in early June, so I invited the others to provide written feedback to
me by the end of July 2008 based on any amendments they wished to make to their own
contributions. I also provided the centre supervisor with a copy of the draft results during
this time, primarily as a courtesy since her dialogue had featured throughout my journal
notes. Apart from a few minor alterations to dialogue that I had misheard (due to
difficulty hearing voices amidst the noise in the wider centre context), no changes were
generated out of this process except that the centre supervisor expressed her wish not to
have the centre named (as discussed in 4.5.3.1).
During these facetoface interviews I generated further valuable data as the
participants talked more about their interpretive experiences with the benefit of hindsight
and with the prompting of the draft notes. Participants also had the opportunity to make
any changes to my codings about discussion style (see 4.7) since the grids were also
available for participants to view. No changes were made at this time but I contend that
the process of making the analysis process transparent offered a form of validity in itself.
Matusov (2009a) suggests that this form of validation is important in dialogic research,
and views it as another layer of analysis that can contribute greatly to pointofview. I also
consider this approach to be an appropriate means of further honouring the participant
loophole, which invites participants to alter their original interpretations if they wish.
A further means of member checking took place during July when I had selected final
video footage excerpts to include in the thesis. As an additional courtesy to all children and
adults (including teachers) who featured in the chosen footage, I spent a week in the centre
showing footage, explaining its relevance to the study, and seeking consent for its inclusion
(see Appendix I). As one of the children had since gone to school, three teachers had left
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and another child was on holiday – this included a lengthy process of telephone calls,
emails and facetoface meetings outside of the centre over subsequent weeks.

4.5.4 Researcher journal
As Linell (1998) points out, it is important to capture details about the context in dialogic
research and so I kept researcher journal notes throughout the fieldwork period. These
notes captured daily events and conversations, as well as archived and current records (i.e.
secondary genres) as a means of finding out more about the heteroglossic arena in which
our interpretations were located. I wrote several analytic memos as a result of these notes,
which played an important role in drawing and redrawing my attention to the discourses
at play in the investigation, and generating results that considered the complexity around
the acts as well as the acts themselves.
Prior to actual filming I spent a day familiarising myself with the centre and
providing an opportunity for the children to ask questions about what I was doing and
why. During this time I took notes, asked questions about routines and rituals, and
introduced the headgear to the children. During filming and interview phases of the
project I also took notes when I was in the centre and when I attended four threehour
staff meetings and one Trikeathon.27 The researcher field notes I took during this time
focused my interpretive gaze on capturing the complexity of the dialogic field.

4.6 Selecting a site
In selecting a potential site for this research I recognised the rich opportunities offered by
early childhood education services for toddlers. As a heteroglossic space, education and
care centres provide an ideal opportunity to explore language across and between multiple
players who draw from diverse language contexts. Not only do they present a rich arena
for dialogue, but education and care centres are typically required to engage in assessment
activity, which was the intended context for my investigation.
As the methodological approach to this research did not seek to create generic truths
across all early childhood education services, children, or teachers, I determined that there
was no need to involve multiple sites or subjects. Rather, I considered that immersion in a
single site, and an intense dialogic experience with one teacher, toddler(s) and their

27

A Trikeathon is a community event in which children bring their wheeltoys (i.e. tricyles and bicycles) to the centre
outofhours and ride a circuit. Each child is sponsored by members of their family who cheer them on from the
sidelines. The event typically includes food and bestowals of treats for the children. In the context of the centre in this
study, the Trikeathon is an annual event and seen as a tradition in the centre (as well as a means of raising funds).
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parent(s) would be the best way of addressing data in an indepth manner. The complex
nature of the topic at hand, coupled with the challenging methods selected, reinforced my
decision to deeply linger in one research context whilst recognising that one context does
not necessarily represent one pointofview, as I had discovered in previous research
activity (White, 2003). Similarly Markova and Linell (1996) suggest that dialogic
research is most effective when the same participants are studied within different activity
contexts. This approach provided me with a way of exploring the interpretations of
participants as significant people inside the life of the toddler.

My emphasis was

therefore placed on depth of encounter rather than breadth of participant numbers or sites.

4.6.1 Seeking and gaining participation
The education and care setting was selected based on their registration of interest in
November 2007, in response to criteria which largely related to the potential teacher
participant. An invitation via a local professional development newsletter was sent to all
licensed and chartered early childhood education settings in the wider region (Appendix
J), outlining specific criteria for selection which included an assurance that the key
teacher knew at least two toddlers well, having spent a minimum of three months (with at
least 18 hours a week) with them in the centre prior to the research date. The key teacher
was also required to hold a Diploma of Teaching (ECE) or degree qualification, and
Teacher Registration according to New Zealand Teachers Council requirements. I asked
for a key teacher who had a working knowledge of current assessment practices in
relation to ‘notice, recognise and respond’, as presented in Kei Tua o Te Pae: The Early
Childhood Exemplars (then only available in Books 18, Ministry of Education, 2004). A
final criterion for selection was that the key teacher could commit to spending several
hours in discussion with me about their interpretations. This meant that centre
management needed to be supportive of the project and willing to allow the key teacher to
use her nonteaching time for the majority of our discussions. These criteria were seen as
desirable professional requirements of early childhood teachers at the time of
investigation, and comprise part of the heteroglossic arena for this research.
Out of four centres that responded to my invitation to participate in the project, only
one met the specific criteria, so no further selection processes were required. Following
email correspondence I attended an initial meeting with the key teacher and Centre
Supervisor in December 2007 where information letters and consent forms were provided
to management, the key teacher (see Appendices K & L). At the invitation of the pilot
centre key teacher and centre management, I was able to offer the participants the
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opportunity to telephone the pilot centre if they wanted to find out firsthand what was
involved in the project and its likely imposition on the centre. Not only did this support
informed consent, but also offered the participants an additional opportunity to change
their minds about their participation prior to the commencement of fieldwork.
At the invitation of centre management, I attended a second meeting at the centre
with the teaching team of seven staff and one licensee in midDecember 2007. I showed a
Powerpoint presentation of the research design and invited questions. At this time I
provided an invitation and consent letter for the key toddlers’ families (Appendix M) and
all other children and adults in the setting (Appendix N). I visited the setting on a third
occasion during late December to collect consent forms and to finalise plans for my entry
into the setting in February 2008. This included allocation of a staff locker at the
instigation of the supervisor and a space in the staff room to set up equipment. I
considered myself welcomed into the team.
By the end of 2007 almost all families, teachers, and management had agreed to be
involved in the study and the key teacher reported that she was “excited” about the project
ahead in the new year. Early in February I received the final consent forms from all
families who were enrolled at the time. During the course of filming another family
started at the centre who were also invited to provide consent, which they did readily.
4.6.2 Dilemmas of deidentification
I faced an additional challenge in the use of video footage which, by its nature, could not
provide anonymity or confidentiality for any of the participants. While this was stated in
the original consent documentation and agreed to at the time, I asked participants to
reserve their final decision about whether they wanted to be identified by real name in the
text until they had seen how the data would be employed (carried out during member
checking explained in 4.5.3.1). During a memberchecking interview the key teacher re
emphasised her stance that she wanted to be identified by her first name, saying “I’m not
ashamed of anything I’ve said or done. I don’t want to be anonymous. This is my point
ofview and I stand by it”.
This message was echoed by key parents during memberchecking interviews and
written feedback, upholding their decision that they wanted themselves and their toddler
to be identified by their first names. Having conveyed this stance, I resolved to honour it
by retaining first names but ensuring that every piece of footage and every interview
excerpt was reapproved by all participants who were visually identifiable in the thesis (as
discussed in 4.5.3.1). Once they had viewed the selected footage and agreed to its
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inclusion in the thesis, management decided they did not wish the education and care
setting to be named and I have honoured their wishes throughout the text, endeavouring to
remove any identifying features in my description of the centre context.
4.6.3 The education and care context
The study takes place in a licensed, chartered mixedage education and care centre in New
Zealand. The centre caters for 35 children at any one time (aged 4 months to 5 years, with
under two year olds making up 50% of fulltime equivalent placements) who attend on a
fulltime or parttime basis. The service enjoys ongoing popularity in the community to the
extent that potential parents place their baby’s name on the waiting list at conception so that
their child might have the opportunity to attend. The centre is located next to an institution
that provides childcare for employees and people within the wider community.
The centre was initially established for children in the adjoining institution in 1985
but subsequently expanded to include the wider community. At the commencement of the
study the centre was fully staffed, and on track to meet the demands of the Early
Childhood Strategic Plan (Ministry of Education, 2002). The centre had a proud
reputation in the wider community, supported by a history of positive Education Review
Office reports. The most recent report, written two years prior to fieldwork, stated that
“evidence of the benefits for children in having trained and registered early childhood
educators are shown through interactions, learning environment and teacher reflection”
[Education Review Office]. I felt privileged to be conducting my study in a centre of such
high calibre and reputation, somewhat naively believing that optimum structural
components (including ratios over minimum requirements28), the involvement of a fully
qualified “person who holds a recognized qualification” (Ministry of Education, 2002),
stable staffing, and paid noncontact time (which Mitchell, Royal Tangaere, Mara and
Wylie (2008) suggest is a working condition associated with higher levels of assessment),
would provide optimum conditions for dialogic inquiry.
Two weeks after filming commenced, however, two staff gave notice of their
resignation, one to move to another city and the other to teach in a kindergarten. This
marked a shift in the centre environment, not least because it created additional workloads
for remaining staff. By the end of that period one teacher had been replaced by a third
year degreequalified student. However, by this stage a third resignation had been
received (by one of the diplomaqualified teachers) which came into effect in midMay.
28

Mitchell & Brooking (2007) suggest that ratio requirements in NZ are currently unacceptable – with the highest
impact level at age two years.
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As a result of these changes, I ended the videoing phase earlier than anticipated, since I
recognised the significant impact of staff turnover on assessment practice based on studies
that were published at the time (Mitchell & Brooking, 2007; Stuart, et al., 2008) and did
not want to add any undue pressure (see Appendix O for a summary of staffing and
qualifications at the centre during this period).
4.6.4 Introducing the participants
The design of this study necessitated quite specific criteria in the selection of key
participants (described above) who would fulfil the role of hero and authors for the study.
While I, in keeping with Bakhtinian philosophy, did not dismiss the significance of the
wider context, I determined that an indepth investigation of this nature would require a
focus on the individual toddler. I recognised the potential critique that singling one child out
from the centre could provoke in the New Zealand early childhood education community,
in light of the contemporary emphasis on collectivity and community (Edwards, 2009;
Hedges, 2008; Jordan, 2003), yet I maintained this stance based on Bakhtin’s emphasis on
the necessary ‘outsidedness’ of the individual in aesthetic endeavour. I was also influenced
by Cohen and Uhry’s (2007) contention that the individual within a group warrants
attention in dialogic research. Hicks (2002) highlights this tension in her dialogic research
working with individual children in an educational setting, arguing that the child does not
merely reflect the cultural situation(s) they find themselves in:
Particularly as children leave the intimacy of home and family, the constitution of
identity from other subject locations can be limiting or damaging. Even within
families, such painful “bestowals” of subjectivity can occur. However, Bakhtin’s
work at least foregrounds the ways in which relations with others create the
possibility for individualism (p. 148).

The central characters participating in this study were the key toddler (as hero), the
key teacher, and the key parents of the toddler and myself (as authors). Each is introduced
below:
4.6.4.1 Key teacher
The key teacher in this study was named Alicia. A New Zealand Māori, in her late thirties
with a Diploma in Teaching (ECE), Alicia had thirteen years’ experience as a teacher (all
completed in this setting) with a two year break in the middle to work in a fast food chain.
Having begun her early childhood career as an untrained ‘worker’, Alicia studied towards
her qualification over four years, followed by a two year Teacher Registration process
which she had completed just before the commencement of the study. The centre
supervisor and management spoke highly of Alicia, stating at one point in the
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appointment process of new staff: “We wish we could just ‘bottle’ Alicia”. Both women
had benefited from Alicia’s skills in the care and education of their own son and grandson
respectively, and had lured her back into the centre from her two year break because they
believed she possessed the necessary qualities to fulfil the role of Assistant Supervisor, a
role she subsequently accepted.
I initially experienced some anxiety regarding Alicia’s central role in the study
based on her status as tangata whenua, that is, indigenous Māori. On the advice of my
supervisor I approached the Victoria University Ethics Committee (which had provided
secondary, local New Zealand, consent for the project) to seek counsel on how I should
proceed. Their response was in keeping with Tolich (2002) who highlights the additional
considerations for Pākehā researchers working with Māori participants in New Zealand,
in response to their obligations to Te Tiriti o Waitangi.29 He suggests that Pākehā
researchers working with a general population set (as was the case in this study) – rather
than excluding Māori participants who wish to be involved – need to ensure that their
inclusion is underpinned by an endorsement of the principles of Te Tiriti o Waitangi in
research practice. It was my contention that the dialogic approaches offered by Bakhtin
(and neoBakhtinians) responded to these principles, as the following table suggests:
Table 4.1: A Pākehā researcher’s response to Te Tiriti obligations
Te Tiriti principle

Research response in this study

Kawanatanga
(governorship and
democratic
leadership)

Alicia, as the key teacher, had the opportunity to a) amend any design features of
the project that she was uncomfortable with; b) approach and select participants
based on a set of criteria; c) decide when filming would, or would not, take
place; d) determine when interviews would be held, and their duration. In
addition I sought the external advice of an indigenous Māori Advisor, Amiria
O’Malley, who guided my use of Māori knowledge in this thesis.

Tino rangatiritanga
(mutual recognition
of Treaty and shared
decisionmaking)

Opportunities to alter any contributions were given following each interview and
during a memberchecking interview; A shared focus group meeting gave
participants an opportunity to hear one another’s perspectives, and amend
interpretations if needed. Alicia had the opportunity to select a pseudonym,
which she chose not to do.

Oritetanga
(equitable
opportunity)

Participation was invited in a general way (that is, through emails to all early
childhood education services across the region) so there was no pressure to
participate. Responses were based on genuine interest in the topic. Alicia
emphasised her interest in metaphoricity from the outset, and had spoken with the
individuals at the pilot study centre (one of which was a relation) before
committing to the study. The emphasis on oral forms of communication in this
study was seen as closely aligned to Māori styles of communication (that is, kanohi
kia kanohi or face to face). A focus on metaphors is also endorsed, as a culturally
appropriate way of communicating, by Māori researchers (Bishop & Glynn, 1999).

29

Te Tiriti o Waitangi is an agreement signed between Māori and the crown. One of the implications of this agreement is
that research involving Māori should ensure that participants are “involved in the design, delivery, management and
monitoring of the research process” (Jahnke & Taiapa, 1999, 2001, in Tolich, 2002, p. 172).
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At the commencement of this study Alicia continued to fulfil the role of Assistant
Supervisor. Over the course of her early childhood education career she had engaged in a
number of professional development opportunities (one of which I had facilitated the
previous year) and saw her involvement in the present study as yet another chance to
extend her professional knowledge. Alicia had also been a student at the institution where
I work and had participated in an undergraduate action research course I had taught five
years earlier, so we had an established professional relationship at the outset of this study.
Writing from a Hungarian orphanage, Tardos (2007) stresses the importance for
young children in having their “own” caregiver and not switching children between
different adults in institutionalised settings. Similarly Elliot (2007, p. 4) endorses primary
caregiving as a desirable system where “each person looks after the same infants over an
extended period of time and is the main person to feed, change and put to sleep the infants
in her care. Optimally she might care for the same infants for more than two years. This
idea has been upheld in New Zealand early childhood education as a means of promoting
more indepth relationships that support learning for infants and toddlers (see, for
example Rockel, 2003). Alicia and her colleagues, however, did not share this view.
Instead they adopted a “whānau30 structure” as endorsed in New Zealand’s Desirable
Objectives and Practices (Ministry of Education, 1998a) which these teachers interpreted
as a need for all teachers to get to know all children, including infants and toddlers in a
mixed age setting that sets out to duplicate whānau structures akin to the notion of
extended family.
As a result of this interpretation, each teacher took rotated responsibility for the
portfolio entries of a selected (mixedage) group of children every 68 weeks, but the
actual care and education of each child was seen as a collective task. Staff rosters were
managed so that every teacher (ideally) had the opportunity to work closely with each
child and their family throughout the day. For the purposes of the study, however, the key
teacher arranged to take responsibility for the portfolio of the key toddlers one month
prior to the commencement of data generation and maintained this role for the filming
period, February to May 2008. As a result, she held primary assessment responsibility for
the key toddlers in this study for a total period of five months which, I later discovered,
played a significant role in her assessment relationship with the toddlers.

30

Whānau is a NZ Māori term which refers to a family structure – typically well beyond nuclear family structures – that
includes extended family who share emotional ties to one another.
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4.6.4.2 Key toddler(s)
As discussed in Chapter 1, I interpret the notion of a ‘toddler’ as a significant and unique
period within the human life span, ranging from the first physical steps of an infant to the
child’s entry into adult linguistic systems. The criterion for toddler selection was based on
age (as close as possible to 18 months in February 2008) and length of time in the setting.
Eighteen months was seen as a desirable age given the suggestions of some researchers
that children of this age may be capable of metaphoric acts, and the counter argument by
others that they are not (as outlined in Chapter 2). I was also keen to focus on toddlers
because of recent claims by teachers that the interpretation of toddler learning was
challenging within contemporary early childhood education assessment discourse (Stuart,
et al., 2008). I determined that an ideal age of 18 months, at the outset of the study, would
best represent the toddler experience.
Two key toddlers were selected, to avoid unnecessary delays in the research process
if one was uncomfortable with the camera or was, for some reason, otherwise unavailable.
A 17 month old, Zoe, was the closest to the age criterion and the toddler who had the
longest attendance in the centre (having already spent one year in the centre, and
consistently attending four full days a week). She accepted the role of key toddler through
her parents’ consent as well as her own willingness to participate (as discussed in 4.5.1.3
& 4.5.2.4). Jayden, age 20 months, was the next closest in age and therefore acted as
backup key toddler. Two video sessions were taken with Jayden, at age 23 months,
during a week in March when Zoe and her family went on holiday. These are considered
part of the data set.

4.6.4.3 Key parent(s)
The involvement of key parents as participants in the study grew out of my awareness,
during the pilot investigation, of the importance of parents in the interpretation of
metaphoricity. The role of parents in written assessment is also signalled through
contemporary assessment discourse (Ministry of Education, 2004) although Stuart, et al.
(2008) highlight the variability of family engagement in assessment practice across
contemporary New Zealand early childhood education settings.
There were no additional selection criteria for the parents of the key toddlers, apart
from their willingness to allow their toddler to participate, to interpret footage and attend
interviews. Zoe’s mother, Lynette, played a critical role in the study, attending all
interviews around her busy work schedule as a business analyst. Zoe’s father, Mark, did
not attend the reprobing interviews due to work commitments but was able to attend the
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focus group interview. Jayden’s mother, Kirstin, who worked part time in an
administrative role, attended one reprobing interview.
The following table summarises the details of the key toddlers and their families:
Table 4.2: Details of key toddlers and families
Name

Gender

Ethnicity

Date of
birth

Age as
at 1
Feb 08

Hours in
the centre
per week

Occupation
of parent(s)

Household
composition

Zoe

Female

NZ European

20.07.06

17
months

40

Dad – builder
Mum –
business
analyst

Two parent
family, no
siblings

Jayden

Male

Fijian/Papua
New
Guinea/European

18.04.06

20
months

20

Mum – sales
representative

Single parent
living with
extended
family and
alternate
arrangements
with paternal
family

4.6.4.4 The researcher
As well as the technical tasks of managing video equipment and interviewing the
participants, I fulfilled a participant role in the research. Dialogic research is described by
Frank (2005, p. 973) as “both empirical – understanding observational relationships as
fully interactive and reactive – and ethical” because the researcher (as ultimate author of
the research) recognises her own potential to monologise the voices of participants. Hence
research of this nature incorporates the researcher as part of the process, acknowledging
her role in altering the experience of participants through her own actions (and, in doing
so, being altered herself). Moreover, the researcher accepts that their own meaning
making is interanimated by the mutual effects of participant and researcher in these
dialogic “sites of struggle” (Frank, 2005, p. 971). The researcher therefore seeks to ensure
that their own dialogic struggles are manifest in the text.
An ethically necessary approach to the researcher’s role within dialogic research is
one of participant rather than onlooker. Mabin (2006, p. 16) describes the complexity of
this role in her dialogic study as “doublepositioning manoeuvres” based on her necessary
shifts between active and passive participation during fieldwork. I straddled these dual
positions by taking the role of passive participant observer within daily centre life during
filming and note taking, and active participant during reprobing interviews, informal
dialogue, and analysis that took place inside and outside of the centre. I found it was not
easy to create this distinction within the centre but I did attempt to achieve passivity
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during filming by avoiding eye contact, standing up to film where possible, and generally
maintaining a low profile in the centre environment.
Despite my best efforts, I still encountered numerous questions from the older
children such as “Did you sleep here the night?” and repeated requests such as “Can I
have a turn of the camera?” I answered them all politely and invited the teachers to
discuss answers with the children where appropriate. Outside of filming sessions I spent
time talking with the older children about video cameras, which they were particularly
interested in, and supported them to take some film of their own by providing a fourth
camera for them to use. This camera was also available for children to use, on a tripod,
when I was filming. I found this acted to normalise the research process so that children
were less focussed on what I was doing during filming, as they engaged in some filming
of their own. Teachers further supported my approach through their centre planning (see
Figure 6.5).
As an active participant during reprobing interviews I took a more prominent role
by entering into discussion with the teacher, parent(s) and toddler(s) as they authored the
metaphoric acts viewed on the splitscreen images. I also took an authorship role in data
analysis and presentation of the results (discussed in 4.7). In taking this dual approach I
recognised I was a participant in dialogic endeavour but held ultimate authorship of this
thesis and, as such, maintained an authorial perspective in the final analysis. Bingham and
Sidorkin (2001) describe this positioning as an aesthetic tension between authorship and
autonomy which is necessary for the creation of meaning within the dialogic relationship.
My challenge was to generate data describing the metaphoric acts of the toddler(s)
through the interpretive eyes of each participant, without allowing my voice to subsume
this representation and, in doing so, violate the very tenets of dialogism. This proved to be
a complex and deeply reflexive task – one that never left me at any stage of the research
process.
My role as researcherparticipant required constant ethical vigilance to ensure that I
upheld the tenets of dialogism. In doing so, I was reminded to avoid a weighty emphasis
on knowledge to the detriment of morality in my quest for metaphoricity (Carroll, 1974,
see also PDP). I understand this to mean that I should try to allow participants to speak for
themselves, in their own way, rather than try to ‘fit’ my own research agenda. My claims,
therefore, are less concerned with getting to the heart of toddler metaphoricity per se than
truthfully representing the dialogic struggles of those who try to make sense of it. As
such, I play a stenographerlike role, as Dostoevsky portrays in the following fictitious
court scene:
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I will say beforehand, and say emphatically, that I am far from considering
myself capable of recounting all that took place in court, not only with the proper
fullness, but even in the proper order….I shall do what I can, and my readers will
see for themselves that I have done all I could. (Dostoevsky, 1990, p. 656)

Following the example of Dostoevsky I worked with participants to ensure that
each pointofview had a place within the text, or through visual means. However, as
the study progressed, I also recognised that my efforts not to commit monologic acts
were fundamentally compromised by my obligations as a doctoral student to generate
claims. Thus, what is described in my approach to data analysis and presentation of
results is offered as “open and honest surplus, dialogically revealed by another person, a
surplus expressed by the addressed and not by the secondhand word” (PDP, p. 299) and
interpreted within the realms of what could (and could not) be noticed and recognised
by participants (and, indeed, the reader as the consumer of this thesis).

4.7 Approach to data analysis
Data analysis took place in five phases so that I was able to fully exploit utterance as the
unit of analysis through pointofview, and genre as an analysing category which
allowed me to address the research questions. Heeding the warnings of video
ethnographers (see, for example Pink, 2007) I tentatively explored a range of possible
software programmes to assist me in managing the vast amount of data I generated
throughout this process. I considered Snapper to be the most appropriate choice for this
study based on its central function of working with large amounts of moving video
footage over periods of time where performance is analysed (Webbsoft, 2005, 2007).
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The five steps in to data analysis are presented in Fig 4.5 below:

Figure 4.5: Steps in data analysis

Step 5: Selected footage and
interpretations
were generated based on
analysis; and checked with
participants

Step 4: Play lists and grids
were generated in Snapper
following completion of data
entry

Step 3: Researcher analysis of
discussion styles
based on reprobing interview
data entered into Snapper

Step 2: Participant
interpretations (including
codings and interview
transcripts)
were entered into Snapper
following interviews
Step 1: Participants coded
their own interpretations before
and during videoed reprobing
interviews

4.7.1 Coding
My decision to code utterance as a central tool for data analysis was accompanied by my
recognition of the necessarily reflexive nature of this approach within dialogic
methodology versus the importance of generating a set of criteria which would be
necessary to the complex task at hand. The pilot study proved to be a useful, but by no
means final way of achieving a set of criteria and operational definitions since participants
were encouraged to add or adapt the initial criteria offered as they evolved in their
personal viewing or through discussion in the reprobing interview. In developing this
approach I concur with Markova and Linell (1996) who argue that coding in non
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traditional research projects is an appropriate means of analysing dialogic interactions
provided that the interactions themselves are not treated in an individual or isolated
fashion. They emphasise the importance of genre as a category for capturing the
complexity within actactivity interdependencies since they are coconstitutive of one
another and should not therefore be separated in coding analysis. They further advocate
for this kind of analysis within “fairly homogenous corpuses of data” (p. 366) such as the
same people engaged in different activities, as was the case in this study.
The benefits of coding were twofold. By managing a complex set of data, the
criteria enabled me to respond to the first of my research subquestions “Within what
language genres are metaphors more likely to be noticed, recognised, by whom and for
what reasons?” and “What is the potential impact of such recognition or non
recognition?” by foregrounding a) the discussion itself; b) the type of discussion; and c)
the style of evaluation employed by participants. Figure 4.6 portrays the categories that
emerged as a result of this analysis.

Figure 4.6: Coding matrix
Discussion between
participants (in making
assessments of genre)
Startstop

Type (of
discussion)
Agree
Disagree
Acquiese
Resist
Block
Professionalise
Other

Style (of
evaluation)
*Problematise
*Finalize
*Inquiry
*Surprise
*Uncertainty
Other

Approach
*Objectivise
*Subjectivise
Both

Comments by
researcher about
this discussion
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Through this means I was able to identify participant noticing and recognising of
metaphoricity (see operational definitions for genre criteria in Appendix P) and illuminate
the ways in which participants went about making their claims through discussion criteria
(see operational definitions for discussion criteria in Appendix Q). I considered both
essential within a dialogic investigation. Working within Snapper it was then possible to
generate quantitative data comprising how many times each form and its content were
noticed by participants and/or recognised (with links to footage in which it was noticed)
and the discussion style employed in participant dialogue as interpretations were shared in
reprobing interviews. I was then able to compare and contrast the perspectives of each
participant, and to draw on additional contextual information to build up an overall
picture of distinctive genre clusters and their distinguishing characteristics (i.e. form,
content and discussion styles), as presented in Chapter 5. A feature of the programme
which allowed immediate access to specific video footage (without forwarding or
rewinding) enabled ease of movement between data, codes, grids and play lists (an
example of analysis in Snapper is offered in Appendix R).
A limitation in the criteria I established was the fact that only one form could be
coded at any one time within Snapper, whereas participants recognised that several
discreet forms could be used in concert to convey one meaning (i.e. content). The
following dialogue highlights this point:
Alicia:

… likes she’s done three things there – she used the verbal, words/

Jayne:

For what purpose?

Alicia:

She’s explaining that it’s raining, she’s pointing and she’s also observing,
she’s looking at the rain, back at myself, at the rain again. I think she’s
inviting me as well and she was doing the facial gesture.

Jayne:

And she was doing that to … invite….did you say?

Alicia:

Yes but she’s not just doing one thing, she’s doing three or four things at
the same time. [Teacher Interview 6: 538545]

My experience with Snapper therefore supports the claims of Coffey, Renold,
Dicks, Soyinka and Mason (2006, p. 16) who suggest that “while some software packages
now enable visual data to be included in the dataset, there remains little scope to integrate
across data types within an interpretative analysis”. Although Snapper did allow me to
integrate interview data and footage, analysed in a variety of ways, the 2008 edition of the
programme I was working with could not combine codes into clusters.
I resolved this issue by coding all forms that were identified by participants – even
if they occurred simultaneously. I then coded all footage that was linked to a particular
discussion criterion. I was able to generate different clusters of genres based on their
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treatment by participants in coding and discussion. For example, in discussions around
activitybased genres (which I called insideout genres), the teacher or I would sometimes
adopt a professionalised style of communication whereas in genres that were derived
from home (which I have called outsidein genres) it was the parent who took a finalising
approach. Although I checked my interpretations of discussions with participants during
memberchecking interviews, I recognise that I assumed an authoritative stance during
this phase of analysis and acknowledge the ultimate claims of this thesis as my own – an
authorial prerogative that I uphold in the final analysis. In doing so I exerted my authorial
prerogative as ultimate author of this thesis.
In bringing together episodes of identified metaphoric acts where clusters of form
were used to convey one central or contested meaning (content), their complexity was not
lost to the analysis process. Not withstanding the significance of this clustering, however,
the initial focus on discreet form and content provided an entry point for the participants
to discuss their pointsofview around metaphoricity. As Junefelt (2007a, p. 104) explains
“…it is not the utterance types per se that are important in this respect but rather the way
they shape or are part of two lines of dialogue” that should be given attention in dialogic
research. I have attempted to uphold this premise in the presentation of results that follow
this chapter.
Although Snapper, and the associated criteria developed, provided a means of
generating quantitative data and facilitating ready access to associated footage with
interview transcripts which enabled me to respond to the initial questions I had posed, it
could not provide the means by which I could richly respond to the overall research
question which asks “What is the impact of the heteroglot on noticing and recognising
within the context of contemporary assessment activity?”.
In order to do this I returned to Bakhtin’s polyphonic entreaty (a concept outlined in
3.2.7) in an effort to portray the research findings as pointofview. Drawing on the coded
footage, now analysed into clusters of genres, I added relevant interview transcripts,
journal notes and secondary genres such as artefacts, newsletters, and planning records. I
excavated these for internally persuasive and authoritative discourses at play in the
process of noticing and recognising metaphor, since there were ample clues provided in
the data generated. These are presented in Chapter 6.

4.8 Issues of validity
Because dialogic research does not seek to bring the participants to a teleologic
conclusion or suggest that intersubjectivity can or should be achieved as a result, the reader
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is left to draw their own meaning, or value, from the text (Frank, 2005). Hirschkop (1990)
suggests that validity is always linked to the community from whence the issue/argument
arose. The specific focus of dialogue, in this case metaphoricity, therefore looks for the truth
of the intersubjective condition rather than the truth of one participant or researcher over
another. Hence validity in dialogic research is what is validated by the community
(including the reader) rather than what is universally ‘true’, as Bakhtin explains:
The ‘truth’ at which the hero must and indeed ultimately does arrive through
clarifying the events to himself, can essentially be for Dostoevsky only the truth of
the hero’s own consciousness. It cannot be neutral towards his selfconsciousness.
In the mouth of another person, a word, or a definition identical in content would
take on another meaning and tone, and would no longer be the truth. (PDP, p. 55)

Sullivan and McCarthy (2005, p. 633) suggest that validity in dialogic research is
also concerned with the extent to which participants benefit from the process, the creation
of dialogue between participants, the engagement of the researcher, and the employment
of a polyphonic style which enables characters to react to one another by “creating the
capacity for a continual counterresponse from the other”. In responding to the research
questions that have been posed, the response would therefore be “and what did the
participants think?” and “as a consumer of this research based on the information laid
before you and your own heteroglot, what do you think?”. Hence the validity of dialogic
research rests in the researcher’s ability to allow voices to stay in play, to interanimate one
another without subsuming individuals, and to richly represent diverse perspectives
through dialogue as portrayed by the participants.
The research design of the present study provides a rich basis for the consumer of
this research (the reader) to judge whether metaphoric acts are, indeed, able to offer
insights into the world of the 18 month old child. It is therefore the reader of this thesis
who ultimately decides the extent to which this research is, or is not, valid.

4.9 Summary
Throughout this chapter I have revealed the methods employed in this dialogic endeavour,
and introduced the heroes and authors as key participants in a contemporary context of
New Zealand early childhood education assessment. I have highlighted the complexities
of research involving very young children and explained the ways I responded to these
and other challenges with dialogic intent.
In responding to the central tenets of dialogic research, I have highlighted the fact
that an inherently ethical approach was called for. Through extended relationships with
the participants – encompassing much more than initial data ‘collection’ to a longer term
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of evaluating, reevaluating, checking, rechecking – and by positioning myself as a
participant too, I found that I was more easily able to uphold the tenets of dialogism
throughout this study. In doing so, I was freed up to explore issues by continuously
balancing the rights of individual participants to speak for themselves in relationship with
the overarching topic of investigation and my inevitable role as a doctoral student (and all
its accountabilities) tasked with this scholarship endeavour. Whilst particularly
challenging in work with toddlers, I contend that the effort was far outweighed by the
depth of dialogic encounter, which brought richness to the data as a result.
In the chapters that follow I present the results of this dialogic quest, in line with the
research questions I have posed, and the pointsofview expressed by participants through
discussion and video footage/stills as polyphonic portrayal of the metaphoric act. Chapter
5 begins by providing an overview of what could be noticed and recognised, and by
whom, during the course of our dialogic inquiry. I then present five clusters of genres,
alongside discussion of their metaphoric impact on participants, arguing for metaphoricity
as a combination of strategic orientation and its interpreted impact on another and a
consideration of what this offered to our authorship of the toddlers (and, ultimately, of
ourselves).
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Chapter 5: Noticing and recognising metaphoricity
In this chapter I explore the extent to which adults were able to notice and recognise
toddler language as metaphoric by paying attention to the genres in which metaphoric acts
were, or were not, seen by each participant. I argue that each cluster, depending on the
interpretations given by participants, has the potential to be metaphoric. However, this
potential is only recognised when genres are encountered aesthetically and embrace the
toddler as subjective ‘other’, made possible when adults are able to embrace a degree of
uncertainty or surprise in their interpretations in dialogue with others.
Five clusters of genres emerging out of my analysis of discussion around footage
are presented. These genres were generated as a result of polyphonic participant
interpretations and discussion styles, as discussed in the previous chapter.

Patterns

emerged in relation to what genre metaphors were or were not noticed accordingly.
Curriculumbased, activityfocussed genres which I have called Insideout and, to a lesser
extent, Symbolic Play, were privileged in the early childhood education context yet
represented only a portion of the potential genres at our disposal for generating meaning.
Other genres, such as those I have called Freeform and Intimacy, were largely
overlooked or ignored, yet when raised in discussion, offered the greatest potential for
metaphoricity since they generated a higher degree of uncertainty. Still others, drawing
from the toddlers’ home experiences, and which I have called Outsidein, were accessible
only through interpretation by the parent and were strongly aligned to mimicry. The
potential for each to be recognised as metaphoric was influenced by the relationship each
author held with the toddlers, the ideologies they brought to their interpretations, and the
associated potential for symbolism they considered these genres offered.
Each cluster is supported by specific examples of footage and discussion. The
reader is urged to view the DVD, alongside the text, as a fuller representation of utterance.
While the visual surplus offered through teacher and researcher, eyes can never
consummate the language efforts of the toddlers, their presence alongside toddlers
themselves represents an honest attempt to explore metaphoricity as symbolic
engagement with another and to recognise the impact of being in and outside of the
experience in assessment.
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5.1 Who saw what?
The process of watching many hours of footage over a series of months generated a great
deal of discussion between the participants. As discussed in the previous chapter,
language acts were selected by participants based on their viewing of footage, associated
coding of language forms and their content (that is, meaning), and discussion during re
probing interviews. Where incongruity or slippage between form and content occurred in
participant analysis, often with the assistance of dialogue between authors, acts were
transformed from everyday takenforgranted language to symbolic meaning. I argue that,
alternatively, where form and content represented no surprise, acts were described as
“everyday” or “routine” and were interpreted literally. As Lathy (1985, p. 78) suggests,
rhetorical slippage ignites “aesthetic fire” which I suggest is necessary to notice and
recognise metaphoricity in toddlers.
Despite my requests for each of us to look for potential metaphors by recording the
form of the metaphor, and what each of us considered its purpose to be, it was clear from
the outset that what we could see was highly influenced by the authorial surplus each
participant brought to their interpretations. These differences were underpinned by
participants’ respective ideologies (from a Bakhtinian standpoint, as discussed in Chapter
3) ranging from seeing the toddlers’ acts as a reflection of oneself; to viewing the acts in
response to a public accountability; to an outsider’s stance, which, though limited by
intimate knowledge of the toddlers, provoked increased speculation.
Thirtyseven discussions took place where there was agreement between
participants about the metaphoric genres, or where one or more of the participants
embellished their claim. An even larger number of discussions took place (44) where
there was no consensus shared, which I coded as a variety of discussion styles ranging
from noncommit to outright disagreement (see Appendix V).
The following sections outline the way each participant encountered the assessment
experience, and the associated interpretations we brought with us. I argue that these
interpretive moments represent “the fire of aesthetic value” (AA, p. 91) and therefore
provided a catalyst for participants to potentially notice and recognise more because
interpretations differed markedly and, in doing so, generated some degree of surprise or
wonderment.

5.1.1 Parent eyes: “Seeing nothing different”
The parents’ approach to analysis of genres typically involved paying attention to any
incidents that caught their eye on video, and responding to my constant inquiries about
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various language acts. When asked about her interpretations of metaphor at the first
interview, Lynette did not distinguish between the everyday things that Zoe did, and their
potential significance as metaphoric. She talked about aspects of the footage that she and
Mark had ‘noticed’ but did not position them as metaphoric – instead it was her view that
these acts were everyday things Zoe did both at home and at the centre. Lynette’s
emphasis was based on identifying the links between activities Zoe did at home and what
was viewed on the video footage:
Lynette:

I didn’t see anything different…like her words or anything like that. It’s
what we would see at home, especially with the swing eh.

Jayne:

So tell me about the swing.

Lynette:

Yeah, she generally puts her shoes on and points outdoors and goes
“wheeeee.”

Jayne:

Have you got a swing at home Zoe?

Lynette:

Yes, you have haven’t you. [Zoe looks over to baby swing in the room]
[Parent 1 Interview 1: 49]

However, by the second interview, two weeks later, Lynette was able to notice
examples from the footage that held metaphoric potential, even if she did not name them
as such. In response to my probing questions that asked her to articulate anything she had
seen that could be metaphoric, Lynette would respond “no…but this was interesting”. An
example is provided in relation to the footage, Couillon (In Freeform genres):
Lynette:

…there was an interesting part at the start [sits back down and looks at
screen, scrolls through footage] ah, here [stops scrolling] she was
obviously trying to help play with the duplo.

Jayne:

Oh yes.

Lynette:

[laughs] And that was quite…mmm…and then obviously knowing that
she had done wrong and patting her head and saying “sorry”. [Parent 1
Interview 2: 3340]

At the focus group interview Lynette explained the difficulties she had initially had
in noticing or recognising metaphor because she had never heard of the term before. This
was reinforced by Mark who said outright that the notion of metaphoricity had “passed
[him] by” [Focus group interview: 525]. Lynette reflected on the difficulties of noticing as
a result of the everyday nature of her experience with Zoe: “we’ve only ever been round
Zoe for long periods of time – where you see them growing up you don’t only see them
for an hour or two – not like days on end – so you just think that, well, that’s just what she
does” [Focus group interview: 250252]. The everyday, takenforgranted element of the
parents’ interpretations are further discussed in section 2.1 of this chapter in the context of
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outsidein genres. These were explored through discussion which led to a deeper
appreciation, as Lynette explains:
….at home you take things for granted and… you know just when we have the
discussions about the things that she does … you know … I just thought it was
normal but then, you know, it probably is normal for kids but I guess I appreciate
more the way they develop. [Parent 1 Interview 4: 419422]

For both sets of parents there was a sense of value in terms of access to footage that
showed them what went on behind the walls of the education and care setting in their
absence. The following discussion with Kirstin, who relied heavily on her sister’s
presence in the centre (as Aunty and teacher) as a means of interpreting what was
happening for Jayden, highlights the value in having the opportunity to see for herself:
Kirstin:

I found it really interesting to see what happens here for myself. I mean
I ask him but he’ll go “blah blah blah” and then I go to  whereas now
I can actually see for myself

Jayne:

Yes, and I guess even what  might interpret could be different to what
you might think. Do you think sometimes that happens?

Kirstin:

Oh yeah …sometimes  comes to me and says “what’s he saying?”
[Parent 2 Interview 1: 697702]

Similarly, Lynette explained the value she placed on teachers’ perspectives, having
the opportunity to notice and recognise significant milestones. Mark recognised this point
during the focus group interview:
Mark:

But then she said something the other day she was pointing outside
[directs thumb to outside] and saying something but I just didn’t get it
… fuck. [shakes head]

Alicia:

Oh “sandpit” that’s right/

Zoe:

/Sandpit [points outside]/

Lynette:

/Sandpit.

Jayne:

Alicia knew it.

Mark:

Yeah … I just didn’t have a clue.

Jayne:

Yeah … ‘cos you didn’t have the context.

Mark:

She’s got words she uses here we don’t know and she’s got words that
she uses at home that we understand… that’s really interesting. [Focus
group interview: 509518]

The role of teachers in conveying information to parents was viewed as very
important by the parents in this study, especially in light of the time teachers spent with
their children (for Zoe this comprised a higher percentage of her waking hours than those
spent with her parents).
The emphasis parents placed on teachers to provide information about their toddlers
was equally necessary for teachers in trying to interpret what they saw although this was
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never articulated by Alicia. However, the reciprocity of information necessary to make this
connection was not evident in discussion data. I argue that this was due to authoritative
discourses at play which served to silence any interpretations which sat outside of the
official assessment criteria and was privileged in insideout genres (see 5.2.2).

5.1.2 Teacher eyes: “Seeing the masterpiece”
The methodology for this investigation, providing a means of analysing language as genre,
appealed to Alicia as a change from what she described as “think[ing] about theories and
then fit[ting] what you see into that, whereas here I am able to start with what I see and not
worry about whether it ‘fits’ or not.” [Teacher Interview 2: 353]. Alicia’s initial view of
metaphor was that it could entail almost anything that involved communication: “To me
metaphor means, how can I explain it, like the unspoken word, how children communicate
using body language, but sometimes they might back it up with a few utterances as well”
[Teacher Interview 1:8]. Her approach to interpretation led her to interrogate every
movement and sound on video as potentially metaphoric, a process that took considerable
time and effort on Alicia’s part. A large proportion of the forms, Alicia noticed (that is, she
highlighted these for analysis) but could not recognise them as metaphoric in her coding,
were described within an overarching code of routine. Routine had not been a criterion until
this point, and I asked Alicia to explain this selection:
Alicia:

I think when I say routine I say that because…. It’s there all the time
[rolls hands over one another repeatedly].

Jayne:

So it’s like…it doesn’t have a specific purpose?

Alicia:

…Maybe I’m just not classing it as a purpose and I’m seeing it as, “oh I
put that in routines because…that’s what we do at that particular time” or
whatever. You know, the usual actions at that particular time of the day.
[Teacher Interview 6: 1625]

Language acts that escaped symbolic interpretation were therefore seen as part of
the everyday experience at the early childhood education setting, and not at the disposal
of toddlers who employed them to generate symbolic meaning.
The detailed process of analysing each language form and its possible meaning,
with the aid of the toddler lens, enabled Alicia to generate interpretations that, with
provocation by other authors, provided new insights about the toddlers. During interview
6 Alicia drew on an artistic metaphor to conclude that a teacher could only truly
appreciate toddlers when they spent time appreciatively looking at the detailed
composition of their language acts through form and content which she described as
providing colour and composition:
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Alicia:

Its like Zoe was the canvas, how can I describe this, like Zoe’s the canvas
and before we started this I saw her as just a canvas… right? [makes
large square shape in the air]… and, then I was inspired [swirls both
hands around] …and I started to pick it apart. You know, colour and
composition, and, as I have gone on I think I have appreciated it more…
But I still see her as a canvas. But it’s most like, it’s not like an ordinary
canvas now, it’s like a masterpiece. Can you understand that? [Teacher
Interview 6: 361367]

In the final interview, Alicia described her authorship experience further by drawing
on the metaphor of a book that can be read more easily when the genres are known by the
reader:
Alicia:

… like, at the beginning I didn’t know this child and I think now, because
we’ve built that relationship with doing this, that I’ve got to know her a
bit more and, sort of… um, it’s almost like, like you know what’s gonna
happen …and so you class them in… it’s almost like a book that you
have never read. At the beginning Zoe was like a book that I had never
read … she was a book that I had never read and as it’s gone on I feel as
if I have read that book so many times and I sort of know what is in each
part.

Jayne:

If Zoe’s acts or what she presents to you is like a book – what kind of
book is it? What’s the plot?... Does it even have a plot? …Is it a love
story? Is it a detective novel? An adventure?/

Alicia:

I think it’s a book of all of that. It might be that she learns something new
and makes some discovery. It might be…a trauma she’s reliving…

Jayne:

But you feel like you’ve seen it before?...

Alicia:

Yes. Or some sort of aspect of it.

Jayne:

Oh I seeeee … that you can call upon?

Alicia:

Yes. To make sense of it, like, pretending that it’s a book, like I’ve read it
before and so maybe that’s why I’ve classed it as a routine.

Jayne:

So to take that a step further …thinking about genres, which are like the
style that you choose to convey something …so every book has a
different genre or genres within it – like a poem or a detective story and
so on … does that mean that your engagement with the genres that Zoe
uses allows you now to predict what she is going to do next?

Alicia:

…To a certain extent…

Jayne:

Disagree with me if you want to

Alicia:

No…to a certain extent, yes …but sometimes there are surprises in
there…And I think, for me, the ending is always the same. It might be a
different genre but the ending for me is to help her grow and learn and
that’s the ending I aim for her to get to no matter which genres she’s
involved in… Does that make sense Jayne?

Jayne:

…hmmm…I need you to unpack that a little more for me

Alicia:

Like my main purpose, my purpose as a teacher, is for Zoe or any child to
grow within themselves and have that of all things, that I want them to get
to. For me …what I want them to get out of it. As well as enjoyment along
the way [uses hands to stress points at opposite sides in the air and then
moves her hand in a flowing motion between the points] but for them to
grow … mentally, physically, that’s the end of all things. And if we are like
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involved in our story book that could take any turn – it could be an
adventure, it could be dramatic. No matter which form it takes.
Jayne:

But it’s always the same outcome?

Alicia:

But she’s growing with it. [Teacher Interview 6:3376]

One of the tensions in both these metaphors can be seen in the way Alicia described
Zoe as a canvas she has already painted or a book she has read, suggesting that once
crafted or read, a toddler may become predictable and ‘known’. I argue that when
language acts were assumed because they were familiar to the adults, as in the context of
‘routines’ or ‘everyday activities’, metaphoricity could not be seen. However, by
persevering with an exploration, as opposed to a finalising, of toddlers’ genres in
discussion it was also possible to encounter surprises along the way. This was when
metaphoricity had the most chance of being noticed and recognised – in acts and dialogue
that did not reach an end point.
In contrast to her confident authorship of Zoe, Alicia expressed frustration that she
could not read Jayden so easily:
Alicia:

I was watching him, I had a bit of trouble at home, but in watching his
movements it was quite frustrating. Like he was almost everywhere and I
don’t know where he gets that energy from or how he is driven to do
what he does.

Jayne:

It was like you said before we had this footage when you said “I don’t
know Jayden – I don’t know how to know him” and I was interested in
that, coming into this. [Teacher Interview 5: 49]

During most of the two hours of Jayden’s footage Alicia was rostered indoors and
rarely entered into his visual field. In contrast Jayden’s aunt, also a teacher at the centre,
featured heavily. Jayden frequently sought her out, moving past Alicia who tried in vain
to engage with him. This lack of intimacy became a source of concern for Alicia
throughout the study and meant that she did not consider she had access to a deeper
interpretive relationship, impacting on her ability to author Jayden (this concern is
explored further in 5.2.3 and 5.2.5 of this chapter).

5.1.3 The researcher: “An outsider perspective”
Because I did not know Zoe or Jayden prior to this research, I found I could not easily
appreciate the metaphoric nature of some of their acts during the first few interviews. I
tended to draw my initial inspiration from the linguistic clues that were offered, guessing
at words or sounds, but also attempting to interpret the significance of other language
forms. Alicia and the parents therefore became important informants throughout the
interview process, providing information which enabled me to draw on the wider context.
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Lynette’s contributions were often in response to a query, where I had been unable to
interpret the meaning of a particular act. The interpreted meaning of each act was linked
to the prior knowledge that was held about Zoe (see 5.2.1 for examples). Similarly, my
interview with Kirstin provided insights to me by explaining the meaning of Jayden’s acts
in relation to home, especially his verbal language, and which shed light and complexity
on my understanding of Jayden:
Jayne:

I have to say, ‘cos I’ve watched Jayden from afar, you know before when
I’ve been here… and I had no idea how much language he was using.

Kirstin: Yeah, somebody asked me if he was three [laughs]
Jayne:

Because when you are at a distance and you don’t know a child, you
haven’t spent time with them. I mean I’ve spent time with Jayden but not
in relationship with him, and I just, all I could see was him going round
and round on a trike, interspersed with jumping, and it wasn’t until I
heard all this language that I realized. And if you believe, as I do, that
toddlers are always talking to somebody …I think they are always
assuming that someone is listening… but a lot of what he is saying is said
so quietly, or differently, that I couldn’t appreciate him as the person he
is. [Parent 2 Interview 1:328338]

As time went on and I persisted with my authorship endeavour, insights became
increasingly reciprocated between the other participants and me. During interviews I was
able to provide additional information based on my visual surplus as a researcher, which
afforded greater levels of contemplation and insight. On such occasions I found myself
noticing more, building on familiar acts to interpret more richly. I began to recognise that
I had a significant role to play in the authorship experience of Zoe. This phenomenon is
echoed in research by Cienki (1997, p. 201) who suggests it is:
…important to distinguish between what is being said versus what is tacit, assumed
cultural knowledge (the bases against which semantic relations are being profiled).
This assumed knowledge may be made explicit if, for example, someone from
outside the cultural group is present…

Here, the intimate relationship between the toddlers and their parents (or teacher) meant
that they benefitted from additional aesthetic insight from others which altered a literal or
tacit act to one that could be seen metaphorically, as the following example highlights:
Jayne:

[Scrolls to scene on footage] I was quite surprised how the bark chips
have been used here. The way that she was using them was quite
dynamic/

Lynette: We have bark chips at home.
Jayne:

Oh do you?

Lynette: She’s got a little playhouse and she often takes the bark chip into the little
play house and puts them on the table or she takes little stones.
Jayne:

I see… so this is something that she does at home as well?
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Lynette: I was quite impressed with the way, like, she stayed with it for quite a
while [stands up to shut gate as another child has entered the room. Zoe
has now put the dolls into the bed and is pushing up and down on the
dolls chest vigorously].
Jayne:

…This, to me, was an example of symbolic play… in this type of play in
the past I have seen her watching intently and mimicking, but in this
particular piece she actually pretended to ‘eat’ the bark chip herself. Now
that’s a curious thing to do….

Lynette: Mmm hmm [leans forward to look at screen].
Jayne:

Why on earth would you eat bark chip? But it seems to me that she has it
in her mind that this bark chip represents food to Alicia and  in this
game and so she will attempt to eat it. Whereas the literal temptation
would be to actually eat it – put it right in her mouth – but she knew to
just take it far enough to the lips and go ‘yum yum’ [demonstrates
pretend eating]. To me it seemed as if she did this in response to the
game Alicia and  were playing – almost as an offer to join in. To me
that was metaphoric. [Parent 1 Interview 3: 286308]

At several points in our discussions I would pause and say “Am I crazy”,
speculating with others if I was reading too much into what I saw. Lynette and Alicia
were too polite to say “yes” yet I reserve the possibility that there were times when they
thought I had gone too far in my extrapolations, signalled by the way they steered the
topic of conversation elsewhere or responded with noncommittal “mmmm”s. For
example, in Alicia’s ‘routine’ sighting of the doll I interpreted a desire on Zoe’s part to
invite Alicia into a joint activity through what Zoe had seen was important to Alicia, as
discussed in 5.2.3. Similarly in the footage where Zoe was ‘helping’ set out the activities I
saw a toddler who was deeply concerned to find a resource with which she could ignite
her teacher’s interest (see 5.2.2). I attribute these, and other, differences in our
interpretations to the ideologies each of us brought to our noticing, coupled with the fact
that I held the privileged position of having read extensively about metaphor and
dialogism for the months leading up to fieldwork. I was also an outsider, a stance which
Bakhtin suggests offers strength in the authorship experience.
The collaborative nature of the focus group interview revealed the additional
complexity, and benefit, of having both those who know the child best as insiders and
those who are trying to interpret from the outside, in making sense of a seemingly simple
act and the way such dialogue can affirm parent contributions:
Jayne:

Well on the video she lifts her top and I felt sure she said “button” but
when she does that same action with Lynette, Lynette made the
suggestion in our last interview that she was saying “whoop whoo”.

Lynette: “Whoop whoo” yeah/
Jayne:

And I’m going “what?”/

Alicia:

And I thought she said “puku”/
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Jayne:

And you thought “puku.”

Lynette: [laughs and points at Alicia] …Well it could be it too, yeah.
Jayne:

Alicia said “we don’t use that here, I wonder if they do at home?”

Mark:

…[smiles and slowly puts right hand forefinger in the air – everyone
laughs].[Focus group interview:112121]

The excerpt above highlights the heteroglossic nature of language. It may be that we
were all ‘correct’ in our interpretations (as Voloshinov points out in TPA) or, conversely,
that we were all expertly fooled by Zoe. Irrespective, I was always aware of my status as
outsider, and cautious not to let my voice subsume those of others who had well
established relationships within the centre context. I further resolved to respect and
embrace the ideologic community of home and centre, which Zoe would ultimately be
answerable to, by upholding all interpretations as possible truths from the perspective of
their addressee(s) who each bring their own ‘evaluative accent’ to the experience.
No matter what isolated interpretation I gave as an outside researcher, the dialogic
purpose of my recognition held less significance for Zoe than that of the people who
mattered most in her life. I therefore came to see myself and the camera as something of a
conduit for aesthetic activity, offering a means of bringing metaphoric genres to the fore
through review and provocation. In doing so I argue that my authorship provided a
centrifuge to traditionally or locally held assumptions about toddlers and, for that matter,
assessment itself.

5.1.4 The heroes: Taking centre stage
Both toddlers provided remarkable insights into our understanding of metaphoricity
through the form of their language acts presented on the footage and during the interviews
they attended with their parent(s). I confess that I did not always appreciate the latter at
the time (as discussed in 4.5.2.4). It was only through later transcribing the interviews,
and making links between the toddlers’ contributions and what had already been seen on
the footage that I came to recognise the surplus toddlers offered and which enhanced my
ability to interpret metaphoric acts.
A powerful example of Zoe’s contributions took place on the final day of videoing
where, for pragmatic reasons, it was decided that the parent interview would take place
early in the morning, followed by an hour of videoing before Zoe went for a late morning
nap. Prompted by video footage from the previous week – Rosters Rule (in insideout
genres) – I asked Lynette if she might be able to shed light on the significance of a puzzle
box that featured:
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Jayne:

And it seems as if Alicia is thinking that Zoe is asking to do the puzzle
or maybe naming the puzzle so she returns to this throughout the whole
scene and she just can’t get Alicia to understand what she wants to do.
Finally she puts the doll in the box and puts the lid on and I thought
“why would you put a doll in a box” does she have a new doll in a box
at home perhaps?

Lynette: Well she puts her doll along with her other toys in a box… Well she’s
got a very old, a nappy box [holds hands out in box shape], and she,
we, were chucking it out one day and she got it out and then started
putting the dolls in it and then she had like, a blanket over top of it
[uses hands to show a blanket on top by flattening out palms].
Jayne:

Ahhh…

Lynette: Yeah, it was like her putting them to bed…
Jayne:

Here she is really trying to put the lid on.

Lynette: Yeah I don’t know about the lid ‘cos with what we have at home she
puts a blanket over it, lays it out flat so she just uses it like that. [Parent
1 Interview: 137146]

Throughout the interview Zoe lingered close by, investigating various pieces of
equipment in the room where we were located, and periodically exiting to retrieve
another resource. At the time I had not considered that she was attending to our
discussion but on viewing the interview footage later, it was clear that she was close by
‘eavesdropping’ on our conversation. An hour later, when I started filming, Baby Rock
(In Play genres), Zoe immediately went to retrieve the doll, a basket and fortuitously
was given a blanket. She repeated the exact same actions Lynette had described during
the interview, except this time with a sophisticated rendition of “rocka’bye’baby”.
Similarly, during the focus group interview Zoe, who had access to all the equipment in
the centre, allocated dolls to Alicia, Lynette and me (but not Mark). During our final
interview Alicia and I realised that Zoe selected the same darkskinned doll, on screen
and off, every time she was in the company of Alicia:
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Jayne:

OK, that’s that one [plays footage] …she’s still got that doll

Alicia:

A brown baby [laughs] …when I was little girl I had a little brown baby
and I hated her.

Jayne:

Did you?

Alicia:

Yes [laughs] it’s quite funny and I remember “Playschool”31/

Jayne:

Oh yes …I remember Jemima/

Alicia:

I hated Manu.

Playschool was a children’s television programme during 1980’s. Jemima was a fairskinned doll and Manu was a
darkskinned doll – both featured on the programme which was screened daily.
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Jayne:

Really, how fascinating… Do you remember why?... I mean I find it
interesting that she is particularly privileging this particular darker
skinned doll/

Alicia:

And that’s why I’m thinking “are you making a connection between the
doll and me?” I mean it’s got black hair like me, it’s got brown skin like
me and I’m thinking…maybe…

Jayne:

Yeah it did cross my mind/

Alicia:

It crossed my mind too and then I thought “naaahhh.”

Jayne:

She keeps giving it to you and she is so clearly trying to involve you …
[Teacher Interview 6: 818833]

Mark, too, indicated his awareness of Zoe’s interpretive presence at the focus
group interview as he frequently turned from the table where we were sitting to observe
what she was doing and whispered “she knows exactly what we’re saying” [Focus
group interview: 400]. In this way the interpretation of acts shifted from moments in
time on screen, to moments across time, a process a Bakhtinian nature of utterance as a
unit of analysis (as discussed in 4.5.2.4) could explain within its chronotopic heritage
(Holquist, 2009). It was insights such as these that led us to value the effort of
understanding in “lively play with the “languages” of poets, scholars, monks, knights
and others, where all “languages” were masks and where no language could claim to be
an authentic, incontestable face” [DI, p. 273]. Hence the toddlers provided adults the
opportunity to explore the differences in our authorship encounters as potentially
enhancing to our understandings of both the toddlers and, ultimately, of ourselves.
Despite our best intentions, a large number of language forms employed by Zoe
and Jayden were not noticed by adults. Forms that were noticed were generally drawn
from an adult symbolic plane of familiar words, sounds and associated actions (such as
drawing on resources or pointing) rather than gestures and movements the toddlers so
readily employed. Language forms that were less noticed included clap, clenched fist,
facial gesture, hands behind back, laughter, outreached hand, stroke and wave (see
Appendix W). Noticed forms changed over time from more diverse forms to primarily
verbal (see Appendix X). I speculate that the reason for this is twofold: the toddlers’
language changed as they grew older and the ability for adults to interpret sounds and
gestures alongside oral language increased with familiarity. Junefelt (2007a, p. 12)
suggests that adults do not notice utterances beyond verbal words because they are
different from adult speech yet, “Unconsciously, though, the adult is tuned in to the
child’s speech, and interprets the child’s utterances. The child in turn decontextualizes
parts of the adult’s utterances.”
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In the present study, toddlers utilised adult language forms, privileging words or
attempts at words as sounds, in their attempts to promote intersubjectivity, while other
forms seemed to be employed for different purposes which frequently, perhaps deliberately,
escaped adult recognition. These differences are explored in genres generated out of the
response each form evoked in interview discussion, portrayed in the section that follows.

5.2 Noticing and recognising metaphoricity in genres
Five clusters of genre, their meanings and the ways in which they could (or could not) act as
a means through which metaphoricity could be noticed or recognised were generated out of
these discussions. As discussed in the previous chapter, I generated these genres out of an
analysis of utterance comprising i) form plus content interpreted by participants, ii) the
visual fields on polyphonic footage and iii) the discussion style adopted in interviews. I
argue that the toddlers drew on these genre clusters strategically in order to orient
themselves in, or out of, relationships and that the combination of utterance criteria for each
determined the degree to which genres could be noticed and recognised by adults. The
genres, as a combination of utterances, are summarised in the following table:

Table 5.1: Participants and genres noticed or recognised
Utterance

Outsidein
genre

Insideout
genre

Play genre

Freeform
genre

Intimacy genre

Forms
identified in
coding

Word
Resource

Resource
Point
Word
Sound
Teacher
Initiated
Other

Resource
Sound
Other

Whole body
movements
Sound
Hit
Stroke
Fist
Bite
Laugh

Point
Sound
Word
Facial gesture
Upturned palms

Content
identified

Mimic
Demonstrate
Independence
Routine

Request
Please
Name
Demonstrate
Invite
Routine

Mimic
Name
Offer
Routine

Resist
Trick
Mimic
Other
Unsure of
purpose

Name
Request
Invite
Unsure of
purpose

Parent
researcher
communication
style

Explain
Finalise

Surprise
Inquiry

Explain
Surprise

Noncommit
Block
Acquiesce
Embellish

Noncommit

Teacher
researcher
communication
style

Inquiry
Surprise

Professionalise
Embellish
Uncertainty

Uncertainty
Noncommit
Block

Surprise
Problematise

Block
Acquiesce

Field of vision
shared between
teacher and
toddler on
footage

No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

119

By generating a typology of genres, I came to understand the challenges for adults
in contemporary assessment discourse, where that can be noticed and recognised typically
lay within the adult horizon and, as a result, fails to ‘see’ the complex and intentional
communication strategies employed by the toddlers.

I return to this point, and its

implications for pedagogy, in 5.3.
For each genre I provide samples of participant dialogue alongside excerpts of
footage to give visual context to participant dialogue and as a means of offering the reader
a glimpse into dialogic activity where the toddler cannot speak for him/herself in the
conventional genre of this thesis.

5.2.1 Outsidein genre
Only the parents were able to recognise outsidein genres. Characterised by oral language
form in their analysis (with associated reference to gestures or resources providing clues)
these acts were attributed to experiences that were mimicked or demonstrated from the
context of home. Footage was characterised by splitscreens that did not share the same
view between Alicia and the toddlers. This meant that Alicia’s eye was frequently drawn
elsewhere in the performance of the act. Few of these forms were coded by Alicia, and
my lack of ability to interpret was also evident in the inquiry and surprise styles of
discussion I had to adopt in order to make sense of these forms during interviews. Parents
frequently adopted a finalise style of discussion in response since they were confident that
the interpretations they brought to the discussions were based on their knowledge of their
toddler and represented authority on the acts. I consider that the certainty offered by the
parents in these genres represents what Bakhtin (AA, p. 96) describes as “what is put into
the hero – his life from within”.
An example is Go Taylor. Here I cannot understand what is being conveyed by
Zoe’s body movement and sound so I ask Lynette to explain:
Lynette: [laughs] There was this bit where she had been leaning over the pool and
she was saying “go Taylor” ‘cos Taylor is our dog [scrolls through
footage].
Jayne:

Oh I missed that completely! …

Lynette: I wondered what she was watching. [Points to screen]…Quite often she’ll
be outside on her bike and she’ll be riding it and the dog will be chasing
her around and she’ll say “Go Taylor.”
Jayne:

Oh I seeeee/

Lynette: They get on very well together and that’s why, too, she’s always going
“Go Zoe” or “Go Daddy.” [Parent 1 Interview 3: 140148]
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Kirstin also indicated the fact that several of the forms she observed on the footage
had been transmitted by key members of the family – for example Jayden’s use of
manners, singing and chanting familiar rhymes, or demonstrated rugby skills were
attributed to the influence of various family members. Oh Man highlights my difficulties
in noticing these forms since I did not understand the language being portrayed, let alone
its purpose. I ask Kirstin to interpret:
Jayne:

...Here I think he said “All mine” but I wasn’t sure if that was claiming
like “I want this” or explaining…Did you hear that?

Kirstin: It’s “Oh man”
Jayne:

Ohhhhhh “Oh man”? Wow… You can see the frustration here can’t you?

Kirstin: Yeah [leans chin on left hand as she watches the screen]
Jayne:

Where does that come from?

Kirstin: That’s from me!
Jayne:

Oh OK… So you are saying that when Jayden does something that
disappoints him it’s “Oh man” [both laugh]. So you’ve got all these
different language forms from everyone in the family?

Kirstin: Yeah [Parent 2 Interview1:207217]

Alicia speculated that Jayden was saying “Oh Man” when I inquired, saying: “I
thought it was “oh man” for a minute – often the children say that “oh man”. Quite a few
of the children say that – I think it’s from a [TV] programme [laughs]” [Teacher Interview
5: 144145]. In the absence of dialogue with Kirstin, Alicia could not recognise the
significance of this phrase for Jayden’s home life and, in an objectified manner, attributed
it to the influence of peers at the centre and their television viewing.
Despite the language forms and their purpose being readily identified by parents,
their symbolic potential was not recognisable since the acts were considered to be too
embedded in everyday language. Nonetheless they were highly valued by parents. It gave
parents great pleasure to see themselves mirrored through these acts – evident in the
smiles and chuckles of recognition expressed when they were replayed and probed
during interviews. Such occasions were more frequent for Kirstin. I speculate that this is
because Jayden attended the centre fewer hours each week than Zoe and was exposed to a
wide family network at home with significant advocacy in the centre by his aunt.
On several occasions Alicia expressed her frustration at not being able to recognise
these genres, evident in a discussion style of uncertainty. In the absence of meaning,
Alicia attributed such language forms to criteria she loosely described as independence,
that is, forms devoid of meaning outside of the child’s agenda from home. Towards the
end of the interviews I asked her to explain this criterion in light of the fact that
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independence was an articulated part of the centre vision, yet she simultaneously saw it as
a barrier to her ability to notice and recognise Jayden’s genres:
Jayne:

Let me challenge you on that then, because Jayden, you said, was
incredibly independent when we saw him on video, and you didn’t like
that, in a sense… because you couldn’t find a way in.

Alicia:

Exactly! Exactly.

Jayne:

So I’m starting to see, what’s the word, a paradox here?/

Alicia:

And I think because of that, why I didn’t like that… oh can I say that?
[covers mouth with hand] why I didn’t feel, I didn’t get to know him and
I think that’s why I’m in this profession, in childcare, um because I… I
like that [moves right hand back and forth]… interaction and really
knowing a child and knowing that, and I think when you don’t know a
child as well …you worry [laughs] well, I know I worry…and probably I
could be completely wrong…he’d probably be fine out there but it’s
knowing in myself [touches chest] because I don’t know him as well
…I’ve always thought that, that all the children would be alright when
they leave these doors.

Jayne:

And yet you’ve got that ironic thing about …”well he’s independent”,
he’s fulfilling your vision?

Alicia:

[laughs] But it’s to the extent that, ‘cos I don’t know, it’s wonderful he’s
independent but I s’pose it’s ‘cos I don’t know how he got there …well I
do, I have ideas about how he got there, a lovely loving family …but it’s
like just being a little part of that and just, you know…knowing that
you’ve contributed something or just helped him. Well, not necessarily
helped him but just got to know… Do you understand what I am trying
to say? [Teacher interview 6:113136]

In contrast, the knowledge parents held about their toddlers, when probed, enabled
them to share aspects of personality that went far beyond singular definitions of form and
content available to the teacher or me. These provided greater insights into the language
acts. In our discussions over Shoes Lynette highlighted Zoe’s determination to retrieve an
important possession:
Lynette: In the next video you know where it… but you know it was very… [picks
up Z and puts her on her knee] very frustrating trying to get her shoes
back, trying to get them off . and Zoe was saying, you know “They’re
mine” But she was never going to get away with that with Zoe! [laughs]
Jayne:

Yeah, that’s right. And I recall how last week we talked about shoes and
how important shoes have been through this

Lynette: Oh absolutely and I think, yeah, I think she has got a shoe fetish! [both
laugh and L shakes her head] You know the whole thing from start to
finish – when you watch them all stringed together – the shoes have been
there
Jayne:

Yes and I was thinking about that in relation to, how Zoe’s personality
…how she sees herself in the world …you know, if I try on someone’s
shoes, it’s almost like I’m trying on other identities. If I aspire to be like 
 when I try on her shoes it’s almost like I am in them, literally  you
know the saying “walking in someone’s shoes”?
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Lynette: Yeah.
Jayne:

And here the need to have her own shoes and there was such a need. You
know this went on and on for absolutely ages.

Lynette: Yeeeahhh [nods vigorously].
Jayne:

Even after Mark arrived.

Lynette: Yes.
Jayne:

And it was really interesting how then she said “Daddy – shoe” and
persisted with that for so long.

Lynette: Yes and  had pushed them in – right at the back. So she was obviously
trying to get them, and even when Alicia was trying to help her, she said
“no” [shakes her head]. Um, she gets like that when she wants to do
something by herself.
Jayne:

But it was like, as soon as she almost got them on, she would take them
off again and start again and I wondered what that was about.

Lynette: I think, it’s what she will often do when you help her, like if you, if she
tries to do it and you just help her a little bit to achieve something she is
going to take it off and start again, you know?
Jayne:

Yeah. [points to child‐cam where Zoe is trying on a pair of red and white
jandals] Whose shoes are those Zoe? Who belongs to them do you know?
[Zoe peers at the screen]. Alicia said that you always know where your
shoes are – even if it’s been a long time since you took them off you will
always know where to find them… so it’s almost like that connecting
“this is who I am in this place” you know?

Lynette: Yes I’ve noticed that too – she’ll know exactly where they are [Zoe walks
over to dress‐up cupboard and tries on dress‐up shoes]
Jayne:

Even in this situation with  … Zoe is holding her own isn’t she? Like,
“I’m not going to do what you want me to do”

Lynette: That’s right … if she doesn’t want to do it she’ll never let go [Parent 1
Interview 3:197230]

Alicia’s interpretation of this same act took on a more literal meaning. Alicia
noticed the verbal statement “My shoes” but attributed the language to routine. As
discussed in 5.1.2, this criterion was frequently exploited by Alicia when she could find
no meaning in an act even though she had identified it in her analysis and therefore
considered it potentially metaphoric:
Alicia:

I’ve put verbal stating “my shoes” … they’ve just done that earlier.

Jayne:

So in the context of this, what do you think that’s about?

Alicia:

I think its…a claim because  has already pushed her away. She’s
already stated that they are her shoes.

Jayne:

You don’t think it would therefore be some sort of resistance? Pushing it
too far? ...Explaining?....

Alicia:

[holds left hand over mouth and pauses as she watches the footage] She’s
trying, like she’s almost trying another angle of trying to get her shoe
back...I thought it was an acknowledgement but now that I think, ‘cos Mark
was there, it was just routine. Going home. [Teacher Interview 4:824830]
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Outsidein genres could only be authored beyond their literal meanings with
intimate knowledge of the toddlersaspersonality (as opposed to receiver of transmitted
knowledge). As such, neither Alicia nor I were able to notice them without the support of
parents while parents noticed them with ease but could not see the significance of these
acts beyond their literal meaning without our additional insights. In the absence of parent
teacher dialogue about the acts, these genres did not hold special significance to Alicia.
As a result, they were notably absent from written assessment records. In contrast, with
the benefit of parent discussion, my fascination grew with repeated discussions and I
began to recognise their metaphoric potential as a means of conveying and upholding
Zoe’s unique personality within the centre collective. Sullivan (2007) suggests that
personality is only open to interpretation when the soul (gifted from a loving caregiver)
and the spirit (that is observable in language acts) is dialogised with other discourses. I
contend that it was only through dialogic encounter that outsidein genres took on any
meaning for us all but that they held great potential for metaphoricity when revealed by
the parents.

5.2.2 Insideout genre
Insideout genres were consistently noticed, recognised and responded to by the teacher.
Characterised as language forms occurring within activities involving sounds, resources,
pointing, verbal or teacher initiated codes for the interpreted purpose of pleasing,
naming, demonstrating, requesting, inviting or (in the absence of another interpretation, as
discussed in 5.1.2) routine, insideout genres represented ‘curriculuminaction’. As such
what was noticed and recognised was the toddlers’ ability to adopt adultgenerated genres,
since these genres were highly valued within the centre and wider society.
Insideout genres were profiled in assessment records and consumed staff room
discussions and planning sessions. They were recognised in the resources and activities
offered by teachers in the environment and how these were manipulated by the toddler in
accordance with desirable dispositional outcomes (see Figure 6.3 for an example in
assessment documentation). I suggest that these genres represent the official discourse of
the centre, reified language forms passed down from adults to be learnt in order to grow
and learn.
Both sets of parents noticed these genres and highlighted their approval of evidence
of the toddlers’ acquisition on the footage. Their discussion style was often one of inquiry
or surprise at what they saw. Alicia, on the other hand, adopted a professionalise and
embellish style when faced with these genres in discussion. For Alicia, too, these genres
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represented an acquired set of forms the toddler needed to learn in order to function
successfully in the early childhood education environment, and indeed, wider society at
large. Brennan (2005) highlights this ideology in her New Zealand study, describing
teachers’ unwavering responses to children’s participation in routines and rituals in the
centre context as a privileged pedagogical endeavour.
A vivid portrayal of this genre is evident in the ritual of mattime which occurred 3
4 times each day, and acted as a bridge between the daily structure of ‘free play’ and meal
times. In Mat-time the highly valued nature of routines as a means of transmitting valued
learning meant that if toddlers wanted to gain teacher approval, obedient participation in
these activities was the way to do it. I discussed the place of metaphors within these
kinds of rituals with Alicia, since I could not recognise any at all:
Jayne:

You know there’s so much written about routines, the significance of
routines for infants and toddlers, but I’ve never really coded anything
metaphoric occurring … from Zoe’s initiation y’know? They all seem to
be adult initiations or imposed rituals within routines. Have you?

Alicia:

No I haven’t either…

Jayne:

It feels like, often when these routines are happening, other things stop.
The dialogue isn’t happening in the same way, here it’s very functional.
[Teacher Interview 3: 224230]

Matusov’s (2009a, p. 79) critique of mat time as “a container for activities, themes,
and discourses unilaterally controlled by the teacher” resonated for me in this context. The
extent to which these activities were adopted by Zoe, as evidenced in the direction of her
camera lens, appeared to be determined by the appeal of the genres employed by the
teacher, and the degree to which the distractions she offered could be tolerated. Participation
was noticed, and valued by Alicia, Lynette and me during this scene when Zoe stood up to
sing “Bob the Builder”32 and, in doing so, complied with the teaching agenda which was to
align to the centre plan on technology. Alicia mused over the distractions Zoe presented,
such as placing a plastic top in her mouth, which we could not explain so easily since these
did not align with official genres typically employed in mat time activity:

32

Jayne:

She was really involved wasn’t she?

Alicia:

She was, I was just about to say that.

Jayne:

Here where the teacher initiates you know, the whole movement thing
[mimics actions to “Bob the Builder”] this activity seems to work for Zoe
because it’s got the gesture and the words. It’s often about vantage points
isn’t it – on your knee she can survey the whole area.

The song “Bob the Builder” is taken from a United Kingdom television programme of the same name that was
screened on NZ televisions at the time of this study.
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Alicia:

And she just likes being in the thick of things…

Jayne:

…It’s a bit like a festival, isn’t it… Mat time?

Alicia:

Mmm it can be. It can be [laughs].

Jayne:

Like the/

Alicia:

very much so!

Jayne:

See how  has her arm round Zoe.

Alicia:

I just noticed that.

Jayne:

But she just so wants to be with you doesn’t she?/

Alicia:

/Oh she’s got that top again [screws up face then rests right hand on
chin].

Jayne:

What do you make of that?

Alicia:

[continues watching for an extended period] …She almost looks um like
[points to researcher cam] that look like “that’s not right” that look. I’ve
seen her do that before. [Teacher Interview 3: 361383]

High Five highlights the routine of handwashing that follows mattime and the

reinforcement of associated rules. Released from the mattime stronghold, Zoe reverts to
freeform genres (see 5.2.4) in running and squealing on her passage to the bathroom. She
is stopped and reminded that walking is the expected form for her to use in this context.
Here the teacher introduces two language forms – “thumbsup” and “high five” – as adult
initiated genres that denote approval and compliance (these forms were used frequently in
the centre alongside verbal reinforcements such as “Good job” or “Well done” when
children comply with centre routines or protocols). Lynette is highly supportive of these
expectations, and delighted at Zoe’s response:
Lynette: …She looked a bit, like she looked like she wasn’t even listening and
then all of a sudden she ran back and ran forward… I thought that was
quite cool because I didn’t think she was listening but she turned around
and walked back.
Jayne:

You mean she followed the instructions?

Lynette: Yes, I thought that was quite interesting.
Jayne:

Interesting in terms of …her learning?... Or in terms of the insights it
gives you to Zoe as a person?

Lynette: Probably insight more than anything, yeah. Sometimes I think, you know,
maybe it’s because you’re a parent, but you think their ears are pinned on
[laughs] so it’s quite good to see that no they actually do work! [Parent 1
Interview 3:4659]
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The emphasis on activities within these genres required heavy reliance on
associated resources since activities were typically focussed around equipment such as
books, puzzles, duplo, art materials, dressups and outdoor wheel toys. Occasionally
additional items were provided such as dismantled telephones and screwdrivers, if the
centre plan permitted (for an example of the centre plan during this period see Figure 6.5).
These resources were highlighted as a central means of encounter for insideout genres
and were distinctly separate from other equipment items in the centre that were arguably
more appealing to the toddlers (for example the water filter which Zoe and Jayden
frequently explored when no one was looking, or the buckle on the baby seat that
captured Zoe’s attention).
In Reading Zoe expertly accesses books as part of an early morning routine,
bringing them to adults to share via sounds, pointing and body movements. Based on the
toddlercam, highlighting Zoe’s gaze towards parent farewells (and crying peers), Alicia
began to see this act as a strategic means of gaining entry into a physical and spatial
relationship with other adults, by offering resources:
Alicia:

Oh she points at the book – naming and inquiring about the illustrations. I
think she does a point very soon after this. Um naming or inquiring about
the illustrations in the book, but then I [points at screen] watched her
from one of the cams – it might be your researcher cam – is she inquiring
where my attention is? [pulls right hand into self and leans forward].

Jayne:

So getting you to look at that? …‘cos …what were you looking at?

Alicia:

Um …because [leans forward and points to teacher cam screen] she’s
got her book and  is looking at his book and as we go on [scrolls
forward] ‘cos now I think, she grabs her book – we’re looking at ’s
book at the moment …she’s a bit fidgety and now it’s like, she uses a
resource, her book, passes it to me and settles herself back down on my
lap again and it’s almost a possessiveness [laughs] something for
attention…And then [points to screen] very soon  grabs his own book
and it’s almost like “you’re settled now, you’ve got the teachers
attention” “I’ve got my way” [laughs] it’s quite funny… I had to watch
that several times.

Jayne:

I didn’t pick that up at all.

Alicia:

Now ’s got his and she’s got hers. Even though she’s not looking,
every now and again she is glancing in his direction [holds right hand to
head] it’s just that her hat is on a slight angle, but look she’s not even
looking at the book [laughs] she’s looking around at the scene… And
adults walked into the room which is ’s dad and I think very soon she
points to make an inquiry… But she’s still looking [leans forward with
both hands out] …she’s got your attention and, in some parts, that’s all
she wants.

Jayne:

Having you to herself rather than the joint attention in the activity?

Alicia:

She might not want that oneonone interaction [waves right hand back
and forth] it’s the physical… um, almost like a little enclosure around us
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[hunches shoulders and waves hands in circular path] “I’m fine, I’m
here”…But as well as, happy to look around and see what else is going
on – not missing a beat [laughs]. [Teacher Interview 2: 7795]

Zoe’s strategic engagement with what she perceives Alicia sees as valued activity is
evident in Resources Rule. Having removed herself from mattime after lunch, Zoe joins
Alicia in the playroom as she sets up activities. On her viewing of this act Alicia focussed
on her own lens and how frantic she was in setting up the environment. As a result she
interpreted the act as routine and, in discussion, confessed that, as a result, she could not
see anything at all.
Alicia:

Nooo, not myself. [laughs] … well … maybe, but no not necessarily
myself. It’s the whole, you know … structures and routines. Routines! I
felt like I was just running the whole time [hand over mouth].

Jayne:

You mean you can’t see anything that Zoe is seeing in one of those
because you are involved in something else?

Alicia:

Yeah and even, even just the timeframe. I wrote some notes down. You
might laugh but I didn’t seem to [whispers] get a lot out of it really
[laughs].

Jayne:

…Which is interesting… is that because you weren’t there? …Is it the
time of day?

Alicia:

Um…yeah … the first one it’s before lunch, yeah, and then after the
lunch period, that whole set up time. In the first one – in this one – I felt
there was a lot of [sighs] … she was lost really…She was lost…[sits back
in chair and shakes head] She didn’t really know what she was doing but
she was observing her friends and you could almost see she wasn’t too
sure where to put herself. [Teacher Interview 4:410]

This scene fascinated me since, by taking a subjectsubject approach (as dialogism
suggests), I came to see that Zoe’s visual field was almost entirely focussed on Alicia and
not the activities. I therefore interpreted Zoe’s engagement with resources as a mediating
strategy to elicit dialogue. Of particular interest to me was the way Zoe finally managed
to utilise a doll to generate an extended response from Alicia. As Bakhtin (1985, p. 17)
explains: ”There can, of course, be no talk of a concept that is a bridge between the
subjectively mental and the objectively material, because experience offers no perspective
from which such a unique hybrid may be descried.”. To do so, he contends, the subject
would need to be studied objectively. In a dialogic sense the doll, as a resource, represents
little more than a conduit between subjects as a means of addressivity, since Zoe so
desperately wants to be noticed by Alicia. Here it seems that Zoe uses the doll as a way of
sparking meanings she perceives Alicia will generate within this genre, based on Zoe’s
careful observation of Alicia and the babies and her previous unsuccessful attempts at
intersubjectivity.
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For Alicia to accept this interpretation, however, she has to embrace the idea that
her relationship with Zoe is more important to Zoe than the resources themselves. By
extrapolation this meant that assessment was potentially as revealing of her practice (and
associated ideologies) as it was of the toddler. Alicia dealt with this provocation by
returning to her resolve as an ‘educator’ whose role it is, regardless of the genres I thought
Zoe might offer, to facilitate ‘growth’. Her core ideological base as a teacher was well
entrenched in supporting Te Whāriki’s vision for the child in society to “grow up as
competent and confident learners…in the knowledge that they make a valued contribution
to society” (Ministry of Education, 1996, p. 9).
According to Alicia, the associated task of the teacher was to ensure that the toddler
functioned successfully within the wider group in order for them to “be able to survive out
there” [Teacher interview 6: 98]. This meant that, from Alicia’s perspective, her task was to
transmit the official genres of society to Zoe in order that she could ultimately serve and
assist her in gaining independence. This ideology was well established and maintained in
the written assessment records, and curriculum documents (Ministry of Education, 1996),
despite the paradox these provocations presented for Alicia in our metaphoric quest, as
evidenced in her confessional dialogue (which I explore further in Chapter 6).

5.2.3 Symbolic play genre
Despite its legacy in early childhood education discourse, play continues to be a contested
phenomenon in New Zealand (Gibbons, 2007; Stover, 2007; White, et al., 2007) and
elsewhere (see, for example Ailwood, 2003; Duncan, 2003; Fleer, Tonyan, Mantilla, &
Rivalland, 2007; PramlingSamuelsson & Fleer, 2008; SuttonSmith, 1997; Wood, 2005,
2007a). Here I make a significant distinction between privileged interpretations of play as
either a ‘leading activity’ (as Vygotsky, 1966, would suggest) or, as is typically seen in
New Zealand early childhood contemporary discourse, playfulness as a ‘disposition’ that
involves “being ready, willing and able to perceive or construct variations on learning
situations” (Carr & Claxton, 2002, p. 5). Instead I describe symbolic play as one of
several genres that were strategically employed by the toddlers. When seen as a genre, the
act of play is characterised by its performative and symbolic qualities. Sawyer (1997, p.
xix) likens this genre to improvised theatre where actors respond to one another’s cues
according to their potential to be answered. Participation involves the acquisition of
modelled language forms that have an element of pretence, and their strategic
employment in order to “creatively influence the emerging performance”. I argue that this
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play genre represents a form a dialogic discourse since it offers possibilities of disruption
and, as Bakhtin suggests, is “performed before a chorus” (RW, p. 474).
Several examples of this genre were noticed and recognised by participants. Camera
views were shared across teacher and toddler lenses and Alicia was typically in close
proximity when these acts took place. Located within a variety of language forms, such as
sounds, gestures or accessing resources (many of which did not require oral language)
participants typically coded these as mimic, offer or name but there were clearly different
interpretations of these acts that emerged in discussion. Bark Chip Eggs highlights this
point:
Alicia:

I’ve got one at 4.48 which was hand offering mulch33 in the egg carton.

Jayne:

Oh yes. This is where, I put what sparked it – I had it as mimicking.

Alicia:

You’ve got it as mimicking?

Jayne:

What did you have?

Alicia:

I had it for offering but…[looks at footage again] maybe she wasn’t
offering she was mimicking.

Jayne:

…Seeing what they were doing… this is the key isn’t it?

Alicia:

…Is she watching them?

Jayne:

…They get so annoyed with her, don’t they?

Alicia:

Yeah I feel sorry for her. She was trying to get their attention.

Jayne:

I remember rewinding this to see if they already had the bark chip in the
carton cos it all depends on whether she had seen that already or not. I
had assumed that she had which made it mimicking, but you’re saying
that she was offering. To offer, I mean she could be offering and
mimicking – it could be both. [Teacher Interview 2: 419428]

Zoe returned to the bark chips in subsequent sequences, building on the concept that
bark chips could represent food and that, by entering into the symbolic nature of play, she
could artfully gain social entry to group experiences with older peers. As with insideout
genres, it seemed to me that engagement with this genre was seen by Zoe as a strategic
means of accessing a more intimate relationship with adults. When I raised this idea with
Alicia or Lynette during our earlier interviews, they changed the subject, steering the
conversation back to the resources themselves. After several hours of dialogue, and the
benefit of prior discussion, I returned to this point when I could no longer ignore what I
recognised as Zoe’s consistent attempts at intersubjectivity through this genre.
33

Mulch is the word Alicia gave to bark chips which acted as a safety ground surface in the outdoor environment.
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Baby Rock takes place one hour after an interview with Lynette in which she

describes Zoe’s experiences at home with her dolls. In this sequence (as already discussed
in 5.1.4) Zoe replays her mother’s description to the finest detail, including the
placement of a blanket over the baby as her mother had described earlier. Zoe’s active
participation in the interviews meant that acts became what Bakhtin would argue are “no
longer the event of playing, but the artistic event of drama in its embryonic form” (AA, p.
75). I raised this point with Lynette at our next interview where she expressed surprise:
Lynette: …There was a lot of stuff with the baby, like generally doing the same
kind of things as what she does at home.
Jayne:

So you’re seeing more of that here?

Lynette: Yeah. With the baby. You know our friends have a baby and we put the
blanket over her capsule and we rock her [demonstrates rocking]. Like…
she’s quite an unsettled baby so we rock her in the car seat and that’s
what she was doing with the basket. She didn’t like anyone taking it
though [laughs].
Jayne:

No, but isn’t that interesting how she took a stand? It seemed quite
different to previous footage… like she now has different strategies to
ensure that her needs are met. I noticed how she uses language more, that
is, words, but also sounds, but also actions whereas before it was either
one or the other but it seemed as if it was all coming together, for me at
least.

Lynette: That’s right. And you could actually tell, when someone took something
from her, you could actually tell that she was unhappy ‘cos she was
putting all the actions together… [Interview pauses as Lynette takes Zoe
out to the teacher to have her nappy changed].
Jayne:

I agree with what you’re saying. What fascinated me, I don’t know if you
thought about this, but the last interview we had which was only an hour
before this footage, you’d been telling me about how she put a blanket
over her doll in her box at home.

Lynette: Yes
Jayne:

I started to think… was she doing, here … what we had talked about?
…Like she heard us say those things?

Lynette: Yeah!
Jayne:

And when I started getting ready for the camera she went “yay” and ran
round and round the room in circles and asked for her hat and as soon as
the hat went on she went into this, almost role play, as if, it felt to me as if
she was enacting what we had been discussing in the interview … which
is pretty amazing

Lynette: Well yeah [laughs]
Jayne:

...I mean otherwise it’s a bit of a coincidence don’t you think? The exact
same thing yet she was doing other things before we were filming but she
initiated that.

Lynette: Oh… OK.
Jayne:

And that determination to have the blanket over the top. I mean I’ve seen
the teachers do that with babies in the buggies but I haven’t seen the
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teachers do it like that, and rocking, whereas you were saying that
happens at home AND was discussed earlier/
Lynette: /Yeah at home she puts the blanket over the box at home but the rocking
thing with the baby, um [demonstrates rocking] like she doesn’t rock the
box at home but it seems like when we have our friends baby over in the
‘bucket’ we can rock her – in the car seat.
Jayne:

…Mmmm so is it like it all came together? …It felt to me like she knew,
that there was this performance element to this “I put the camera on – I
am now doing what they want me to do”?

Lynette: Yeah.
Jayne:

But why? I went back to the interview transcript to find out if she was
there when we talked about all this, and she was. She was contributing so
I thought “wow” – that was a wow moment for me and it kind of blew
my mind.

Lynette: Definitely. [Parent 1 Interview 5:958]

This insight provides another example of the heteroglossic nature of language when
forms are ‘borrowed’ from other settings and employed strategically through play.
Sawyer (1997, p. 168) points out that very young children gather “bits and pieces from
the adult culture” in the genre of play, but also extend on these to create a new social
world. Described as the most constant framing device for sending messages, SuttonSmith
(1984) contends that play is used by children of this age in a scriptlike manner, and that it
is only later that storytelling approaches to play emerge. Alicia described Zoe’s language
in this same scene as mimicking centre practice but could not recognise the extent of the
script that was being rehearsed and adapted. In the absence of a fuller interpretation she
defaulted to routine:
Alicia:

That’s what we do in the sleep room – exactly that – when we put the
sleepers to bed, we pat them and it’s mimicking but it’s almost like why
she does it – there goes my routine again – because when she is in the
sleep room she is the baby… she is the doll… and the teachers stroke her
back for her to go to sleep. [Teacher Interview 6: 568572]

A similar assessment was made by Alicia in Eyes, Nose and… where she again
interpreted the act as routine:
Alicia:

Toes, wipe her toes, [laughs] Oh I don’t know what to say there… she’s
giving her a thorough clean that’s for sure. It’s naming, it’s
demonstrating by pointing out all the bits, a thorough cleaning routine. It
was supposed to be just the eyes but it moved on…[Teacher Interview 6:
704707]

I explored this act further with Lynette, who extended the script when I asked her
about this act:
Jayne:

Did it speak to you at all?
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Lynette: Yes, yes… Um she’s been doing it on her toys at home… but she’ll get
the baby wipes out and she’s got to get a baby wipe and then she puts it in
the rubbish and she’s got to come back and get another one. A friend of
mine was visiting and she was lying on the floor and she went and got a
baby wipe out and wiped my friend’s bottom as well [both laugh]. So she
does it with dolls but she’s also starting to try to do it with adults… It’s
quite funny really.
Jayne:

‘Cos that baby you said that your friend has, do they spend quite a bit of
time with Zoe?

Lynette: Not a lot.
Jayne:

I must ask Alicia whether she would see the babies being changed
because they are up high on the changing table.

Zoe:

[stands at gate, Jayne gets up to open it, Zoe enters with a second doll
and passes it to Jayne].

Jayne:

Another baby! Thank you. [Holds doll]

Lynette: Unless she just remembers being changed herself – you know, with us
changing her?
Jayne:

Could be… could be… yeah…

Zoe:

[looks at screen, hand in mouth, sits on Lynette’s knee holding doll,
holds out a feeder which Lynette ties around the doll’s neck].

Jayne:

I just had so many here [looks at coding notes]… I don’t know where to
start.

Lynette: Oh really!
Jayne:

“eyes, toes, mouth, bottom, poos, baby” and a lot of it moves from, a lot
of the forms had, for me, shifted to explaining.

Lynette: OK.
Jayne:

Whereas before it felt like it was more “look at me”, “notice me” and
naming.

Zoe:

[falls off Lynette’s knee, drops doll]

Jayne:

Whoops! That was a bit of a jump wasn’t it? You can say
“whoopsadaisees” [all laugh]…Yeah, proportionately a lot more
explaining, I mean in my view…

Zoe:

[holds arms out to Jayne, who passes the doll she is holding to Zoe]

Jayne:

…A lot of the literature would say that pointing at eyes and saying “eye”
is about naming but I think she’s explaining.

Lynette: That “these are eyes”?
Jayne:

Maybe, or “I’m gonna wash the babies eyes”, but I don’t know why?
Maybe there’s something more…

Zoe:

[carries doll back to bouncinette]

Jayne:

Whereas I think often when we look at toddler language, we think that
[points in random air space] yet for me, my understanding of Zoe is that
she’s coming from a different place here.

Lynette: Yeah… that’s right. [Parent 1 Interview 5: 159198]
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Vygotksy (1998, p. 268) argues that children under the age of three do not engage
in symbolic play since “there is not extended imaginary situations where the child himself
clearly plays some role and noticeably changes the property of a thing”. Where Vygotksy
places emphasis on ‘things’ or objects in play, Bakhtin draws attention to the dialogic
exchange between subjects, suggesting that once noticed by another, play is transformed
to an embryonic form of artistic drama. Interpretation resides in the “active and creative
contemplation” (AA, p. 74) rather than an exercise of factfinding or seeking desirable
outcomes. Inspired by this notion, I suggested to Alicia that these acts might hold more
potential than originally recognised and that they may indeed be metaphoric. To me, the
doll seemed to consistently act as a strategic vehicle as a means of drawing Alicia’s eye
towards Zoe by holding up a metaphoric mirror for Alicia to see her own reflection:
Jayne:

Do you think toddlers use metaphor then… like … “I’m drawing on this
X to get you to try and understand the Y of where I’m coming from”?.
For example the doll, ‘cos that would mean it’s about spending time with
you. Yet there are moments where the doll becomes like a person she is
communicating with. But when you slip away from her/

Alicia:

/She’ll drag you back in.

Jayne:

Through the doll as… like, a vehicle… Like this is something I know this
woman will relate to ‘cos I know she likes holding babies and she pats
babies so I’ll come at this her way, hook her in/

Alicia:

/Hook, line and sinker [both laugh].

Jayne:

/And you fell for it! [Teacher interview 6: 406420]

Contemplation to this extent escaped our grasp when the act of play was seen as a
process of naming, mimicking or routine with the associated implication that the teacher
did not need to ‘interfere’. Here, play was typically framed as another form of ‘activity’
that took place beyond the interpretive gaze of the teacher. Alicia’s associated authorship
imperative was to recognise play as a means of encouraging the toddlers to become
independent of her, a process that she considered desirable in the centre context since it
avoided what Alicia saw as overreliance on an adult:
Alicia: ... I mean at the moment she doesn’t seem to need me for the whole time
and like… as long as I,… she greets me in the morning… as long as I
greet her…like I walk around saying “hi Zoe” and spend like five or ten
minutes together and …she seems happy playing with the dolls and I say
like “oh how are your babies” you know… even that sort of attention…
and she seems happy for me to leave and then just acknowledging her
throughout the day … [Teacher Interview 6: 257263]

Unlike Zoe, who in my view actively sought Alicia out in and through play, Jayden
was consistently engaged in what Alicia called “independent play” – engaging in a Trike
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Pursuit game of crashing, chasing and swopping bikes which, to me, bore a striking

resemblance to a Stock Car34 circuit. I asked Kirstin to explain:
Kirstin: Yeah it’s part of the whole crash thing.
Jayne:

Oh …tell me about the crash thing.

Kirstin: Oh it’s just when you go out on the bike and go “brrm brrm brrm brrm”
and [demonstrates hands in fist] and you crash into it.
Jayne:

Ohhhh, the other children seem to understand that game too. How come?

Kirstin: Yeah yeah [carries bowl of food to shelf as Jayden has gotten off Kirstin’s
knee and gone to look out the door] Are you going out? Give that to 
[Jayden carries the plate out].
Jayne:

Ok, so when you guys get on the bikes with Jayden/

Kirstin: /Oh you’ve always gotta do racing. Racing the bikes.
Jayne:

So…almost all of the day when he’s at home he’s got someone with him
to play with?

Kirstin: He’ll go outside by himself for up to half an hour but even then he’ll be
coming up the deck to make sure I’m there.
Jayne:

That went on for a long time… riding along, moving the handles, riding
along – and now that you’ve explained that it makes sense what he’s
doing here/

Kirstin: /Crash! [laughs as Jayden throws himself back into the room and onto
the floor. Jayden laughs too] [Parent 2 Interview 1:299313]

Jayden’s play genres appeared to have little need of Alicia – being more directed to
his peer group, his aunt or an invisible ‘other’. His mastery of the genres appeared to
afford him social entry in the playground and with his peer group. As Cohen and Uhry
(2007) suggest, those that master play genres are able to exhibit power over their peers.
This social entreaty was evident when Kirstin interpreted Jayden’s acts with ease, while
neither Alicia nor I could appreciate them on our own. The following dialogue highlights
the additional complexity Kirstin was able to offer to this play experience:
Jayne:

Then it’s “brrrom brrrom” and then “bye” and then I think he says “hello
CJ” …but I don’t know who CJ is.

Kirstin: Oh… that might be “I see you.”
Jayne:

Ohhh… have a look and see what you think.

Kirstin: [leans forward to listen] …Its …“Hello are you OK?”
Jayne:

OHHH …so who is he saying that to? … who is this? [points to peer on
a trike in front of child‐cam lens]?

Kirstin: I can’t recall his name but he is not here today and they share the same
interest in trikes … so they often pass each other on the way …passing
trikes in the night.

34

Stock car racing is a public event in NZ where cars crash into one another for sport.

135

Jayden: Baby [holds doll up].
Jayne:

Baby. You’ve got lots of babies today… And then you say “What cha
doin’?” [the footage is played] …it’s incredible the use of phrases
socially… it happens so easily yet on the surface it seems as if he is
simply riding a trike around.

Kirstin: Yeah … there is so much more isn’t there? [Parent 2 Interview 1:422
430]

While independent play was valued by Alicia, it was a source of concern if she felt
she could not be part of it in her role as author, as opposed to play partner. As a result I
saw that the ideology of ‘independent play’ represented a paradox in her associated
assessment endeavours, since what could be seen was, for Alicia, strongly linked her
physical presence and spatial participation in the act:
Alicia:

Yes, I think there’s a… it’s not that he doesn’t let you in. It’s
almost…I’m too scared to enter in.

Jayne:

Because?

Alicia:

Because…yeah that whole dependence … he’s so independent… Will I
invade his space if I get in there? …And …it’s that I can’t read his cues.

Jayne:

‘Cos there were times when you tried, like I could see you lingering in
the vicinity but not knowing what to do.

Alicia:

Yeah. [Teacher Interview 5:916]

According to Efimova and Manovich (1993, p. xxvii), a Bakhtinian notion of space
encompasses both the field of vision available to the author and “what the author chooses
to evoke about the character”. The priority given to ‘independent play’ as the exclusive
spatial domain of the toddler, and its associated constraint to Alicia’s assessment activity,
supports Bakhtin’s description of play as an unauthored phenomenon which happens
when there are no spectators (AA). That is, nobody notices and therefore recognises its
significance. Here the actual detail of what was happening inside play escaped the
interpretive eye of the teacher who unwittingly reverted (or as I have described later,
‘defaulted’) to insideout genres as the only entry point to formal assessment. Bennett,
Wood and Rogers (1997) highlight a similar phenomenon in the United Kingdom where
they discovered the absence of assessment focussing on play despite the teachers’
articulated value of play. The authors argue that this is due to the teachers’ fear of
inappropriate intervention, coupled with time constraints on their involvement.
Our dialogue would suggest that Alicia’s authorial abstinence within these genres
was associated with the ideologies she brought to her teaching that interrupted her ability
to see more, rather than her physical presence in the scenes that were portrayed (I return
to this point in 6.3 and 6.4). These were associated with a notion of play as the
independent domain of the child yet simultaneously viewed as a key mechanism for
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learning that must be planned for, as mandated in official New Zealand early childhood
education discourse (Ministry of Education, 1998a). Wood (2007a, p.307) suggests that
“it is not sufficient to merely mix pedagogical approaches with play remaining in the
margins of free choice/reward time, and adultdirected activity taking precedence.” While
the current setting provided ample opportunity for this type of play, its location in the
context of valued learning was therefore dubious since adults rarely took any notice, and
the potential for metaphoricity was unrecognisable as a result. This phenomenon is
concerning since, if independent play passes by unnoticed, it is likely that the subtle and
complex metaphors conveyed within that genre are unrecognised (and by extraction,
unvalued) by adults.

5.2.4 Freeform genre
In contrast to genres that were noticed and recognised by participants, a separate set of
genres existed which were noticed but not recognised, not noticed at all, or outrightly
ignored. These genres took place when the teacher camera view was typically facing
elsewhere and the toddler was in the midst of a group of peers, or in outright opposition to
the official curriculum. As such there was not a sense of adult presence needed or perhaps
even desired. Ironically, the transcendent nature of these genres seemed to require that a
disapproving adult be somewhere in the background. Freeform genres align to Sidorkin’s
(1999) description of chatter discourses within the classroom, which include unusual
ideas that are typically outside of the teacher’s gaze. I interpret these genres as a subset
of carnivalesque genres as described by Bakhtin (RW). In the present study they resist
being noticed within the official discourse and, as a result, escape the adult eye in
assessment.
Freeform genres were typically associated with the whole body, hit, stroke, bite or
unidentifiable sounds and often coded as resistance, trickery or joyfulness. They were
often characterised by sharp contrasts or multiple meanings which Rebelais calls “coqal
ane” (RW, p. 423). When noticed, there was often a disapproving or quashing response
from adults, which resulted in their movement to ‘the underground’. These language
forms often perplexed adults, and in the absence of any other meaning we came up with
an other criterion to describe the acts as moments of ‘joyfulness’ and ‘freedom’. Since
freeform genres were particularly noticeable after, or during, or in transition between
routines such as mattime or eating, they were often described as a kind of ‘dance’ or
‘release’ from the demands of the centre. Freeform genres can therefore be likened to an
extreme form of playfulness which SuttonSmith (1997) argues is necessary across the
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lifespan and constitutes another definition of play. The emphasis placed on the mediating
body (as opposed to resources) within this genre also suggests that “through body work, it
is possible for individuals to open up so that they dare to express themselves in a group,
and dare to feel openness and joy” (Winther, 2007, p.20). Seen in this light, the body can
be viewed as a central mechanism through which the toddler can express him or herself
metaphorically.
Of all the genres we encountered it was freeform that generated the most
controversy between participants, as well as during their performance in the wider early
childhood education context. In Judgement Day Zoe is seen employing this genre in the
form of a hit as she moves from an eating routine to ‘independent play’. Here I was struck
by the way Zoe seemed to represent the teacher’s angry tone of voice in this physical
manifestation, having carefully observed the interaction. Alicia described the value of
seeing this act through Zoe’s camera lens because it afforded her greater understanding of
what was actually happening, a “bigger picture”. Recast as intentional social language,
hitting was recognised as a metaphoric means of upholding social etiquette and justice
rather than a primal form of violence. Alicia lamented over the fact that this act would
normally be seen from the latter pointofview:
Jayne:

In terms of metaphoricity, if anything? I mean if we’re saying that the hit
is a form that conveys meaning… what is the meaning here? If we
suggest that there is more to this than just the actual hitting.

Alicia:

Yes, there’s something behind it. Because she had the attention there
because she was having a little dispute with  and he was giving it back
to her and vice versa but then she moved to  and it didn’t seem like it
was provoked or anything like that. But then, straight after, cos I was in
close proximity, it was almost as if she was after another reaction from
myself…

Jayne:

Yeah, because she looks at you specifically doesn’t she?

Alicia:

…I think if I hadn’t been there and seen it… I think she would have
probably got the brunt. The brunt of … maybe …not by myself, but
maybe another teacher and I think the focus would have been … it’s her
fault… Zoe… yeah she would have been pulled up for it because they
didn’t have the whole picture.

Jayne:

The whole picture, mmmm, that’s interesting. [Teacher Interview 3: 615
637]

Alicia’s insight concurs with McCadden’s (1998) and Wood & Attfield’s (2005)
suggestions that teachers often view such acts as deviant or disruptive to the teaching
agenda. According to McCadden this is especially prominent where there are large
cultural differences between the teacher and child. Matusov (2009a) suggests that rules
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are constantly crowned and decrowned in classrooms where there are opportunities to
negotiate and recreate communal consensus through the expression of internally
persuasive discourses. Alicia found that the time she had spent in aesthetically trying to
understand Zoe meant that she saw what would previously have been categorised as
aggressive acts in the context of a “bigger picture”, since the act was now seen beyond its
literal interpretation. Her authorship imperative, and associated challenge, then, was to
work out what that meant for Zoe:
Alicia:

…I can work past that – personally.

Jayne:

Is that because of who you are or what you’ve seen [points to footage]?

Alicia:

I think … because of what I’ve seen … the bigger picture…I could be
wrong but I think the other teachers … they can’t see past that behaviour
and immediately that could put a cloud over [waves hand in air] over
little Zoe and … I mean I could be wrong, and the teachers aren’t seeing
it you know … they are a bit um guarded. Is guarded the right word? I
have to say they are treating her differently – it’s almost like that. It could
come across like that. I mean maybe, I mean children pick up….

Jayne:

Vibes?

Alicia:

Vibes … and how teachers respond to them [holds palms upwards] and
maybe it’s coming in …

Jayne:

Why do we do that when everything we know about toddlers says that
this is perfectly ‘normal’ [makes speech marks in the air with
forefingers]? I think the word you used this morning was … was it
‘ratbag’ or was it, you said “Zoe has been a bit of a….rascal” I think you
said? …And that was because of the biting35 – so when you said “rascal”
… what did you mean by that?

Alicia:

…True… And I have heard other names being called when we have
discussed the situation.

Jayne:

Because it’s so…do you think it’s to do with emotions? It brings out?

Alicia:

Yes I think so …but I think… to me I believe that there’s always a
trigger or there’s always more about why a child has done something.

Jayne:

So in a sense is it the form of the bite or the hit or whatever it is that
stands in place of something else?

Alicia:

But it’s figuring out what that something else is. [Teacher interview
3:768790]

Fist banging was another example of this genre in the form of a fist. The act of

continuing on with a language form that has been quashed by the teacher hints at Zoe’s
desire for entry into the older peer group even if (or perhaps because) it meant risking
adult disapproval. Here, it seems that Zoe is exploring the boundaries of the routine she

35

During the period of fieldwork Zoe and Jayden used biting as a form of communication which generated a great deal
of disapproval from the teaching team. Although seldom captured on film, since it occurred primarily when Alicia
was on her breaks, biting generated a great deal of emotive dialogue – both in and out of interviews over this time.
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has little choice but to engage in. Alicia describes Zoe’s act as “testy” – a feature that was
not typically valued within the early childhood education context:
Alicia:

…I thought for a moment that she was being quite testy [laughs] And as
we were talking about a few weeks ago, it is a long time, it’s a long time
for children to wait. I’m finding that a lot of these latest ones have been
waiting and waiting. If it’s not at the mat time it’s the lunch time, if it’s
not the lunch time it’s morning and afternoon teas…Here I wrote about
that behaviour and I also noted that, because it’s quite a long period, and I
just wrote “when children are left to their own devices the genre of being
spontaneous creeps in”… And through the whole lunch hour, every now
and again, it does.

Jayne:

And what do you do with it, which I find really interesting?

Alicia:

Um … [puts hand over mouth] I think often they’re asked to get on with
their lunch.

Jayne:

That’s what I had observed… instead of working with this genre it seems
to get quashed so it gets driven underground … and it becomes ‘naughty
behaviour’.

Alicia:

Yes. But watching then… like I said, they almost do it, they do it to pass
the time… and then I’ve just noticed that watching Zoe through your
researcher’s cam … she copes well with all the distractions. [Teacher
Interview 4:270286]

Rutanen (2007) has discussed the way two year old Norwegian children co
construct meanings that exist outside of the adults’ field of expectation, arguing that these
evolve out of young children’s attempts to push the boundaries of the settings (rules,
activities etc) in which they are placed. A similar phenomenon is reported by Lokken
(2000) in her detailed descriptions of toddler acts such as walllicking and curtainrunning
and Löfdahl and Hägglund (2007) in their investigation of preschool games. In a New
Zealand early childhood education study, Brennan (2005) found that resistance strategies,
which she describes as ‘disruption’, occurred when rules were imposed. In the present
study it seemed that freeform genres were strategically employed within or around the
rules, as a way of gaining peer approval. Without the existence of such rules, I suggest
that the genres would not have held their appeal. In other words, it was the very presence
of rules that facilitated their social effect as part of this genre and gave a metaphoric
dimension to the act. This suggestion challenges the views of researchers (as discussed by
Wood, 2007a) who purport that play is a developmental, teleologic, process of increasing
complexity and increasing the presence of rules. The sophistication of this genre provides
evidence to suggest that seemingly simple acts, when viewed dialogically, represent the
intentional and complex interplay of multiple voices and their associated ideologies. This
point is also made by Sawyer (1996) who argues for the study of play as a participation
framework rather than discreet activity.
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A third example is evident in the footage I have called Couillon after the Rebelaian
description of hitsorry extremes that are consistent with carnivalesque genres (RW, p.
420). Here it seems that Zoe is experimenting with the forms of hitting and saying “sorry”
to gauge their social impact since she recognises their reactive potential. I came to
recognise the dialogic intent more fully during an interview with Lynette and Zoe, where I
invite Zoe to revisit the emotional perspective of the peer (and this is picked up again later
in Crying). In considering this act metaphorically, Zoe appeared to be gathering together a
repertoire of language forms that she could strategically use to convey emotion, supported
by her actions in this interview:
Jayne:

…There we go…[Plays footage to Zoe and Lynette. Zoe is looking closely
at the screen, sitting on her mother’s knee] …What’s going on there
Zoe? Did you see what happened?

Zoe:

[Points to teacher cam, at Alicia] Deedah Deedah.

Jayne:

Who is that [points to peer in the same image]?

Zoe:

Deedah Deedah [points to teacher on screen]

Jayne:

?

Lynette: What are you saying? [leans forward to peer at screen]
Jayne:

 ? I can see . Do you see that  is crying?

Zoe:

[Looks closely at screen and screws face up]

Jayne:

I wonder why she is crying?

Zoe:

[looks at Jayne, then points at ‐‐‐ on the screen]

Jayne:

…She seems a bit sad.

Zoe:

[turns to hug Lynette]. [Parent 1 Interview # 2 Lines 6172]

Parents and teachers rarely chose to highlight these acts in their analysis. Since they
did not feature in the portfolios either, it seemed as if freeform genres were not valued
within the centre context. However, when I raised them in discussion, responses were
generally animated. Mark took pride in these acts since, for him, they represented Zoe as
a leader and meant that she would be able to assert herself socially. There was a clear
sense of his admiration for Zoe when we shared stories during the focus group interview
about “traversing boundaries” or “pushing buttons” since such traits reinforced his view
of her as a ‘strong’ personality:
Mark:

You know, she’s, um, established herself as the person she probably will
become. Unfortunately it’s going to be a stroppy little bitch. [Lynette and
Alicia laugh]

Jayne:

And is that what you would want for her?
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Mark:

Well …I’d rather she was a leader than a follower … put it that
way…She doesn’t have to put up with being told what to do. [Focus
group interview: lines 473480]

As adult spectators watching these genres play out, we were often at a loss to
understand their meaning. Although Alicia and I speculated that these forms could be a
means of demonstrating “absolute delight” “exhilaration” or “triumph”, we never really
understood their purpose. In the absence of any other definition we began to draw on the
metaphor of a dance, expressing “freedom” and “release” [Teacher Interview 3: 577].
Bakhtin’s description of dance as “the ultimate limit of my passive selfactivity” (AA, p.
137) offers some clues to our limitations when he suggests that dance (and associated
joyfulness) exists on the border between art, spirit and everyday. Such dancelike form
therefore represents a spirit which exists as a liberating act beyond authorship, and
represents the toddler’s existential encounter with the world.
An example is given in Balloon Running with Zoe running, squealing, and chasing a
balloon in the wind. Although there was no obvious form of invitation here, it seems as if
Zoe and her peer share a moment of exhilaration through these movements, evident in
their laughter, sound and whole body movement. No words are exchanged yet a shared
sense of purpose seems evident. The fact that intersubjective meaning was unobtainable
for adult authors in this study, therefore, did not decry metaphoric meaning for Zoe or her
peers. As Bakhtin (SG, p. 166) suggests, meaning is only available to those who are
“related by some common conditions of life….by the bonds of brotherhood on a high
level”. We began to see that these genres were not meant for adult consumption.
Another example of this genre is evident in Jayden’s Shoulder Shrug which Alicia
highlighted in our discussions:
Alicia:

… Did you see the shoulder wiggle?

Jayne:

Yes I did. What did you make of that?

Alicia:

I wasn’t too sure… I wasn’t too sure how to handle that. It was like… it
was really quite subtle… You see the shoulder a bit here, a bit more
clearly … there you go, there [points at researcher cam and laughs] that
little jiggle! Twice he does that. [Teacher Interview 5: 107110]

The difficulty we adults experienced in making sense of these language forms
resonates with Ishiguro’s (2009) findings of humour, irony and teasing in mealtime
experiences of Japanese preschool children. As Ishiguro found, these forms took place
outside of the teacher domain, and were therefore typically unnoticed.
As more of these genres came to our attention, we recognised the limitations of our
adult subjectivity in this endeavour, since they represented an experiential, sensorimotor,
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domain we struggled to recall. It was through carnivalesque that I found explanation
since, as Bakhtin (in Emerson, 1984, p. 131) highlights, “the source of carnival is carnival
itself”. Similarly Da Matta (1984, p. 244) suggests that language in carnivalesque genres
represents “expressions for their own sake”. While it could be argued that such acts do not
represent metaphoric genre because adults do not understand them and they are so often
dismissed or overlooked, I suggest that they create a great deal of incongruence and
slippage within the dialogic context and may represent what SuttonSmith (1997) refers to
as “the sum of two negatives”. As Matusov (2009a, p. 93) suggests, these genres represent
an opportunity for “dialogue on the threshold” when taken seriously by teachers in
education settings. Interestingly, it was her attempts to understand genres such as those
that took Alicia beyond the exclusive domain of planned activities or resources in her
assessments, since these freeform genre were performed outside of the centre plan, in
moments of joy or emotional provocation that generated greater degrees of speculation in
their interpretation (as explained in 6.5).

5.2.5 Intimacy genre
A final genre was identified as a result of its omission, rather than inclusion, in teacher
and parent interpretations. Language forms that were noticed were characterised as sound,
pointing and upturned palms for the identified purposes of requesting, explaining or
naming. Like freeform genres, these intimate strategies frequently involved bodies.
These genres were the most confronting to Alicia as a teacher because, when authored
metaphorically, they forced her to recognise the weighty emotional meanings they
implied. For Alicia, the difficulty in recognising this genre appeared to be associated with
the paradox she faced between her perceived role of fostering independence, and her
belief that she needed to be “in their space” to fulfil her assessment obligations.
Alicia:

...to really know a child you’ve got to be in there… and I find in my
learning stories – I don’t know what you think of them – but I find if I’m
not in their space with them, along with them, I can’t do them.

Jayne:

Really? …Because you’re writing about something you’ve shared?

Alicia:

Yeah… and… um … it’s quite hard …but yes I like to be in there with
them …and I find that sometimes they don’t want you in there – that’s
fine… but I still don’t think you really know a child… I don’t know if
you understand that Jayne. [Teacher Interview 3: 882888]

Several times during our interviews Alicia expressed her belief that it was important
for Zoe to spend time away from her in order for her to establish relationships with other
teachers and to develop independence. I wondered, too, if such physical distance was
necessary for authorship to occur. Since Alicia was solely responsible for Zoe’s
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assessment records at this time (see 4.6.4.1) and felt she needed to be in the same space to
fulfil her authorship obligations, a second paradox became evident:
Alicia:

…I don’t want to be the one who is always there. I wouldn’t want her to
spend all her day with me, and so there have been occasions in the last
week or so where I’ve been standoffish but not to the extent that I ignore
[laughs] and not that I am meaning to do it but it’ll still be “hi Zoe” and
we’ll be talking, but I’ll still carry on with my thing so I don’t catch her at
a moment where she’ll – she’ll latch on [last three words said very
quickly and accompanied by grabbing hand gesture] [Teacher Interview
3: 700706]

An example of ‘latching on’ is portrayed in Up Up which takes place on the
transition from outdoor ‘freeplay’ to inside mattime. Acts such as these were not
encouraged with toddlers in the centre, since being carried to mattime was seen as a
practice typically reserved for babies. Here Alicia describes Zoe’s upturned palms as a
strategy to ensure that she could gain a different vantage point or establish an exclusive
physical presence, one which I interpreted as affectionate:
Alicia:

[watches screen] I think that that was just to get up and have a look
around [laughs].

Jayne:

I think she really likes you carrying her.

Alicia:

Yes…

Jayne:

So you don’t think it was affectionate?

Alicia:

Um…a little bit and no… Not so much… no… Because I think, the
more, the more children seem to come to the group [holds palms out and
brings them in] …I almost feel like she thinks I’m gonna run off on her
[laughs] . I don’t know. “I’ll get you to pick me up and I’m safe there”
you know?

Jayne:

OK… so …. something spatial here… “I need to get as close as I can
between you and the other children.” And then she lets you put her back
down again. Has someone just gone?

Alicia:

Yeah  has just gone and they’ve shuffled off somewhere.

Jayne:

So the upturned palms leading to a hug has become a metaphor for….?

Alicia:

Its like… she’s got my attention … but it’s almost like a barrier between
herself and when others join the group.

Jayne:

… in a minute you suggest that she might like to get down but she is quite
determined not to…..

Alicia:

That’s right and she doesn’t want to aye… poor Zoe.

Jayne:

Here’s the first mat time we’ve got on film….I see that  is holding
someone too …so it is kind of what you do.

Alicia:

Yes, carry the little ones in.

Jayne:

So what she does isn’t anything out of the ordinary?

Alicia:

No no… but she’s put herself as a little baby to be carried inside ‘cos that’s
what we do if there are little ones outside in the playground. We’ll go and
pick them up and assist them inside. [Teacher Interview 3: 160190]
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Other examples of what I understood as Zoe’s deliberate provocations to intimacy
were seen in the way she frequently studied bodies and, in particular, faces (see also
Couillon). Winther (2007) suggests that Western society, and its emphasis on

independence and selfhood, deprives young children of body and touch experiences as a
primary means of communicating through which feelings of intimacy can be generated. In
The Mole Alicia is uncomfortable with Zoe’s overtures and attempts to distract Zoe from

her pointing and naming pursuit. Based on information I received from Lynette, I
interpreted the earliest part of this act as an example of metaphoricity:
Jayne:

…I also wanted to ask you about a piece in this video where Zoe pulled
Alicia’s top down and said “milk”.

Lynette: [laughs]
Jayne:

I wondered if and for how long she was breast fed?

Lynette: No, she was only breast fed for 4 weeks.
Jayne:

Well how did she know?

Lynette: Um …a friend of ours has had a newborn and …she’s been very
interested in that.
Jayne:

Aha …did you notice that?

Lynette: Yes we did, and Alicia said something funny in response (laughs).
Jayne:

Alicia saying “one day there might be milk in there” made me think that
she might have interpreted what Zoe was saying as like a query – is this
milk – whereas I wondered if it was just, if you think of a metaphor as
standing in place of something like breastmilk, was she using it
deliberately to query or was she using it to explain? Or was she using it to
create a spark of meaning between her and Alicia that I don’t understand?
I’m interested in your take on that… Like …for it to be a metaphor it
would have to be “I know that it’s a breast but I deliberately use the word
milk” whereas “I call it milk because I don’t know any other name for it”
it is not a metaphor. What do you think?

Lynette: Yeah, that’s interesting she definitely knew the word for both. [Parent 1
Interview 1:107114]

When I raised this idea with Alicia, she implied that she had certainly noticed the
language forms but had not recognised them as significant (she had not coded them at
all). I was fascinated by this distinction since it seemed to me that Alicia’s desire to see
metaphorically was influenced by the emotional impact such an interpretation had on her
personally. I was reminded of her vulnerability as a teacher in early childhood education,
and in this study, where her own body has become a source of inquiry and, arguably, a
central part of the curriculum. This phenomenon is also discussed by Kennedy (2005)
who found that teachers dismissed language acts of students because they embarrassed
and confronted the teacher. Here it seems Alicia is unable to see the potential of this
language form because it represents a level of intimacy that she is uncomfortable with:
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Alicia:

Here she wants to be picked up again.

Jayne:

16:26 I had one. That’s it.

Alicia:

“Milk” I wasn’t sure if I had initiated my top to pull it up or she had.
Now that I can hear it… yes.

Jayne:

So I put “pulls Alicia’s top down and says “milk” and you say “one day
there might be milk in there, one day” which suggests that you saw it as a
query though I wondered if it was a naming. “Zoe repeats “milk” and you
say “do you like milk” and shift the focus”/

Alicia:

shift the focus somewhere else/ (laughs)

Jayne:

/To change the subject?/

Alicia:

/to change the subject/ (both laugh) Away from my cleavage (laughter).

Jayne:

Did you get that one?

Alicia:

No I didn’t. I did see it but I wasn’t able to focus on what she had said but
I knew we had had a bit of a giggle in there somewhere but no I didn’t.
I’ve got one at 16:58 (scrolls on but sees above episode and covers
mouth with hand laughing) Oh sorry! Oh it’s so funny (laughs). OK
maybe I’m a few seconds out, oh points and words naming my features/

Jayne:

Mole/ I had request, maybe that she was asking you to provide the names
for her, particularly the mole?

Alicia:

‘Mole’.

Jayne:

Do you know if she knew that word before?

Alicia:

Maybe not Zoe. I know a lot of the children know my mole (laughs).

Jayne:

Cos she actually said “mooollle” at least three times and I wondered if
she was playing with the sound. And then she goes to the other side of
your face and there is a tiny little one/

Alicia:

/Tiny little one. She spots it (both laugh) …She’s very curious.

Jayne:

I wondered if that was an acquisition of a new word that she hadn’t used
before but of course I don’t know her well enough to know that.

Alicia:

Yeah I know that a lot of the children have been introduced to my mole
before. [Teacher Interview 1:205224]

As discussed in Chapter 2, some writers (Cohen, 1979; MarjanovicShane, 1996)
suggest that metaphor can be seen as an invitation to intimacy, often through concealed
invitation. Unlike the intimate affordance offered to MarjanovicShane (1996) in her
study of metaphor, Alicia found it difficult to respond to the invitation because of the
closeness it generated. In the example above it seemed to me as if the mole represented
such an invitation. This was later realised in a story written by Alicia where she
recognised Zoe’s return to the “moolllee” as a significant act (see Figure 6.9). The
recognition of intimacy required by the teacher in authorial response to such overtures
exposed Alicia physically, emotionally and pedagogically, challenging her desire to
maintain what Leavitt (1994) describes as optimal distance in early childhood education
practice. Distance, of any kind, did not appear to be an option for Alicia since she was
146

confronted with the recognition of Zoe’s language at the cost of self exposure, an issue
Goodman (2008) represents as an inseparable division that exists for caregivers of very
young children. I came to recognise this positioning as a profound tension for Alicia and
her practice (and explore this further in Chapter 6).
Bakhtin addresses this tension, suggesting that authorship must traverse both
intimacy and outsidedness, lest either the author or the hero is consumed by the other.
Bakhtin’s imperative is bound within the notion of aesthetic love which demands
“sympathetic coexperiencing” (AA, p. 81) and “comes to meet the coexperienced life
from the outside” (AA, p. 82). Here it seemed that recognition of intimate genres located
Alicia far from her authoritative stance, yet, without it she could not respond to Zoe’s
metaphoric imperatives. Perhaps for this reason, she chose to avoid the issue altogether in
her analysis since she could not reconcile this insideoutside dialectic.
Sullivan (2007) describes the form of crying as another dialogic act when
strategically employed in a social context. In Crying Zoe peers intently at the face of a
sobbing four year old boy who receives physical comfort from Alicia, then mimics the
language act herself. Here I speculate that Zoe saw facial gestures and sound as an effective
means of representing sadness which, if performed well, would result in an intimate
exchange. In other words crying (in the carefully reconstructed form of screwed up face and
sobbing noises) was a genre she could draw on, as a vehicle, to convey her desire to receive
affection. Alicia expressed surprise at the sophistication of this act, during our final
interview, but did not commit herself to any interpretation that implicated herself:
Alicia:

I think… I know… she understands a lot more than I previously thought
…and then I thought, maybe she was trying to put herself in ’s shoes
and then wanting to wear them… ‘cos what I’ve seen in this footage is
that she understands… she can make connections between being sad and
it’s almost like mimicking his own actions and …maybe it’s another way
of getting my attention… maybe it’s not… [Teacher Interview 6: 813
817]

Another example of intimate genres was evident in Zoe’s repeated trips to a large
concave mirror in the centre, as seen in Zoe‛s Toes. Here it was Lynette, not Alicia or I,
who provoked discussion:
Lynette: …when she went up to the mirror and she… she was quite self aware…
Like she went to the mirror, looked in it and then put her hand on the
camera… I thought that was … you know, I’d never seen her do that… I
mean I’ve seen her look in mirrors before but not pointing to something
that was on her/
Jayne:

/On her. Yes that’s quite/
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Lynette: /So that was quite, I remember a friend telling me how they put a dot on
their head in front of the mirror and they will point to it and I’ve never
actually, I’ve never tried it so that was interesting for me.
Zoe:

[passes xylophone to Lynette and sits on her knee]

Lynette: Thank you.
Jayne:

…I agree with you… I didn’t make that connection with the camera but I
was thinking… you know, there’s so much about working out who I am
in this world and she said “Zoe” when she looked at herself so … it’s like
being aware of yourself and the impact of yourself on other.

Lynette: Yeah… Like sometimes she’ll look at photos, like they’re in the album
and she’ll see them and we’ll say like [strokes Z’s hair] “that’s Zoe” and
you know she’ll say that but whether she actually knows that that is
herself or whether she knows that just ‘cos we said it was her? [Parent 1
Interview 4: 189207]

This interpretation of the act escaped Alicia’s and my recognition, although once
again the form was noticed:
Alicia:

And the next one is … where she’s almost unsure of what to do or where
to be so …she almost finds her own entertainment … that’s when she
goes to that mirror

Jayne:

Yes I had one coming up at 34. I had words  “Zoe toe”

Alicia:

Yep, she’s looking down at her toes in the mirror

Jayne:

…What did you make of that?

Alicia:

Maybe explaining?... because she had a little look in the mirror [Teacher
Interview 4: 410416]

Bakhtin (AA, p, 3233) describes the impact of a mirror on an individual as a
projection of the self “into a peculiarly indeterminate possible other, with whose help we
then try to find an axiological position in relation to ourselves”. Seen in this light Zoe’s
lingering interest in the mirror can be interpreted as further evidence of her ideological
quest: to affirm herself intimately as part of a much larger heteroglossic space. The naming
of limbs in what I interpreted as an affectionate tone, as seen here, is described by Bakhtin
as giving form to expression of another, as actual or desired reality. A Bakhtinian view of
this act would suggest that Zoe’s ‘words’ (that is, verbal speech, tone and gestures) are an
outward manifestation of the loving bestowals of another: “The emotionalvolitional tones
of others come to meet his indistinct inner sensation of himself, giving it a form and a name
in which, for the first time, he finds himself” (AA, p. 50). As such, I suggest that they
provide early metaphoric clues as to the authorship relationship Zoe has with others around
her and recast the toddler as an author in her own (dialogic) right.
Alicia’s consistent avoidance of these genres in her coding and our discussions
caused me to speculate that they presented an inherent challenge to her practice. Schiller
(who influenced Bakhtin profoundly) suggests that when emphasis is given to the
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individual only in order for them to achieve in society, the capacity for intimacy is
damaged: “love stands as the test case of the psychological health of an individual and of
a society” (cited in Armstrong, 2003, p. 122). Genres of intimacy could therefore be seen
as an invitation to an expression of love echoed from another which represents form
shaping ideology, as Bakhtin explains:
Words of love and acts of genuine concern come to meet the dark chaos of my
inner sensation of myself: they name, direct, satisfy, and connect it with the outside
world – a result, they give plastic form, as it were, to this boundless “darkly stirring
chaos” of needs and dissatisfactions, wherein the future dyad of the child’s
personality and the outside world confronting it is still submerged and dissolved.
(AA, p. 50)

I argue that this is a troubled concept in New Zealand early childhood education
discourse and accounts for why this teacher had so much difficulty in its recognition, an
argument I pursue further in Chapter 6.

5.3 A Bakhtinian loophole
A nonBakhtinian might think that, after several hours of discussion and many more hours
of viewing and reviewing hours of splitscreen footage, I and my research partners would
have well and truly explored every possible aspect of language form and content, as genres.
This could not be further from reality. The toddlers, and indeed adults, continued to offer
revised interpretations each time a new video was shot, and even when the same footage
was watched a second, third, or fourth time. I was especially struck by the perseverance of
Zoe in utilising genres to draw the adult eye toward her so that she might be authored. I
came to see that she wanted to be authored but that such authorship had to take place in
relationship with adults who were genuinely interested and may explain why she revealed
so much to me in latter interview sessions. Only then could her language acts be appreciated
aesthetically. I contend that the toddlers retained their right to alter any interpretation in
light of the constantly shifting, shadowlike, distorted meaning of language which was
ultimately beyond our collective grasp. As Clark and Holquist (1984) explain:
Dialogism is a metaphysics of the loophole. And although the loophole is the
source of frustration, pain and danger we must confront in a world so dominated by
the unknowable, it is also the necessary precondition for any freedom we may
know. (p. 347)

The examples in this chapter, including the toddlers’ contributions in reprobing
interviews and on screen, highlight the ways in which they actively authored the study in
order that they might circumvent any final analysis. The acts, and their location within
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various genres, highlight the complexity of individual personality which surpassed the
authorial gaze of every participant. Bakhtin (PDP, p. 234) explains, “The loophole makes
all the heroes’ selfdefinitions unstable, the word in them has no hard and fast meaning,
and at any moment, like chameleon, it is ready to change its tone and its ultimate
meaning”. The multiple, often contradictory, forms and associated content used by both
Zoe and Jayden provided additional complexities in our interpretations. My understanding
of form and content was broadened as I came to appreciate the sophisticated nature of
toddler language, its intentional location within the social realm, and the futility of our
attempts to ever fully comprehend it. However, I too, retain a loophole by contending that
in earnestly trying (through detailed analysis and discussion), our recognition yielded a
much deeper appreciation, generating a rich array of genres from which to break through
constraining borders of meaning. Seen in this light, metaphoric genres can be viewed as a
potential means of ‘bordercrossing’ where interpretation is radically different between
adult and toddler worlds:
All understanding is constrained by borders: freedom consists in knowing insofar
as possible – for our ability to know is controlled by contextual factors larger than
mere individual intention – what those borders are, so that they may be substituted
by, translated into different borders. Speech genres provide a good example of this
relative degree of freedom: the better we know possible variants of the genres that
are appropriate to a given situation, the more choice we have among them.
(McGee, in SG, p. xix)

Holquist (2009, p.19) aligns bordercrossing to Bakhtin’s notion of transgression as
“the name of a boundary that through interaction (our changing places) can be overcome
– transgressed – in experience.” I saw that this was an especially difficult task for adults
who are intimately associated with toddlers since any assessment is closely aligned to an
evaluation of one’s own practice or even identity and, as a result, can be highly
confronting. When maintaining close allegiance to an official discourse, I came to
understand that metaphors became impossible to recognise since they had become
idealised and could only be interpreted in a literal, objectifying sense. As Gillespie (2005)
explains these ‘dead’ metaphors are limited by their conventional, everyday nature and, as
a result, limit interpretation. Genres that generated less certainty and drew on forms less
familiar to the adults facilitated more symbolic interpretations and a great deal of laughter.
Bakhtin (RW, p. 141) suggests “laughter was precisely a liberation of the emotions that
dim the knowledge of life”. Seen in this light I argue that when we approached
interpretation in a subjectifying manner which treated the toddlers as yettobediscovered
individual personalities rather than a book that had been read before (5.1.2), we were
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more able to embrace the tenets of aesthetic activity and begin to experience
transgression.
I came to the conclusion that the genre clusters fell into types on a continuum,
ranging from genres of knowing, where interpretation was fixed and certain, to genres of
not knowing, where interpretation was more speculative and tentative. I also came to see an
alignment between certain types of genre and their location within the visual field of adults
(as portrayed on the polyphonic footage). Not only did this reveal the limitations of adult
interpretation in the absence of speculation, but such alignment also highlights the capacity
of toddlers to speak to multiple audiences and, in doing so, have themselves seen and heard.
The quadrant below summarises this finding:

Figure 5.1: Assessing toddler language

Inside of adult
gaze

Knowing

Insideout genre
Outsidein genre

Intimacy genre

Noticing literally
Toddler is ‘known’
 objectifying
 certainty
 professionalise
 explain
 finalise

Play genre

Freeform genre

Not knowing
Recognising
metaphoricity
Toddler provokes
wonder
 Subjectifying
 surprise
 Problematise
 Uncertainty
 Inquire

Outside of adult
gaze

This finding has serious pedagogical implications for teachers since contemporary
New Zealand early childhood education assessment practice emphasises recognition as
knowing based on professional expertise and judgment (see Table 1.1) and a capture of
monologic voice, while the results of this study suggest that it is often in not knowing but
instead trying to aesthetically understand in dialogue with others, including the toddlers
themselves, that the greatest insights can be found.
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While I do not claim this chapter contains a complete or even accurate list of
metaphoric genres for all toddlers, or even for these particular toddlers for that matter, I
argue that teachers should linger over genres and their potential symbolism with others as
relevant in authoring very young children since “meaning can be only transformed but
never fully created from scratch” (Matusov, 2009a, p. 120) and symbolic potential exists
when adults are freed up to explore language aesthetically, recognising the origins of
language as altered echoes of themselves and others in dialogic communion.

5.4 Summary
In this chapter I have presented the results of this study in relation to ‘who saw what’ and
how language acts were authored in response to our metaphoric quest. By portraying
dialogue in association with specific pieces of footage I have argued that what can be seen
as metaphoric, or nonmetaphoric, is influenced by the ideologies that each author brings
to the assessment experience. In considering five groups of genres I have highlighted the
complex and sophisticated ways the toddlers communicated and that their language could
be interpreted in multiple ways, only some of which were seen as metaphoric. I argue that
where metaphoricity could not be noticed, it was because of adult constraints in
recognising their significance, rather than toddler limitations in their performance or their
lack of symbolic potential. I have concluded with the claim that it is in not knowing that
the greatest insights may be found in an assessment discourse that advocates for a
narrative, multiplevoiced approach.
The following chapter expands on this point further to explore the authorship role of
the teacher within the wider heteroglossic quagmire in which she strived to make
meaning. I argue that the formalised and highly governed nature of New Zealand early
childhood education assessment meant that what could be recognised as meaningful
resided in the domain of the teacher whose fixed ontological locale was significantly
disturbed through this dialogic investigation.
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Chapter 6: Dust under the whāriki
In the previous chapter I presented the metaphoric acts within genres that were (or were
not) noticed and recognised by participants. I ended the chapter with the proposition that
the act of noticing and recognising is subjective; and that whether we are able to see (and
respond accordingly) is dependent on the interpretations that exist within and beyond the
early childhood education assessment context. The extent to which what is seen can be
considered metaphoric or not is therefore dependent on the ideologies at play, and their
potential to be disturbed by others. I argued further that uncertainty and speculation are
important aspects in the assessment process and that they can facilitate greater metaphoric
insights if embraced by teachers in communion with the toddler and their family.
In this chapter I address the second research subquestion which asks: What is the
impact of heteroglossia on noticing and recognising metaphoricity within assessment
activity? To do so I draw specifically on Bakhtin’s notion of heteroglossia to discuss the
complex nature of interpretation in this educational setting where authoritative discourses
exist and serve as a deeply persuasive and orienting force in contemporary assessment
activity. Alicia’s metaphoric description of these forces is framed within the notion of
hidden dust underneath a carpet. I argue that the prevalent authorial thrust of contemporary
assessment discourse on ‘knowledge’ is not conducive to aesthetic approaches which are
fundamentally concerned with aesthetic appreciation. In making this claim I concur with
Bakhtin (AA, p. 24) who suggests that what can be seen is determined by the author in
relationship with the hero and is correspondingly shaped by what the author brings to the
authorship experience, that is, their authorial surplus (which is constrained and enhanced by
the ideologic horizons at their disposal). Such surplus requires both inside and outside
subjectivities.
To support this statement I call upon field notes, interview transcripts and notes,
and secondary genres that influenced the participants, more specifically the teacher, in
what they were able to notice, and not notice, within this study. I conclude by arguing
strongly for a polyphonic approach to assessment, where noticing and recognising can be
interanimated and therefore enriched by multiple voiceswithinvoices. I suggest also that
the activity of ‘noticing, recognising and responding’ is a moral endeavour, requiring the
honest and earnest efforts of all involved.
I conclude that the pervasive presence of official discourse, unless disturbed by
internally persuasive discourse, promotes the endorsement of one way to assessment.
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Such an approach invites a relentless allegiance to one theoretical model, and its
associated national agenda, and does not facilitate an aesthetic approach which values the
existential experience. Rather, enterprise of this nature is more likely to promote
monologising narratives that privilege professional voice and position toddlers as objects
for teachers’ narrative authorship. Alicia described her awakening to this authorship issue
by invoking the imagery of an “unveiling” or hura kohatu.

6.1 The education and care heteroglot
As discussed in Chapter 3, heteroglossia represents a constant and essential battle between
order and disruption within communication. According to Bakhtin, both are necessary to
sustain and interrupt authoritative discourses at work in social settings (DI). Sullivan and
McCarthy (2005) point out that the dialogic researcher’s question is not whether both
exist, since they always do, but the extent to which one or other dominates. The
competing tensions between centripetal (that is, bringing together) and centrifugal (that is,
forcing apart) forces were evident within the context of this study, often resulting in
contradictions or paradoxes which epitomise Bakhtin’s claim that language is always
populated, even overpopulated, with other people’s intentions (AA).
Authoritative assessment discourse consumed centre practice in the present study,
silencing alternate perspectives at the outset of the research. As a result, these internally
persuasive discourses existed ‘unofficially’ where they were present but frequently
silenced or shielded from public view. Where internally persuasive discourses were
present, they did not appear to have a place in assessment, since they did not comply with
the nationally constructed view of ‘knowledge’ despite their very real influence on what
could or could not be ‘seen’. I concur with Matusov (2009a, p. 88) who states:
As soon as the locale is fixed, the ideas will be fixed. This monologic approach has
also devastating moral consequences because it views victory of truth as
elimination of ontological locale of evil untruth (often with people who occupy this
locale).

According to Matusov (2007a, p. 218), Bakhtin offers a specific pedagogical
challenge to teaching by suggesting that authoritative voice and authorship is a necessary
part of the educative process – yet for progressive learning to take place students must be
free to explore and embrace difference: “…a strong, powerful voice and authorship is
rooted in a discursive community, which the voice addresses and to which it must
respond”. I argue that the extent to which the participants in this study were able to
recognise and respond to both forces was a historical and contemporary battle between
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the private world of the individual teacher or parent and the public world of accountability
and societal demand – that is, the chronotope (representing ideologic spaces) which
surrounded utterances.
The centripetal forces in this study can be interpreted as those which attempted to
pull the participants towards shared assessment practice, as sanctioned through official
discourse; whilst centrifugal forces can be described as forces which pull away or break
apart, with emphasis on the differing pointsofview within the centre context. I recognise
that the training Alicia had received (which I take some responsibility for as her previous
lecturer and professional development advisor), coupled with national reinforcement and
local pressure for particular, neatly aligned, assessment discourse, meant that she
approached assessment centripetally. These centripetal forces therefore interrupted her
desire to adopt an aesthetic approach to assessment practice and meant that, at the outset
of this study, she approached assessment as an obligation to be fulfilled in a submissive
manner.
The centripetal forces on assessment were highly visible in written documents that
existed in the centre context (as secondary genres). I argue that it was in these written
forms where the authoritative discourse, in my view, had its most binding and public
presence. In juxtaposition with some of the underground36 dialogue that took place during
our discussions, these secondary genres represent “highly developed and organised
cultural communication” (SG, p. 62) and therefore play a significant role in how the
discourse is played out in the centre context.
Edwards, Gilroy and Hartley (2002, p. 55) suggest that centrifugal forces, which
emphasise “difference, diversity and inequality”, act as a necessary force intersecting with
the centripete. As forces which intentionally pull away from consensus, the centrifuge
provides a means of engaging in deeper complexity. In the present study I contend that
these forces resided within the centre ‘underground’ and were evident in the internally
persuasive discourses each participant brought to the aesthetic experience. Through the
dialogic nature of research activity they came to the surface. In doing so I came to
recognise that, as a dialogic researcher with a privileged outsider position, I typically
approached assessment centrifugally – focusing on an individual pointofview within the
group, and seeking complexity rather than trying to create alignment. Similarly, the
parents were more inclined to focus their interpretations on what they perceived as
significant in relation to their familial values rather than what was nationally sought after
36

Here I invoke Dostoevsky’s Underground Man whose quest was to offer confession while refracting any possible
finalisation.
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as desirable, since their primary focus was their child whose well being was their priority
(as discussed in section 5.2.1).
Centrifugal forces at work within teacher interpretations occasionally slipped out in
dialogue and were characterised by unpredictable statements or contradictions which were
either kept in check through silence or “mmm” murmurings or unleashed through
strategies such as placing a hand over the mouth when something perceived to be risky
was stated, retracting on a statement through the use of oppositional phrases such as
“having said that I….” or “I shouldn’t really say” – a discussion style I coded as non
commit or acquiesce. I have since described some of Alicia’s centrifugal dialogue as
confessional, since it was frequently accompanied by nonverbal cues which suggested to
me that the dialogue was risky or potentially subversive on her part.

6.2 Dust under the carpet
In dialogue, Alicia increasingly allowed herself to embrace centrifugal forces in
assessment since they already existed but were never publicly voiced. In doing so she
revealed to herself and me, paradoxes that she faced daily in her practice and which
profoundly impacted on her ability to fulfil the perceived requirements of the official
discourse. As such, Alicia presented learning stories as a performative device which
served to expose officially sanctioned practice and therefore represented public
accountability. In reality, they had very little to do with Zoe, Jayden, or their families
since neither Alicia nor their parents could find a place for exploring ‘real’ encounters
within the dispositional framework that was hitherto privileged. As Alicia described at the
end of Interview 4, “Our real practice is like dust under the carpet – every now and then it
escapes but quickly gets swept away if it doesn’t make us look good”. This finding is
consistent with Nuttall’s (2004) contention that assessment is often associated with
teacher identity and associated public profile.
The following model provides a framework for the remaining contents of this
chapter, by invoking Alicia’s carpet metaphor as representing the forces that were at work
within assessment activity. The presence of these forces is not seen as dichotomous
because they cohabit the ideologic landscape and are representative of an essential
interplay in education discourse if they are recognised and responded to (Matusov,
2009a). However, in the context of this study the weighty emphasis on authoritive
discourses meant that internally persuasive discourses were silenced and, as a result,
played a discursive role in assessment activity.
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Figure 6.1: “Dust under the whāriki”

In drawing on this metaphor, it can therefore be seen that the background dust
represents the underground (that is, internally persuasive discourse) while the carpet (in
the Māori language, the word ‘mat’ is whāriki) represents the official discourse the
teacher served. Though never profiled in any written form, dust played a significant role
in noticing and recognising metaphoricity in the context of this study. Once Alicia
embraced aesthetic seeing beyond the authoritative stronghold, she claimed she was able
to see more.
In contrast, the official discourse was periodically summoned by the teacher and her
colleagues as a means of justifying and maintaining their identity as professionals, and
further imposed by management (who in turn were compelled to fulfil their contractual
obligations with the Ministry of Education) as a means of meeting accountabilities. A
carpet, or whāriki, in indigenous Māori (and Pacific) culture is seen as a functional but
valuable piece of cultural art (Ministry of Education, 2007a). However, in the context of
this study it also represents the New Zealand early childhood education curriculum
(Ministry of Education, 1996). Although not mandatory37 at the time of this study, the
teachers in this centre dutifully attempted to align their assessment practice to the strands
37

Although Te Whāriki, at the time of writing, is not mandatory, its relationship to ECE Desirable Practices and
Objectives (Ministry of Education, 1996) in highly evident.
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of Te Whāriki and its associated dispositional criteria in the Learning Story approach.
Despite the addition of supporting assessment (Ministry of Education, 2004, 2009b)
signaling a paradigmatic shift from assessment requirements within current mandatory
requirements (see Ministry of Education, 1998a, p. 30), Alicia struggled to create
alignment since she and her colleagues were attempting to meet the requirements of one
within the discourse of another. I argue that the perceived need to constantly link the
whāriki strands with five dispositions, while fulfilling accountabilities to the whāriki (and
associated mandatory requirements) commanded a response that detracted from
meaningful assessment. The ostensible perfection of the ‘carpet’ therefore drove a
performanceoriented approach to assessment which served as a source of frustration for
the participants since they were aware of, and grappled daily with, the hidden dust
beneath.
In the remainder of this chapter I describe the relationship between these forces and
the ability for the teacher to ‘notice, recognise and respond’ within New Zealand early
childhood education assessment discourse, a relationship which profoundly impacted on
the participants’ ability to see toddler metaphoricity.

6.2.1 Assessment documentation and planning
In Chapter 6 I provide a description of the way each participant approached metaphor and
its meaning, and suggested that a key factor in its recognition would be the degree to
which participants were free to engage in aesthetic activity. Bakhtin (AA) describes
aesthetic activity as a process of initially experiencing the life of another by putting
oneself in the place of another through their outward act; but always returning to the self
outside of the other to create meaning (not necessarily in that order). His caveat in such
activity is to avoid consummating the other (as hero) in their entirety because, he
suggests, they have no necessary future since they are already finalised. Hence the
ideological horizon that each participant brings can contribute to, but should not subsume,
the toddler in assessment. Nor should the author lose themselves in the life of the hero
since Bakhtin argues it is then they who become lost to the process.

6.2.1.1 Assessment records
The public nature of the documents meant that assessment records represented the centre
and its reputation in the education community, as well as exposing the teacher and any
perceived inadequacies in her practice. Alicia described the exposing nature of written
assessment as an accountability exercise that teachers had to fulfil since, in her view,
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“everyone wants to be in the right box” [Teacher Interview 4: 806807]. The results of
this study highlight the ways in which this approach precluded staff from recognising
aspects of the toddlers’ world that were seen to be outside of the valued sphere, and can
be seen in the underpinning ideologies Alicia brought to her interpretations in the
previous chapter. In the case of freeform genres, in particular, Alicia stressed there was
absolutely no way these would be recorded by staff: “I think they’re quite happy to
verbally discuss it but could I be cheeky to say that “we wouldn’t want that on the books”
do you know what I mean?” [Teacher Interview 4: 617619]. This was due to directives in
official documentation that good assessment practice should focus on “strengths and
interests” (Ministry of Education, 1998) rather than aspects of the toddler that portrayed
undesirable characteristics.
From the outset of the study I was overwhelmed with the amount of paperwork that
was being generated by the teachers on a weekly basis, and the highly systematic and
articulated processes established to support assessment practice (and associated planning).
Despite these impressive systems, I struggled to find assessment records that would
provide me with metaphoric insights about the toddlers in the study. Given the fact that
Zoe had already attended the centre for a year (fulltime) and, during that time had made
the developmental shift from infancy to toddlerhood, I was surprised to discover a limited
array of entries over this period. There were no entries recorded between November 2007
and February 2008 – the supervisor informed me that these had been removed as part of
her audit (see Figure 6.2) because they were not “up to standard”. Notebook entries
detailed practical aspects of the toddlers’ developmental milestones and care needs
between January and July 2007 only. Since Alicia was not the teacher allocated to Jayden
or Zoe during this period due to the whānau caregiving system in place (see 4.6.4.1), no
written contributions were recorded by her during 2007.
The following table highlights the focus of teachers in their assessment of Zoe over
the first year of her centre experience38 based on my analysis of her portfolio records.
They reify learning associated with the exploration of resources, the environment and
acquisition of routines, all of which bore allegiance to notions of ‘learning’ that Alicia had
privileged in the genre cluster Insideout (5.2.2) and, to a lesser extent, Play (5.2.3).
Deemed as identified interests, the foci of these assessment records represent valued
learning. Presented with accompanying photographs, these entries publicised the targets
the centre identified for Zoe and her learning:
38

At 8 hours a day x 4 days a week spanning twelve months, Zoe had spent over 1,000 hours in the centre during this
period.
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Table 6.1: Summary of Portfolio topics
February 2007February 2008
Date

Teacher/
parent

March 07
March 07
April 07
April 07
May 07

Tcher B
Tcher B
Tcher B
Tcher B
Parent

May 07

Tcher B

June 07

Tcher B

July 07
July 07

Tcher C
Tcher C

Aug 07

Tcher C

Sept 07

Tcher C

Focus within learning stories
Music
Exploring areas and equipment
Musical instruments
Exploring activities
Me” sheet stating “Zoe is very
inquisitive”(NB: Not a learning
story)
Playing with older children
Learning to walk and socialize
with older children

“explore beat, timbre etc”
Provision of manipulative toys, shapes, sizes
etc.
Provision of “toys and objects”
Tactile and touch exploration
None stated

“Achieved climbing”

Teach Zoe how to move her feet first when
crawling
Provide more help and encouragement for
Zoe to go through sliding door
Teacher to continue supporting Zoe with
difficult tasks
Support Zoe in free play involvement indoors
and outdoors
None stated

Moving from indoor to outdoors
Following rules

Tcher C

Oct 07

Tcher C

Planned objective

Choosing her own play and
learning about dressup skills
Keeping herself safe from harm
(photo of Zoe doing up her own
zip)
Two entries about Zoe exploring
the environment with the
statement “Zoe is a very
independent girl”

As above
Gross motor skills

Continue to support Zoe with climbing

Tcher B = teacher with primary background and early childhood education degree
Tcher C = teacher with early childhood education degree only
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The learning story templates, which comprise almost all content in the portfolios (with the
addition of photoboards39) were summarised on a 46 week basis by an evaluation sheet
which was subsequently drawn upon to develop a bimonthly centre plan. In the second
month of the study, management announced that they were going to ‘audit’ the portfolios
and notebooks. The following notice was therefore posted on the staff room wall:

Figure 6.2: Note to staff

Alicia was not released from these expectations. In responding to these demands she had
developed discursive practices of her own which enabled her to fulfil requirements. For
example, the following portfolio entry recorded during February 2008 highlights the
profiling of the same activity for Zoe and two older peers.
39

For a full time child staff were expected to produce 23 learning stories, art work and a photoboard each month. An
example of a photoboard is offered in Figure 6.3.
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As a result of the supervisor’s efforts, I interpreted that the learning stories were
approached in a formulaic manner. Like previous entries, the following learning story
highlights the significance of resources and activities which, I argue, does not support the
aesthetic portrayal of Zoe beyond the shortterm review statement which says “She is a
confident and independent little girl”. According to Wood and Attfield (2005, p. 317),
“children’s needs, interests and play activities do not constitute a sufficient basis for
curriculum planning and organisation.” Such an emphasis, however, was highly evident in
the assessment records that existed for Zoe, and determined the formal view Alicia
conveyed to others through official records.

Figure 6.3: Learning story
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Exclusive attention is again paid to insideout genres, in the form of print making
processes that are sequentially aligned to dispositional outcomes. Alicia was highly
aware of the meaningless nature of this assessment record for Zoe when she somewhat
reluctantly shared the story during our interview in response to my request to see what
had been written during the month. With a sigh, Alicia confessed that the required linking
to curriculum goals was, for her, an exercise in accountability:
Alicia:

[sighs] … Um… here… [puts left hand out towards the learning story
template] they want to see a particular learning story… I mean …you
could write a lovely learning story but… it’s almost as if you’re pushed
into… that it has to have something meaningful in it.
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Jayne:

According to who though? I mean … what’s meaningful?/

Alicia:

/Exactly, exactly and it’s almost like you’ve got to have something – this,
that, this, that … you can’t just have a nice story

Jayne:

So … see here … [points to arrows going across from dispositions to
text] you’ve got your arrows pointing across … that’s what you have to
link your story to?

Alicia:

Yep …but sometimes it’s hard to pull things out. [Teacher Interview 5:
574582]

“Pulling things out”, as described by Alicia above, referred to the necessary links
teachers sought to create between the story and its ability to provide evidence of
dispositional learning in assessment practice. As such, Alicia tried to source entriesasdata
that would provide the evidence she needed to highlight desirable learning. Farquhar (2008,
p. 179) suggests that the philosophical underpinnings of Te Whāriki are at odds with
contemporary policy, and argues for “an extended understanding of learning stories
involv[ing] symbolic representation, emphasizes oral dialogues, and [the] appropriat[ion of]
written literacies as creative reinterpretations (rather than as documentary evidence) in
order to further the metaphors of learning”. Blaiklock (2008) also contends that the
constrained application of assessment narratives in contemporary New Zealand early
childhood education are an outcome of teachers’ perceived obligations to ‘fit’ a narrowly
prescribed framework. The use of “they” by Alicia provided some clues as to why she
continued with this approach, despite her obvious struggles:
Jayne:

Who is “they”?

Alicia:

Um … management… Not the committee… It would be, I mean I’ve had
comments like “why change something when it’s going good” and you
know …how do you know?... It’s almost like…very set in their ways
here. [Teacher Interview 4: 673676]

The notion of having to ‘fit’ featured often in our dialogue, alongside consistent
reference to the metaphor of ‘boxes’. Alicia later confessed that, seen only within this
framework: “that’s all you see of that child, you don’t recognise all the wonderful stuff
you are missing. You’ve already tied the box and put the ribbon around it [Teacher
Interview 6: lines 805807]. In fulfilling this authoritative purpose, Alicia perceived she
was able to demonstrate that she had achieved the performative goals of her profession, as
interpreted by the centre, and arguably the wider national framework. However, this
assessment practice became increasingly more dissatisfying to Alicia as she began to
notice and recognise more.
In accordance with centre protocols, Alicia also produced one photoboard each
about Jayden and Zoe during this assessment period. Populated with colourful stickers
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and posed photographs, her approach to assessment here was based on photographs taken
of Jayden and Zoe as they attempted to climb the new geodome that the centre had just
purchased. Since it was a new piece of equipment in the outdoor area, all the children
flocked to the geodome so Alicia took this opportunity to photograph each of them so
that she or her colleagues could later publish with an accompanying anecdote:

Figure 6.4: Photoboard portfolio entries

Unlike the learning story, written in the same period, the photoboard anecdote made
no attempt to link to dispositional outcomes. For Alicia, their purpose was separate from
the accountability regime of learning stories, and a preferred option for parents who
enjoyed photographs of their children:
Alicia:

Yes and I know with a lot of parents… um… half the learning stories
don’t get read… and I’ve had a lot of parents say to me “I’d be happy just
to have photos right through.”

Jayne:

So …who are these for?... are they for the parents? …Are they for
Education Review Office? …Are they for the child?

Alicia:

Parents and the child. It’s their little thing to take away with them from
here… It’s like a record. [Teacher Interview 4: 587593]

When viewed alongside one another, the two photoboard records portrayed, for me,
several implicit interpretations, even if they were not explicitly stated. I saw these in the text
stating that “loving arms” awaited Jayden while more formal “teacher assistance” was
offered to Zoe. I consider that these differences provide a significant clue to the assessment
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relationship each child enjoyed at the time. The addition of stickers identifying a fairy for
Zoe and funny bugs for Jayden highlighted, to me, the gendered signifiers implicit in these
documents. Such covert messages were not noticed or recognised by parents since they only
had access to their child’s portfolio and Alicia never spoke of their significance.
The employment of photographs as an evidencebase in authorship activity in early
childhood education practice is now seen as a central means of ensuring the child’s
‘voice’ in assessment is heard (see Chapter 1). Bakhtin (AA, p. 36), however, suggests
that no image can be sufficient in authoring another in itself, since it is only “the other’s
seeing, remembering, gathering, and unifying selfactivity – the only selfactivity capable
of producing his outwardly finished personality” that can fulfil such a purpose. Here,
Alicia has selected images on the basis that they imply a great deal about the toddlers’
engagement with valued activities at the centre and convey associated information to the
parent. However, as Bakhtin suggests, it is not merely the imageasproduct that
represents her implication. Rather, the selection of the image in the profile, the way in
which it is presented, and the anecdotes that accompany it are all part of the authorship
process. As such, Alicia’s argument that the photoboard is simply an archived record for
the parents to take away denies the wider authorial impact (both present and future) of
assessment practice on the life of the toddlers themselves. Indeed, it did not seem as if
Zoe’s or Jayden’s role in assessment was anything more than as objects providing data for
teachers to justify their practice to parents, management or Education Review Office.
It is interesting to compare this finding with Mitchell and Brookings (2007) 20034
survey in which 92% of teachers said that a key purpose of assessment documentation
was to provide feedback to parents (as opposed to 62% who saw its purpose as providing
feedback to children). The placement of portfolios on a high shelf in the second playroom
(see Appendix E) lends further support to the proposition that assessment was undertaken
by and for adults and not with children, since any records were well beyond the reach of
the children in the present study and no discussion was evident between Alicia and Zoe or
Alicia and Jayden about their learning.

6.2.1.2 Planning and evaluation
During the four month period of fieldwork, two centre plans were developed, implemented,
and evaluated, with another underway – the former entitled “Technology” and
“Communication” and the latter with a focus on the upandcoming Olympic Games.40 The

40

The Olympic Games were due to take place in August 2008 and staff wanted to alert children to the media around this
event.
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technology plan was developed during the early February staff meeting in an effort to
support the video work that was to take place as part of this research. As explained by
Alicia, “we made the decision to tie it in with the use of cameras [i.e. thesis work] by
bringing in new appliances and so on, so we have no plan beyond this” [Researcher
Journal:11 Feb 2008]. While originally planned to span a one month period, the technology
focus lasted until the beginning of April, since staff unanimously agreed (at their March
meeting) that it generated a great deal of exploration and, as a natural consequence in their
view, learning. Their key role in this plan appeared to be in the provision of resources and
activities which teachers hoped would interest children of all ages across the centre.

Figure 6.5: Technology plan FebApril 2008

Like the links to Te Whāriki’s goals in the learning story, it was again apparent that
there was a high degree of ‘fitting’ to present an alignment between the centre plan and
the individual evaluation sheet. Anning and Edwards (2006, p. 132) stress the importance
of teacher knowledge about content and orientation in curriculum facilitation lest teaching
be reduced to a “discrete set of goals”. Here it seemed as if the curriculum strands served
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this sole purpose in planning. Aligned to five corresponding dispositions, a neat and tidy
summative assessment authoring Zoe as “a very active and inquisitive little learner”
seemed inevitable since there was no room for alternative genres to be presented despite
the fact that they were concurrently presenting themselves throughout our dialogue. In
the evaluation below, which Alicia wrote during March, there is clear evidence for a
strong link between what Alicia recognised as significant learning and what was valued in
the technology plan, since the resources of technology were the central activities and
resources on offer during this time:

Figure 6.6: Monthly individual evaluation
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I asked Alicia about this evaluation during a subsequent interview session. I was
unclear how she had arrived at the reported conclusions since I could see little
relationship between what was recorded and the Zoe we had enthusiastically authored in
our observations, analysis and associated discussions. I was having great difficulty in
seeing that our work, which we had both described as significant, was not evident in any
of the written documentation that had been produced over this period of time. Alicia
mused, “To be honest I sometimes ask myself – Am I just writing for the sake of it, to
satisfy the requirements?” [Teacher Interview 3:911912]. I followed up on this point at
our next interview, inviting Alicia to take me through the writing process that she
followed (in line with centre protocols):
Alicia:

Um… because you’re on a… I hate to say it … you’re on a tight time
frame. it’s almost …you see there’s an opening where you can have a
piece of paper on your lap or even interact …and at the same time you’re
doing all of this as well as writing what you think they’re learning but
what they’re learning there … it comes at the end… After you’ve written
you try and put yourself back into that episode and then you write your
copy out and then you’re trying to pull out what you think the purpose of
that learning was … it’s a lot different from watching it there [points to
screen with both fingers and then clasps hands to chest] … it’s much
clearer here, um … because often there’s time that you’re writing and you
think “oh they’re learning that here” … but sometimes it just doesn’t gel
… I don’t know.

Jayne:

Mmmm … so you’ve got to wait for a moment when you’re free?... I’m
thinking about noticing … the idea of noticing valued learning… so you
wouldn’t like say “oh yesterday I remember that really neat moment
where Zoe did such and such – I’m gonna write about that”?

Alicia:

That does happen too … but personally I find that, I’ve noticed it … but I
don’t feel is authentic enough to record… I think I’ll talk about such and
such so sometimes I think I’m going back in time, I might not have been
involved in that or it’s a snippet … I often don’t record those because I
don’t feel that they are authentic because … what if I’m seeing it wrong?
[puts hand over mouth]

Jayne:

Ahhhhh…

Alicia:

Does that make sense Jayne?

Jayne:

…I think so… so ….when you’re actually there/

Alicia:

/But in saying that, other teachers do it that way, but for me… I feel that
…um I could take the story line somewhere completely different. ..You
know… it’s almost like making a story up for the sake of it because I
need a learning story to go in my profile. [Teacher Interview 4: 708728]

Alicia’s confession highlights the fact that her integrity was compromised in the
creation of evaluation and planning records which were timetabled and systematised in a
rigid manner, limiting what could be valued (that is, recognised as learning), rather than
what was actually noticed. Her use of the word “my” in relation to the profile did not
escape my interpretive eye and further reinforces the idea that the portfolio represents
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professional practice at its keenest. With further probing Alicia described her formal
(written) processes of ‘recognising’ as a predetermined process of setting up or seeking
out children’s engagement with resources deemed to be of interest to the child as a result
of careful planning, then writing it up, as a way of creating alignment with the
overarching plan:
Jayne:

…Oh that’s interesting I don’t remember seeing that. Like … [reads from
profile] “Zoe has been involved in many hands on experiences with
technology” …and then you’ve got this one story about print making
which has been highly profiled this month … so in this month … where
we made all these amazing discoveries about Zoe – why print making?

Alicia:

[Leans forward to look at profile book Jayne is holding] … Is that the one
written by me?

Jayne:

Yeah.

Alicia:

… Because I was involved in part of that.

Jayne:

Ahhh …you were right there?

Alicia:

Yes,  ran that episode of print making but I sat in alongside it and
observed.

Jayne:

OK …so …you deliberately set out to notice. You chose to notice what
you wanted to write about and recognise it in relation to your plan? [Alicia
purses her lips and nods slowly]. [Teacher Interview 4: 734745]

The emphasis placed on activities such as print making, as opposed to detailed
language acts of individual children in communication with others, was a key feature of
assessment practice. This was reinforced in practice, as seen in the insideout genres that
were readily noticed by Alicia, controlled by teachers, managed through the official
curriculum and positioned as the child’s interest. Their familiarity, however, precluded
any ability for Alicia to see their metaphoric potential outside of the acquisition of skills
necessary for toddler participation since their interpretation as resources, activities or
routines positioned these genres as little more than an enculturation strategy (as discussed
in 5.2.1).
Despite the stringent and earnest efforts based on the purported public appeal of
learning stories (discussed in chapter 1) and their integration into centre assessment
practice, they were not valued by other teachers and management in the centre. As I was
looking through the portfolios in the staff room the supervisor explained:
We aren’t sure if learning stories are working for us […..] I don’t think parents
really care about them, maybe that’s not the right word… Really what they want is
to see their child learning, cared for and happy. If they are only for Education
Review Office why do them? [Researcher journal notes: 11 Feb 2008]
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Discussions with Alicia over subsequent weeks supported this statement, yet the
fear of a negative evaluation from the Education Review Office 41 for not complying with
the centre’s perceptions of what was required loomed large over their heads.
I was curious to know exactly what Education Review Office required and returned
to their 2007 report in my quest. Here Education Review Office suggests that the kinds of
assessment practices which are not valued are those which “lack higher level analysis” (p.
17); are descriptive; and “focused on the enjoyment of activities rather than recording
their emerging learning” (p.13). Poorer practice was also associated with an inability to
involve families or to encourage children “to build on their own learning” (p. 18) within
the context of “childinitiated play” (p. 19). I concluded that management and teachers
were therefore justified in their concerns to ensure that assessment records were “up to
standard” according to such authoritarian criteria (indeed, their efforts were reinforced in
a subsequent Education Review Office review that took place following field work). Such
a dilemma is foretold by Farquhar (2008, p. 176) who describes the relationship between
assessment and Education Review Office as a form of “surveillance” which may
compromise ownership of learning stories and result in associated practices which are
both tokenistic and intrusive. In this centre context their concern to ensure that families
were actively involved in the officially sanctioned assessment processes that they sought
to uphold was interpreted to mean that parents needed to contribute to the portfolio
records. Ironically, however, it was the types of recordings that Education Review Office
did not value that appealed more to these parents.

6.2.2 Familyprofessional voices
When I asked Lynette about her experience with the assessment records, it was clear that
she did not believe the learning stories and photoboards contained in Zoe’s portfolio were
of value to her. I asked her if she found the records helpful or interesting:
Lynette: Um to be honest …I don’t …the stuff that I’ve seen … I mean I haven’t
really reviewed it for a little while, for a few weeks … but I haven’t really
found anything outside of what she normally does, like, from an outside
point of view ... Maybe it’s because that’s what she does and it’s not new
to me … but perhaps it’s new to the centre. [Parent 1 Interview 1: 145].

Despite several invitations and provocations throughout the interviews neither
Lynette, Mark nor Kirstin contributed any written information to the documentation

41

The Education Review Office of NZ acts as an external review body on behalf of the Ministry of Education. Reviews
are scheduled approx every three years for every early childhood, primary and secondary education service across NZ
(although spontaneous visits may take place during intervening periods). A formal and highly public report is
generated as a result of this review process.
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although they did retrieve the portfolio several times, even taking it home on one
occasion. From Mark’s perspective there was “far too much overanalyzing” involved in
these records. During our last discussion [Validation interview: 4 June 2008] Lynette
stressed the value she placed on notebooks42 as a preferred source of information
regarding Zoe, saying “it feels more like a conversation and I look forward to reading it
now”. The notebooks typically contained a handwritten dialogue explicitly
communicated to the parent, describing in detail what had happened that same day.
While there was no explicit analysis included in these reports, they provided the
information Lynette and Mark felt they needed to know about their child from the
authorial eye of a professional teacher who spent large amounts of time with their toddler.
The following samples from Zoe’s notebook entries written by Alicia highlight the
conversational genre of these records:

Figure 6.7: Notebook entries

According to Carr and Claxton (2002, p. 16) parents (teachers and students too) can
“be captured by traditional goals of achievement and to lose sight of the more slippery,
42

Notebooks are only provided for children under age two at the centre.
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but more important, development of dispositions”. Yet in this study, it seemed that where
both were offered, parental preference was to engage with uptodate personalised
descriptions about daily experiences in the centre through notebooks without any
reference to dispositions or other explicit forms of analysis. This finding supports
Blaiklock’s (2008, p. 81) contention that there are advantages to “initial observations on
what had occurred without first having to interpret the subjective comments of someone
else” especially where there is limited time to discuss learning stories with teachers and
where the parent may feel unable to disagree with the teacher’s interpretation. While I
disagree with Blaiklock’s suggestion that any recorded observations can ever be objective
based on a Bakhtinian interpretation of images or secondary genres, the genre of this
assessment record seemed to appeal to Zoe’s parents because it left interpretation open to
the parents but provided a glimpse into an assessment relationship between Zoe and
Alicia. The fact that the parents in this study did not engage with any other written
assessments at the outset of the study is also consistent with the findings of Stuart (2008)
who report an absence of parent contributions in 73% of assessment records analysed. In
light of Lynette’s comments it would seem that assessment feedback is more valued when
it is descriptive and addressed to the parents as a specific audience, rather than
prescriptively addressed to a professional community.
Kirstin, on the other hand, said she really enjoyed “looking at the pictures and
reading the comments about Jayden” (that is, the photoboards). This difference could be
attributed to the fact that Kirstin’s sister (a teacher in the centre who lived with Kirstin
and Jayden) had clearly had a great deal of input in Jayden’s portfolio. As a result, this
portfolio yielded more detailed and frequent entries (this, despite the fact that Jayden
attended the centre less than half of the time that Zoe did). Coupled with the additional
time Kirstin spent outside of paid work hours engaging in dialogue with her sister and the
other teachers (who visited their home occasionally) Jayden’s assessment records had
arguably achieved what Carr (2001) describes as “local validity”. However, this was
based on the relationship between Kirstin and her sister, not Kirstin and Alicia, since
Alicia, by her own admission, struggled to build a meaningful assessment relationship
with Jayden (as discussed in 5.2.1).
Despite their significance to these parents, dialogue between teachers and parents at
the beginning or end of a day about their toddler(s) was not seen as a central part of
assessment practice (See Shoe for an example of endofday communication between
Alicia and Mark). Instead, conversational topics such as sleeping or eating instructions
from parents to staff, or incidents that had taken place during the day from staff to parents,
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were raised on a clipboard that resided in the locker room area. A primary reason for this
clipboard was to ensure that information was conveyed to and from all staff, given the
whānaubased structure of caregiving which meant that no single teacher retained
information about individual children. Mark and Lynette contributed to the clipboard
daily. Although this clipboard contained important information and clearly held potential
for further exchange, its promise was limited by the lack of time teachers claimed they
had to write and read entries amidst the busy day. As a result, entries were sometimes
overlooked or provided information in a brief manner (causing great frustration for
Lynette who relied on Mark to convey any information at the end of the day, since his
task was to pick Zoe up after work).
A further dilemma was the public nature of the clipboard which meant that, on the
occasions where hitting or biting incidents took place, parents were advised only of the
incident in general terms and no names were provided (despite that fact that every child
was vividly aware and able to relay what had transpired that day). Throughout interviews
Lynette repeatedly discussed her frustration with a lack of facetoface dialogue about
meaningful events in Zoe’s centre experience during the study, for example on the days
when Zoe was put to bed when Lynette had recorded on the clipboard that she wanted her
to be kept up, or when Zoe who had been biting babies and Lynette had not been told
about it until several days later. Given its prominent role in parentteacher
communication, the clipboard served as a significant secondary genre of assessment
which was of great importance to parents in the absence of meaningful daily conversation
about their toddler.
Despite the importance of other assessment genres to parents, there was a persistent
push by management and teachers for parents to write narrative entries in the profile
books, signaled by repeated requests for parents to contribute stories to the portfolio in
newsletters. During our focus group meeting, Mark discussed the difficulty for himself
and Lynette in contributing to portfolio assessments, and the corresponding tensions for
him in wanting to provide the best for his daughter:
It’s not realistic … like it’s quite hard to find the time when you have to work
seven days a week and long hours. By the time you get home you only have time
to, like, cook, have tea, have a shower and it’s bed time … but I don’t know
whether the government pays for one parent to stay at home….someone needs to
be able to stay at home to have that time… I know in some ways though it’s better
to have her here but then in other ways I’d rather her be at home too… I know you
can’t have the best of both worlds but… [Mark, Focus group interview: 651659]

Mark’s statement highlights the irony of contemporary government marketing of
New Zealand early childhood education as a preferred childcare option for very young
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children (Ministry of Education, 2009a) which served as a centrifugal force against
sociocultural assessment practices involving and valuing families. Mark saw that both
were impossible under the current economic situation for middleclass families in New
Zealand, and therefore struggled to reconcile the demands of the centre on his
contributions towards assessment, alongside his hefty work commitments.
Moss (2007) suggests that greater levels of paid parental leave (including generous
sick leave entitlements and time to spend with family) for mothers and fathers should be a
priority for contemporary New Zealand early childhood education, to ensure that parents
can make unconstrained choices about their child’s education and care. However, as
Woodhams (2008, p. 181) has argued, current New Zealand early childhood policy, while
applaudable for its focus on early childhood education, “implies that parents are incapable
of guiding their children’s early learning and development, and it is possible that this may
become a selffulfilling prophecy”. As Lynette explained “You know it’s all very well to
put a child in daycare but you’ve still gotta ensure that they develop as a centre child, but
they’re also there to follow your instructions as a parent” [Focus group interview: 270
272]. The following dialogue expands on this point:
Jayne:

But if you could have your ideal – what would it be?

Mark:

… I’ve no idea. No I was just interested in ... ‘cos when people see me
building, you know, it’s pretty easy to see what I do/

Lynette: /And I ‘spose, I ‘spose that was the beauty of having the footage is that
you could see what went on and I ‘spose that’s what I had the benefit of
… I actually saw what she was doing throughout the whole day, how she
was interacting with them, what activities, you know … the teachers
organise and those types of things.
Mark:

Its like… at work
course…you know,
I’m actually doing
process of building
does her stuff.

there’s this person who has done an architecture
she’s been following me round all day to see what
… you know … like, she doesn’t understand the
a house … I‘ve got to explain the process and she

Jayne:

Yeah?

Mark:

So instead of trying to analyse everything I was doing she had to get me
to stop so I could explain and … it made me realise that I had to stop
doing whatever I like ‘cos half the time during the day I just do what I do.

Jayne:

And do you think it’s like this ‘everyday’ we’ve been talking about here?

Mark:

Yeah I’ve got two other guys I’m training and they have to figure out
how this is put together, how it gets built and she’s like “well there’s
nothing here for me to do” because she can’t analyse it until she
understands it.

Jayne:

Mmm it’s like that informed, gut, kinda, response as opposed to “now
I’m doing this, now I’m doing that, now I’m doing the next thing”? It
happens so spontaneously that you don’t realise what you’re doing – you
just do it?
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Mark:

I don’t stop working.

Jayne:

And teaching is the same?

Mark:

Yeah that’s it – you don’t really have to overanalyse it to do it and … I
probably get a little bit annoyed sometimes at that because to me it
doesn’t really matter. To me it’s more important for her to interact and
socialize with other children who are different. Yeah… like when I went
to school with a whole bunch of coconuts who you don’t know, it just
makes you negative ‘cos that’s what we got … we didn’t go to daycare
… we stayed home with mum and she taught us to share and things like
that …but at the moment with Zoe being an only child … if she wasn’t I
think she would be a lot worse than what she is now [Lynette laughs].

Jayne:

Oh we think she is wonderful!

Mark:

But here she can learn to interact with other kids – so she gets that
socialization.

Jayne:

Lynette do you feel that frustration? … Like when you’ve watched some
of the footage? … I mean I felt for you having to watch some of it and
often I would say “are you OK about this”?

Mark:

I think it’s probably good for her in the long term. You know, she’s um
established
herself
as
the
person
she
probably
will
become…Unfortunately it’s going to be a stroppy little bitch. [Lynette
and Alicia laugh]

Jayne:

And is that what you would want for her?

Mark:

I’d rather she was a leader than a follower – put it that way. [Focus group
interview: 434478}

In light of these parent comments I suggest that policy (and practice) provision
should also be made for alternative genres representing parent views on their child’s
education to play a significant role in assessment and that their own role as primary
educators should be more highly profiled accordingly. The associated opportunities for
dialogue may support parent involvement in assessment practice which supports the
toddler moving between the home and early childhood education setting.
Alicia’s authorial response was to maintain a very cautious approach to assessment
when faced with parent demands. This was keenly felt during the focus group interview
where Alicia took a tentative role, offering very little to the dialogue. This, despite Zoe’s
constant physical overtures which included wrapping herself around Alicia’s body, coupled
with Lynette’s insistence that it was Alicia, not them, who had greater access to Zoe’s
“milestones”. I asked Alicia how she had felt at our next interview when we were alone:
Alicia:

I felt as if I was on show …Well, not on show but…. I mean, not on
show, but… it was a lovely feeling, it really was a lovely feeling … and
she seemed very relaxed.

Jayne:

It looked to me like she was almost wrapping her body around you

Alicia:

It was like … um … but then … at the back of my mind, was … I kept
thinking …“what are mum and dad thinking?”… “What are mum and
dad thinking?”

176

Jayne:

Why were you thinking that?... Wouldn’t you think that they would be
delighted?

Alicia:

Well, yes I would be hoping that … well … delighted? … maybe … but
I wouldn’t want them to go away and think….that. I mean if I was a
parent and I saw … um my child reacting to someone like that … in a
way I would be happy but … in a way I would be a bit jealous. [Teacher
Interview 6: 906916]

Alicia’s concern further reinforces the paradoxes raised in the previous chapter
around intimacy (see 5.2.5). Here, however, the paradox is extended since Alicia not only
struggles to reconcile the tension between her increasingly intense relationship with Zoe
but also her belief that such levels of intimacy might compromise Lynette and Mark as
parents. Alicia’s concern that they might be ‘jealous’ suggests that she saw herself in a
role that was potentially competing for Zoe’s affection, since she held the privilege of
having spent a great deal of time getting to know Zoe at the centre. Her response was to
downplay her authorship role despite the prompting of both Lynette and Mark to provide
more information. I came to recognise the dilemma facing Alicia in this task, as she
resisted sharing a story she had written with Lynette and Mark:
Jayne:

I don’t know if you want to share the story that you wrote Alicia.

Lynette: I went to have a look – was it, I think, today because … Jayne was saying
that there was a story in there.
Alicia:

I might pass on that….. [Focus group interview: lines 598600]

Despite this and other provocations, assessment records were not quick to arrive in
Zoe’s portfolio. During our validation interview, Alicia said that she still wondered what
Lynette had thought about them, since she had not mentioned anything to Alicia. I caught
a glimpse of Alicia’s vulnerability once more as she sought approval and reassurance that
her genuine efforts at authorship were valued by others, whilst at the same time wanting
to maintain a cautious distance in line with her view of a professionalparenting dialectic.
Lynette, on the other hand, desperately sought information about her daughter. Her
repeated comments about the value of knowing what went on at the centre were reiterated
during the validation interview when Lynette reflected on how important it had been for
her to see parts of Zoe’s centre experience on video. For example viewing footage of Zoe
sitting on a chair at the table explained, for Lynette, why Zoe had resisted the high chair at
home. These seemingly trivial details to a teacher were highly significant to the parent.
Alicia’s interpretation of the professional centrifuge precluded her from sharing her
vulnerabilities with parents and, as a result, inevitably set her up as some sort of ‘expert’
on their children which, in the case of Lynette and Mark, they found alienating. There
appeared to be no desire to learn about Zoe or Jayden from or with their parents but
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instead a lingering need to know that her own practice was seen as legitimate and valued
took precedence. I contend that this need was a direct cause of the performative,
professionalised nature of her perceived role and the lingering need to produce assessment
as objective claims rather than subjective interpretations.
Analysis of discussions during coding highlights the small number of occasions
where professionalisation took place during dialogue focussing on what could actually be
seen and interpreted accordingly as form and content (that is, genre). Coded examples of
professionalise occurred in relation to i) problematising – where Alicia cited the roster as
a reason for her inability to notice Jayden’s acts; ii) finalising – where Alicia explained
that Zoe’s “high step walk” was, without question, a march that “we do” at the centre; and
iii) surprised where I unwittingly reverted to professional jargon to explain an act as
“pretend play” in discussion with the teacher. In each case the use of professionalise
meant that no further discussions took place and, in effect, the potential for deeper
interpretations was closed down.
Episodes of professionalising ceased by the third set of interviews. I interpret
Alicia (and my own) early tendency to professionalise in discussion during fieldwork as
losing sight of the metaphoric act as an aesthetic event by embedding it within the
consummated endpoint afforded to us by our knowledge of early childhood education
(which cast the toddler as object, as discussed in the previous chapter). There can be no
discussion when a professional knows all. Linell (1998) suggests that professional
discourse of this nature can limit the ability of others to participate in dialogue. It is
interesting, therefore, to note that few disagree codes took place in dialogue with the
parents. I contend that the power early childhood professionals, such as Alicia and I,
wield has the potential to limit the likelihood of alternative pointsofview from the wider
education discourse (including those of teachers themselves). This reinforces Blaiklock’s
(2008) suggestion that parents may not feel they can disagree with assessment when it is
delivered to them by a professional. Although Alicia and I ‘professionalised’ less as the
study progressed, I contend that this professionallayperson divide represents yet another
example of authoritative discourse overpowering other discourses in the early childhood
education context where there are few opportunities for internally persuasive discourses to
contribute to dialogue.
Mark and Lynette, though escaping the pressure facing the professional teacher to
comply, experienced some tension in relation to their desire to provide the best for Zoe
which, according to the official discourse, involved their participation in early childhood
education assessment practice even when they did not value what was being recorded.
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Such a dilemma is considered by Carr and Claxton (2002) who argue that all assessment
is valueladen so it is best that this is made explicit to all in order for others to debate the
values therein. There appeared to be no such open debate in the centre context despite the
strong discursive resistance to such practice by participants, yet contemporary assessment
practice was built on this premise. I attribute this to the heavy weight of authoritative
discourse, and accompanying accountability requirements, which could not allow the
metaphoric dust to emerge. Not being heard, or having one’s values recognised in
aesthetic activity, is for Bakhtin “absolute death (nonbeing)” (PDP, p. 284). Seen in this
light, Zoe and her parents had already passed away or perhaps never really existed in the
first place outside of the public face which positioned them as object or informant within
the professional discourse. Their own authorial surplus, as voiceswithinvoices outside of
the dominant discourse, was unheard.
Returning to the self outsideofthemoment in assessment is described by Bakhtin
(AA, p. 14) as “loving removal” whereby the author can take time to collect information
that will enable a fuller interpretation, draw on her own visual surplus to view the hero
from an authorial pointofview, and make an assessment that is not reliant on future
worth to society. Bakhtin suggests that if an author loses the possibility of returning to the
self – outside of the other – there is a risk that the hero takes full possession of the author
(and loses her own valuational standpoint); or the author takes full possession of the hero
(and speaks for them from their own standpoint); or the hero becomes her own author. It
is my view that the centre’s assessment practice (which represents an honest attempt to
fulfil authoritative demands) did take possession of the toddler in relation to societal goals
since there was very little about them that involved the toddleraspersonality. According
to official requirements there is nothing to suggest that such practice is not meeting
required assessment standards for qualified teachers (New Zealand Teachers Council,
2008)43. However, Alicia recognised the superficial nature of such assessment as a result
of the detailed observation she was undertaking with video in our metaphoric analysis:
…now, after watching the um the footage …sometimes I think “how do we do it”?
…How do we record these incidents or milestones that children go through in
terms of their learning when often, often you miss a lot of things? … Yet when I’ve
seen footage, previous footage again … you start noticing more … it’s more in
depth. [Teacher Interview 3: 419422].

43

See Satisfactory Dimensions for Teaching (1f) under assessment – where emphasis is broadly placed on provision of
activities, goals and resources to progress learning; grouping of students according to goals; drawing on an assessment
structure; and using assessment information to plan.
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Hence for Alicia, the authoritative discourse was interrupted by her own internally
persuasive discourses – prompted by more open ways of interpreting the toddlers as
personalities through indepth, meaningful exploration of their acts. Her desire to be ‘in
the moment’ yet create emotional distance was an ideal moral intent that she could not
apply to her assessment practice as a result of externally imposed practices and ideologies
that continuously constrained her teaching. As such, I began to wonder if the professional
discourse by which she was captured served as a selffulfilling construct, creating the very
phenomena it claimed to reject and, in doing so, shutting down the opportunity to notice
and recognise more.

6.2.3 Assessment Systems
As Assistant Supervisor, Alicia experienced the centre heteroglot at its most raw since she
precariously balanced her role as a teacher and friend alongside her position in middle
management. I likened this tension to a ‘piggy in the middle’44 but Alicia with her usual
metaphoric prowess coined the phrase “treading carefully”:
Alicia:

Well…I’m always in the middle.

Jayne:

Ahh …piggy in the middle?

Alicia:

Yes I get pulled both sides. One side I get pulled to, I’ve got to perform,
they want this, this, this, this, [points finger at each ‘this’]… and then I’m
pulled in the other way because I can see what’s happening out there …
because I’m involved out there and I hope to think I’m open minded to
the staff … but it’s almost …if you stick up for them you’re seen as the
bad girl.

Jayne:

Right, an advocacy role on both sides?

Alicia:

Yes …and it’s almost you have to tread carefully which way you go as
well as trying to save face in front of your peers … so … it’s quite
tricky…. [Teacher Interview 4: 828837]

As a middle management representative, Alicia’s task was to precariously balance
her relationships with colleagues with her managerial role of maintaining the range of
systems and processes that existed to support assessment practice. These included the
monitoring of noncontact time, contributions of staff to pedagogical dialogue at staff
meetings and adherence to rosters and routines. Alicia was both a victim and generator of
the official discourse – drawing on different voices according to the role she was tasked to
play. In formal early childhood education assessment practice, she was asked to model
required standards and ensure other staff completed requirements while simultaneously,

44

A game that involves one person in the middle of two others who are passing a ball between them. ‘Piggy’ has to try
to gain possession of the ball.
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in private moments in the staff room, joining her colleagues in bemoaning their plight. A
similar phenomenon is described by Edwards et al. (2002, p. 51) for teachers in the
United Kingdom in their response to the demands of a “hard core knowledge base” on
practice.
Part of Alicia’s role was to uphold systems in order to ensure a smoothrunning
operation and, in doing so, support sanctioned assessment practices. Such a premise is an
echo of Nuttall’s (2004) New Zealand study where the supervisor described their necessary
role in operating a ‘tight ship’. The time needed to achieve such synergy featured constantly
as a centrifugal force, pulling Alicia away from the utopian pedagogical practices to which
she aspired. The difficulties incurred between the ideal and reality of New Zealand early
childhood practice are also explored in Brennan’s (2005) study where idealized practices
are seen as inconsistent with operational demands. In the present study, however, Alicia
identified her struggle to write ‘stories’ in a genre that satisfied her integrity as representing
that child ‘authentically’, despite the systems that were in place to facilitate effective
assessment practice. I interpret this struggle to be partly attributable to the pressure she felt
in her role as Assistant Supervisor (to adhere to the official and everyday realities of her
role) and partly because of her growing awareness of the moral and ethical accountabilities
to children and their families in assessment endeavour which, when implemented, required
her to confront the authoritative discourse with internally persuasive discourses of her own
and those around her. In other words, those internally persuasive voices were literally living
out Bakhtin’s aesthetic claim, yet in doing so, ironically immobilised her centripetal
practice.

6.2.3.1 Non Child Contact (NCC) time
Each teacher received two hours a week paid nonchild contact time (colloquially dubbed
“NCC time”), with a third hour allocated each week for other ‘housekeeping’ duties. In
return, management expected that teachers would dutifully produce two learning stories
for each child per month, plus, if any children were under two years of age, weekly
anecdotal notebook entries. This expectation is a far cry from the one hour teachers
received in Nuttall’s (2004) study, and significantly higher than what Blaiklock (2008, p.
80) describes as “common practice” in New Zealand. Stuart (2008) reports that a lack of
time was seen by teachers as the second highest barrier to effective assessment practice
while Mitchell and Brooking (2007) found that 57% of teachers surveyed said that time
was the greatest barrier for them in engaging in effective assessment practice. Alicia and
her colleagues, too, lamented the lack of time but this did not appear to be the singular
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issue since when time was allocated, she still struggled to produce records that met her
increasingly aesthetic desire to produce meaningful narrative.
Learning stories were typically produced during NCC time, with photographs,
stickers, graphics and other visual images, mostly on the centre laptop, located in the staff
room or sleep room (which meant that staff could concurrently supervise sleeping
children, depending on the roster). These stories were based on experiences the teachers
had witnessed in the centre whilst teaching (see 6.2.1 for Alicia’s description of how she
did this) prompted by digital photographs that were printed out during NCC time, and/or
handwritten notes. Once completed, teachers were required to place them in the ‘intray’
in the office for processing by management.45 An “NCC notebook” recorded teacher
activities during NCC time, and was periodically checked against the learning stories
deposited in the intray. The following table highlights the proportion of time spent on
assessment activities during the research period, as recorded in the NCC notebook. These
records suggest that less NCC time (43%) was spent on assessment practices than on
other duties (57% total), despite the best efforts of management to ensure that this was not
the case. For the period 4 February to 3 June a total of 150 hours was spent in NCC time
which, over a 16 week period, amounted to approx 9.37 hours per week across all staff.46
The following table provides a breakdown of tasks completed during this period.

45

That is, they were copied twice – once for management records (in the event of an Education Review Office visit),
with a second filed in the child’s portfolio which was located on a high shelf in a breakout playroom on the other side
of the centre. The time it took to process learning stories meant that assessment records were typically not seen by
parents until a month after they were recorded, whereas notebooks were available instantly and at all times.

46

During the five month period of this research $5096.00 was spent in staff salaries on NCC time excluding the
additional daily hours spent by the supervisor who did not record her activities in the NCC notebook.
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Table 6.2: Nonchild contact (NCC) time tasks and percentages
Tasks completed
during “NCC time”

Breakdown of tasks as recorded in NCC book, including
frequency of times recorded.

% recorded
items overall

Assessment

planning or evaluation of plan *
notebook entries *******
write learning goals ********
write learning story *********************
write photo board47 *******
observation ******
evaluation of learning goals ****
taking photographs ******
engagement with research project *****

43

Housekeeping

Cleaning/maintenance **********************
Changing books and puzzles *
Set up activity **
Leave site to purchase equipment/resources **

19

Administration

Filing of assessment records into Portfolio
folders***************
Processing photographs on computer **************
Printing/decorating profiles, templates, charts or certificates
************
Mounting or displaying art work *****
Writing parent notices/newsletter ****

35

Meetings

All with supervisor/assistant supervisor ***

3

Even when time was allocated to assessment, my observations in the staffroom and the
centre itself, coupled with NCC notebook entries, highlight the disproportionate amount
of time spent on the presentation of the assessment records (including processing
photographs and printing/decorating them) as opposed to time spent on indepth
observation or analysis. Mitchell and Brooking (2007) describe taking photographs and
engaging in conversations as the most popular forms of data generation in assessment for
the teachers in their 20034 study. At that time 78% of all teachers surveyed reported that
the writing of learning stories was common practice.
Drawing on the data generated through the current project, it is my contention that
the time spent on presentation of the records lends further support to the teachers’ view of
assessment as a public, performative, visual portrayal of their practice which resulted in
the superficial processing of images and stories that described privileged genres and
meant that teachers could suspend their deeper moral accountabilities to the child and
family.

47

For an example of a photoboard, see section 3v.
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6.2.3.2 Staff meetings
During fieldwork I attended four staff planning meetings where teachers were given
opportunities to share information about the children they had key (assessment)
responsibility for, to contribute to the evaluation and development of the centre plan for
the month ahead, to sustain selfreview processes, and to share or report on any house
keeping issues. Staff attendance at these meetings was paid at the same hourly rate as
other staff duties, and typically meant three to four additional hours work once a month.
My attendance at these meetings afforded me a glimpse of the discursive nature of
dialogue which, despite best intentions, periodically reverted to content about rosters,
routines, and other miscellaneous housekeeping items rather than the children. When
children were discussed in a roundrobin fashion, teachers spoke knowingly about the
perceived interests and needs of each child they were responsible for, often making what I
perceived to be judgmental comments amidst peals of laughter about individual children
such as “he’s becoming quite the hitter”, “ turns on the waterworks” or “she’s lost the
plot” to “I like  at the moment” and “ is a collectomaniac!” [March staff meeting]
which bore little or no correlation to the goals that had been established or the plan which
was purportedly linked to assessment. At the end of each teacher’s comments, the
supervisor would offer helpful suggestions about how staff might neatly link their
knowledge to curriculum and planning goals to ensure that the official discourse
maintained its dominant position. Written assessments were not shared in these meetings
(or outside of the meetings) so that what was recorded was a private affair between one
teacher and the family until a three monthly change in key teacher took place. I asked
Alicia to explain:
Jayne:

How often, as a staff, do you read each other’s stories?

Alicia:

…We don’t.

Jayne:

…So … how do you enter into that richness?

Alicia:

…Umm … we run with our group for three months and then we do a
change over and then we’re supposed to go through where that child is at
… some we just go to the last plan and evaluate or read the last learning
story and go on from there but … no … we don’t actually get the time to
read each other’s. [Teacher Interview 4: 661668]

Alicia’s confession is consistent with Nuttall’s (2004) claim that rosters and systems
were viewed by centre staff as an efficiency need, yet in reality appeared to fragment and
isolate teachers from one another. Alicia reflected on staff meetings during our discussions,
saying “I wish our staff meetings could be like we are talking now” [Teacher interview 4:
826]. Her increased desire for meaningful, honest dialogue, based on detailed observation,
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was frustrated by the dominant authoritarian discourses at work which did little to promote
indepth assessment practices at the centre despite the genuine desire of teachers and
management to ‘do the right thing’. There appeared to be few opportunities to think
otherwise about these discourses and how staff might respond. Both Alicia and I perceived
that these staff meetings were, ironically, working against assessment practice despite the
large amount of time and money that, once again, was invested into such activity.

6.2.2.3 The roster rules
Of all the systems in place at the centre the roster posed the greatest heteroglossic challenge
for Alicia. Again, a well established centripetal system developed over several years, the
roster determined who would be doing what, where, and when as the following example
shows for the March period. It was part of Alicia’s role to model and maintain this roster –
ensuring that teachers fulfilled all their supervisory and housekeeping responsibilities.

Figure 6.8: Fortnightly roster
31 March29 August 2008
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The roster left little room for flexibility to the point that on several occasions when Jayden
and Zoe were being filmed Alicia’s duties restricted her to an entirely different part of the
centre. Trike Pursuit of Jayden on his bike highlights the irony of this phenomenon where
Alicia can be seen, on the teachercam, taking photographs of desirable activities indoors
(for assessment purposes) while Jayden “independently plays” outside (see 5.2.3 for further
discussion of this point). As I did not, and could not, expect systems to change on my
account I did not ask for special circumstances, but Alicia’s absence from the area in which
Jayden spent all of his time created great frustration. as the following discussion portrays:
Jayne:

How did you feel about this going on [points to teacher cam then child
cam]

Alicia:

…Me … being inside? … I felt like I wasn’t doing my job [laughs]

Jayne:

… In what way?

Alicia:

…Knowing that I should be out there … I couldn’t work with Jayden
[balances hands in juggling motion] and … I think every now and then I
found myself glancing outside to see what he was doing

Jayne:

… Thinking back to that glance … did you think that it was enough? …
Would you be able to write assessment records on that basis?

Alicia:

Not at all, not at all and … I kept thinking “Oh what am I missing what
am I missing?” … I should have been out there with my head cam or else
I’d be lost, I know! [Teacher Interview 5: lines 5261]

As discussed in the previous chapter, the tension for Alicia in not being ‘in the
moment’ with the children she held key assessment responsibility for precluded Alicia
from coexperiencing their outward acts which she believed was essential for her to see
and interpret their meaning, even when they were readily available to view on footage.
Roster rules vividly portrays this idea during Alicia’s rostered duties after lunch.

Although the teacher is physically present, she is not necessarily attuned to Zoe, nor does
she share the same visual field when the reality of multiple tasks need to be fulfilled.
During the discussion around this footage, Alicia expressed her horror at the episode
when viewed from Zoe’s camera lens:
She … was lost really …That whole routine out in the locker room … She was lost.
She didn’t really know what she was doing but … she was observing her friends
and … you could almost see she wasn’t too sure where to put herself [Teacher
Interview 4: lines 116] […..] And I … I see myself rushing around in that footage
and it’s just … like … ohhhh [hand over mouth] … it’s not right [Teacher
Interview 4: 198199]

While assessment documentation interrupted the ability to ‘recognise’ it seemed
that these ‘efficient’ assessment systems precluded ‘noticing’ in the first place. These
concerns reinforce the notion that lingering (both in the moment with the child and
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outside of the moment drawing on information that has been generated) is critical to
meaningful assessment practice and that rigid rosters act against such an intent. Similar
views are echoed in the United Kingdom (see, for example, Anning, 1995) where the
curriculum risks being formalised and rigid, perpetuating approaches to assessment that
privilege narrow forms of learning.
This finding is especially significant in light of Nuttall’s (2004) suggestion that New
Zealand teachers may consciously or unconsciously privilege certain aspects of the
curriculum in their documentation where a framework is imposed. In selecting items for
assessment it is therefore possible to suggest that the rostered placement of the teacher at
any part of the day is more likely to determine what genres can be noticed, and therefore
profiled, than a more authentic account of what is really happening for the toddler. This
issue may go some way to account for the reification of activities and resources that the
teacher has set up and which were privileged in assessment documentation, since (as the
roster portrays) they occur at specific times of the day which serve the teachers’ needs48 –
not the toddlers’ interests (as is typically claimed). It could also partially explain why some
of Alicia’s noticing of metaphoricity was less pronounced during certain times of the day,
that is, during meal times and other parts of the day she described as ‘routine’ (as discussed
in the previous chapter) and concurs with the recent finding of the Education Review Office
(2009, p.3) that “in some [infant and toddler] centres teachers were more focused on
routines and tasks than on interacting with children.”

6.2.4 Staff turnover
The multiple demands on Alicia were magnified further when staff changes took place
during late March, exacerbated by the advent of new staff and relievers.49 By now Alicia
had established a closer assessment relationship with Zoe based, she believed, on the
hours she had spent in discussion and watching footage. She discussed the tensions
around being able to take the necessary time to engage in the quality of interactions she
now perceived necessary for meaningful assessment to take place:

48

The roster is built around supervision accountabilities but also staff break allocations (that is, NCC time or teabreaks)
since ratio requirements meant that no more than two teachers can be on a break at any one time.
49
The centre experienced great difficulty in finding suitable staff to fill these positions in light of their concern to meet
Ministry criteria for qualified staff (as outlined in Nga Huarahi Aratake: The Early Childhood Strategic Plan, 2002).
Only one teacher (in her third year of study towards a degree) was recruited between March and August; and relievers
were brought in as an interim measure while advertising took place for the other two positions. As explained in the May
newsletter to parents “We’d rather wait for the right person”. This phenomenon reflects concerns expressed by
participants at a five year review of the Plan (Ministry of Education, 2007b, pp. 6263) where the government
requirements for fully qualified staff were challenged as being unachievable in the current climate – ironically in tandem
with the reduction of funding for training providers in universities which meant that fewer trainees could enter training.
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Alicia:

Um… it’s just like … ohhhh …you try and share yourself around … you
try to share yourself around and … you try to get each child 100 – 110% or
more and… when you’re the only one doing that – if someone is away or
even there but absent or whatever, it’s like … “who needs me the most” …
and so you go to those ones and try to bring [pulls hands in alternately –
like a fishing action] them in and …eventually it’s like … I’m not doing
parents justice – that’s the word. [Teacher Interview 6: 184189]

The highlighting of Zoe’s genres of intimacy (as described in 5.2.5) and her
intersubjective quest through other genres, caused Alicia to confront the idea that
meaningful assessment could not be sustained without altering practice (and systems
accordingly). Unfortunately, however, leaving staff and the associated issues such as lack
of qualified or permanent staff, untrained relievers, a new staff member still in training
(which meant that once a week not one but two of the permanent staff were out of the
centre), and relentless demands for accountability, caused Alicia to rely more, not less
heavily on systems as a way of maintaining basic standards of safety. As a result, Alicia
experienced another centrifugal force which, coupled with her desire to ‘do the right
thing’ for parents made her situation even more confronting:
Alicia:

…I mean … I can’t get around to everybody – and so … I take a step
back here … and it’s almost … once you get into the routine, like [holds
both hands palms up] who needs you the most? … So you classify them
into who needs you the most.

Jayne:

That’s hard… How does that feel for you as a teacher?

Alicia:

Ummm … sometimes I feel as if I’m not doing my job properly [laughs]
and … I feel like I am not living up to parent expectations – you know –
… and we tell them that their child will get great care here! [Teacher
Interview 6:171177]

Given the mixed age context of the centre, and associated ratios,50 toddlers were not
generally seen as those who ‘need teachers the most’ (this concept is further reinforced by
the discussion around Up Up in 5.2.5). Indeed, the roster demands on teachers to provide
exclusive attention to either babies (in the form of caregiving duties such as feeding,
sleeping or changing) or older children (in the form of extending learning through activities)
created what Alicia metaphorically described in our final interview as a “holding pen” for
toddlers who meandered intermittently between both age groups – depending on where
their preferred teacher(s) was. Alicia suggested that on the one hand toddlers were seen as
less needy than infants, but on the other hand, they were often excluded from activities
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The centre provided a ratio of 1:4 under 2s and 1:6 over 2s (or 7:20 overall). On paper these ratios were above
minimum requirements (as outlined in the ECE Regulations, 1996 and 2008). However, in the mixed age context,
with the current roster and break times, this meant that at specific times of the day one teacher could be responsible for
up to 8 babies at a time, with the support of a ‘rover’ while other staff supervised toddlers and older children in and
outofdoors (since indooroutdoor flow operated at all times except mattimes and meals).
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designed for older children. She highlighted the significant impact of such a view of the
toddler for teachers who inadvertently exclude toddlers both from the intimate affordance
given to babies and the stimulating challenges given to older peers – “’cos they appear to be
OK, and, like, the thinking that “oh they’ll get their turn” [Teacher Interview 6: 194].
In order to thrive in this environment, therefore, toddlers needed to gain
independent skills rather than increase their reliance on teachers – an aspect Alicia
consistently profiled in her analysis (as discussed in the previous chapter). Yet at the same
time Alicia recognised a strong need on Zoe’s part to be with her in spite of the roster.
Several times on and off camera I observed Zoe actively seeking Alicia out, and throwing
her arms around her in obvious pleasure at her arrival from duties or breaks. I sensed that
there was a growing intimacy on Alicia’s part, highlighted by a comment she made at the
May staff meeting, creating a further centripetal tension for Alicia:
Alicia:

You build that relationship … you get sucked in … you might not think
you’re doing it … you’re thinking you have to spread yourself around,
but there’s that child … You don’t mean to feel it but you build the
relationship with this child. [Alicia: May staff meeting comment]

As discussed in the previous chapter, Alicia’s response to Zoe’s intimate overtures
created a pedagogical paradox. On the one hand she believed that close proximity was
necessary for the levels of intersubjectivity required for effective assessment. Yet on the
other hand her desire for children to fulfil the centre goals for independence (and
associated supervision) meant that such closeness was discouraged, since it went against
the collective nature of care that was valued at the centre. Alicia stressed the importance
of all staff having relationships with all children which she believed was critical to the
success of the centre. However, as the above comment portrays, Alicia described herself
as “sucked in” to a deeper relationship with Zoe as an individual. It is my view that this
phenomenon is associated with the authorial surplus afforded Alicia through the nature of
seeing which the research process enabled. Zoe’s recognition of the authorial role of
Alicia meant that she actively sought her exclusive company as a means of entering
deeply into the process of becoming, since Alicia had taken the necessary steps to
establish a deeper level of intersubjectivity through her engagement with both footage and
dialogue (in a way that the other staff had not had the opportunity to do). With a deeper
appreciation of Zoe as a personality, Alicia struggled to reconcile this tension. Her anxiety
was communicated to staff by the supervisor at the May meeting, who questioned the
current assessment system which required staff to change assessment responsibilities:
When we change our caregiving role three or four times a year, are we getting to
know the children intimately? Are we familiar with their parent? … Our lines of
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communication could be a bit more open… With Alicia and Zoe it’s deeper and
there’s a lot more meaning. You can see progression in their relationship and as a
result we are all viewing her a lot more directly and intently … We are getting to
know the Zoe that’s deeper. [Researcher Journal: May Staff Meeting comment by
Supervisor]

This paradox highlights the significance of the outsideinside authorial relationship
in assessment. Bakhtin describes this best in the concept of izobrazhenie or “imaging
forth” whereby the author recognises the unfinalisability of their task whilst honouring
their ethical obligations to contribute to the life of another through aesthetic activity. In
this centre context it seemed that assessment duties could not be separated from the
teaching relationship that existed between Alicia and these toddlers since what could be
‘seen’ was influenced by the nature of the relationship; and what could be experienced in
the relationship was deeply influenced by what was ‘seen’ in aesthetically oriented
authorship activity. As Bakhtin states:
…aesthetic form is pronounced and justified by an aesthetically productive
sympathy or love that comes to meet the coexperienced life from outside. And in
this sense, aesthetic form does express that life, except that the creator of this
expression, the active agent in it, is not the expressed life itself, but the other who is
situated outside that life – the author; the expressed life itself is passive in the act
that gives it aesthetic expression. (AA, p. 83)

The centrifugal nature of rosters, routines, as well as the assessment documents and
practices themselves represented features of the authoritative discourse which, despite best
intentions, thwarted Alicia’s efforts to enter into such an ethical assessment practice with
Zoe. Such a phenomenon is echoed in the United Kingdom by Wood (2004, p. 371) who
suggests that teachers can easily misinterpret dogmatic approaches to assessment based on
“performativity” leading to a “trained incapacity”. Edwards, Gilroy and Hartley (2002)
suggest that teachers maintain this stance based on their belief that the following rule
eventually leads to desired outcomes and associated certainty about learning. Only by
stepping alongside this dominant discourse and embracing alternate ideologies, it seemed,
could Alicia begin to embrace the fuller chronotope in a more meaningful, albeit
constrained, manner.

6.3 A shift in practice
In taking a finalising approach to assessment at the outset of this study Alicia was
unable to problematise her noticing or recognising since she perceived her professional
role as one of ‘expert’. This finding contrasts to that of Anning and Edwards (2006)
who provide evidence of practitioner confusion about the best way to go about
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assessment in the current United Kingdom educational environment. In the New
Zealand context of the present study, however, the dominance of authoritative discourse
meant that it was professionally revealing to admit that one was confused or
compromised since assessment protocols were (ostensibly) clearly prescribed, publicly
sanctioned, and neatly reified in governmentproduced documentation (Ministry of
Education, 2004, 2009b). As I have already argued, the dominance of this discourse
meant that confusion had to be covered up or avoided through discursive means which
Alicia described as sweeping dust under the carpet.
As our dialogic discussions in the process of analysis increased, so too did Alicia’s
willingness to embrace uncertainty and complexity in her assessment through the
subjectivities revealed by the toddlers, herself, the parents and me. Alicia’s growing
recognition of Zoe’s genres assisted her in approaching assessment in a less rigid manner,
since she was able to access what she could see and reach beyond the genres previously at
her disposal, while recognising the subjective nature of her (and others) seeing.
Matusov and Smith (2005) have argued that teachers need to balance uncertainty
against finalizing and objectivising, as well as intersubjective interpretations, which
shift between the two according to what is needed. However, Matusov and Smith’s
contentions are typically drawn from investigations with older students who share the
same oral language forms (albeit not necessarily the same language or culture) as the
teacher and who engage in more formalised learning experiences. In the context of this
study I argue that a higher degree of uncertainty is a necessary condition, since what can
be seen is clearly linked to the ideologies of those involved as discussed in the previous
chapter, some of which are inaccessible to the researcher. In the present study where
finalising, objectivising and professionalizing took place, the metaphoric potential of
the act could not be recognised and a literal, often limiting, interpretation took place.
As a result of the dominance of authoritative discourses within the heteroglossic
arena, unquestionably adopted by Alicia and her colleagues at the beginning of this study,
multiple paradoxes were exposed. In particular, Alicia strove to portray the pristine carpet
that was her professional practice while denying her own internal voices (and, in doing so,
unwittingly denying those of the parents and toddlers themselves). However, as the study
progressed, and our dialogues were populated by honest efforts at authorial surplus (given
the benefits of video and discussion) the dust began to emerge as a means of providing
space for alternative discourses, confrontation and honesty, thus broadening our ideological
horizons through the visual excess we were afforded a glimpse of.
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In our final interview session, Alicia and I reflected back on the experience of
noticing and recognising metaphor. With her usual metaphoric eloquence, Alicia offered
the gestural and verbal metaphor of lifting a veil as a means of describing her revised
assessment activity in relation to Bakhtin’s aesthetic tenet of “giving way to the work of
the eye” (PDP, p. 38). She shared this metaphor as a means of trying to explain how she
came to write different kinds of narratives about Zoe:
Alicia:

I don’t know, I don’t know. I keep saying “that’s not me writing” … and
that was just a night in bed and I kept pondering and pondering and next
minute it’s all there on paper and it’s like – I never write like this and I just
don’t know where it came from. And it’s just like when I’m in here and I
don’t know, it comes from somewhere and … I don’t know …

Jayne:

Well … there’s something creative about it and creativity flows when
you are at ease.

Alicia:

Mmm … maybe it’s because I’m relaxed and I haven’t got… that veil
[pretends to lift a veil off her head] that I have to perform, I have to do
all the normal things, you know … what’s seen as normal. [Teacher
Interview 6: 468476]

Alicia contrasted aesthetic activity with her previous experiences of assessment
where she had struggled to find meaning based on knowledge claims which were
populated with alternate, and ignored voices. In explaining this image Alicia invoked her
cultural knowledge of Hura Kohatu.51 As she described:
…it’s a bit of everything. It’s something beautiful and something sad, you treasure
that person more, it brings you all together and sometimes it’s hard and sometimes
there’s a bit of sorrow there, sometimes a bit of anger. It’s just a lot of things – it’s
a lot of things all mixed into one. it’s special and it’s beautiful and…. it’s lots of
things. [Teacher interview 6: lines 488492]

Drawing on this metaphor, Alicia represented a view of assessment as a complex
and painfully difficult endeavour which required her to work with her heart and soul
rather than with what she described as “abstract theories” she had been bequeathed
through her formal early childhood education training. In doing so, she came to see the
toddlers much more deeply, as the main source (and inspiration) for assessment that
explored personality rather than an object to be analysed according to discreet criteria
for the purposes of external accountability.
The different genre of the stories Alicia began to write towards the end of
fieldwork suggest that she was somewhat (although never entirely) released from the
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For Māori, Hura Kohatu is a ritual that happens normally twelve months after someone has died. It is a time when
people gather again to "remember" to "celebrate" and to unveil a stone in memory of the dearly departed. It is
almost like reliving the pain of losing a dear one, but this time, photographs are placed on the "mahau", (the
verandah of the ancestral house). The rituals of encounter are the same as the [funeral or] "tangihanga". It is also a
time for release. [Email communication: Amiria O’Malley 19 May 2008]
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persuasions of the official discourse. Though her assessment accountabilities did not
change, her responses did. The narrative that she wrote towards the end of fieldwork
highlights some of the issues she was facing at the time, and makes comment about Zoe
and Alicia herself as a personality in relationship rather than seeing the toddler as a
cognitive object for investigation and associated intervention. As a result I contend that
this story represents a polyphonic narrative style whereby the author is in reflexive
dialogue with her character(s):
Figure 6.9: A story by Alicia [Portfolio item: June 2008]
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Of immediate note is the fact that this story does not offer any obvious evaluation or
summary regarding Zoe and her learning in terms of “what next” or links to dispositions.
Instead it deals with Alicia’s uncertainty and emphasises intersubjectivity (through the
“look of remorse” and affectionate return to the mole which Alicia knows from dialogic
interpretations that this is an important genre of intimacy for Zoe, see The Mole) and
celebrates Zoe as a unique personality. Alicia’s emphasis on biting, as a genre which was
previously interpreted as a deficit (hence unrecognised) form of language that would not
be recorded, presents the act as one which is misunderstood by adults rather than the
deviant behaviour of a toddler (as discussed in freeform genres – 5.3.4). As a result of
this story and the discussion it generated between staff and Zoe’s parents, the centre
altered their behaviour management practice, reinterpreting biting as a genre that Zoe
was drawing on to generate meaning, rather than an act of defiance or lack of control on
the part of the toddler. They sought to understand what was happening for Zoe at these
times and deeply engaged with her experience accordingly. As a result, Zoe had the
opportunity to spend more time in a relationship with teachers than being left “to her own
devices” or isolated in ‘timeout’.
In light of the small, largely uncontested, amount of psychological and pedagogical
knowledge about toddlers (as discussed in Chapter 1) and toddler language, and
associated lack of ability for adults to appreciate the genres toddlers communicate
through, it would be difficult for Alicia to notice, let alone recognise, the genres portrayed
in this narrative. In the absence of attention to detail, coupled with a dialogic approach to
interpretation, the present study afforded, Alicia and her colleagues wrote learning stories
and photoboard anecdotes that, by her own confession, did little more than to reify the
activities and resources that teachers selected and looked for in their assessment. As such,
prior assessment practice positioned toddlers as objects of enculturation rather than
dialogic subjects interanimating the pedagogical landscape.
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Claiming her authorship role, as loving engagement and outsider observation,
meant that Alicia could allow herself some degree of vulnerability in her assessment
practice ‘in the moment’ but also draw on her (and others’) visual surplus ‘outside the
moment’ through video and dialogue with others. Hence she was able to utilise her
professional knowledge whilst upholding Zoe’s right to participate in her own assessment
through honest accounts based on a deep appreciation of genres at work. Alicia came to
recognise that it was only through relationships that she could enter into aesthetic
assessment practice, since it was only through dialogue with one another that Alicia (or I,
for that matter) could see metaphoricity as symbolic potential through genres.
The fact that Alicia appeared to write her story specifically to a future literate Zoe,
since Zoe in the present did not share the genre in which it was portrayed, is noteworthy. I
believe it raises a further authorship issue for assessment practice because it implies that
within this genre Zoe is positioned as both an object of surveillance (in the present, since
she cannot engage with the written word) and a subject for assessment (in the future, as
she looks back at the written word years later). Thirdly, Alicia’s attempt to write to this
toddler portrays a reflexive effort to recognise and make visible relationships between the
teacher and student that impact on what can be noticed, recognised and responded to. Yet,
assessment records simultaneously serve the consumer purpose of satisfying the
authorities, providing parents with information about their child and informing planning
purposes. Seen in this light, and for these multiple (and arguably conflicting) purposes, it
is questionable whether this story, or any other narrative for that matter, constitutes
‘assessment practice’ since this study has shown that the hermeneutic task of noticing and
recognising learning is a subjective endeavour that can never constitute universal truth.
When considered aloof from this accountability regime, and its paradoxical
demands on assessment, Alicia recognised the significance of her practice as an aesthetic
means of appreciating the personality of the toddler as “a masterpiece”, as opposed to an
accountability measure. I have already argued that it was such appreciation that deepened
their relationship profoundly and, in doing so, raised a number of significant issues for
Alicia as a teacher (represented as centrifugal forces that I now consider essential for New
Zealand early childhood education discourse):
It’s like Zoe was the canvas, how can I describe this, like Zoe’s the canvas and
before we started this I saw her as just a canvas – right [makes large square shape
in the air] and, then I was inspired [swirls both hands around] and I started to pick
it apart. You know, color and composition, and … as I have gone on I think I have
appreciated it more – but I still see her as a canvas – but it’s most like, it’s not like
an ordinary canvas now, it’s like a masterpiece. Can you understand that? [Teacher
Interview 6: lines 361367]
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This did not mean that all assessment was derived only from learning with and from
toddlers, but sought to balance what Lensmire (1997) describes as a space in which “the
teacher abandons her monologue and follows the child, takes up new, supportive relations
in order to encourage, amplify, intuit the beginning, whispered, unuttered future words of
the next generation” (p. 381). This space, for Alicia, was integrally bound to her intimate
relationship with Zoe and her parents coupled with the ability to step back from this and
engage in detailed observation and discussion about form and content. From her
perspective, as for Bakhtin, the two are inseparable in the authorship endeavour:
Something like a transparent screen has to be inserted between my inner self
sensation (the function of my empty seeing) and my outwardly expressed image:
the screen of the other’s possible emotionalvolitional reaction to my outward
manifestation – his possible enthusiasm, love, astonishment, or compassion for me.
(AA, p. 31)

When this and subsequent polyphonic narratives were shared with the Supervisor,
mutual tears were literally shed regarding their validity within the centre context. As a
result a decision was made by management to climb out of “a conformity box”
[Researcher journal: Supervisor comment at May staff meeting], offer staff the
opportunity to disregard Learning Story templates, and trial what they described as
“writing from the heart” even though, by their own admission, this presented significant
perceived risk in terms of accountabilities with Education Review Office. As such, a
caveat was imposed by management the following day – that assessment evaluations still
needed to link to Te Whāriki goals and strands. Without this imposition, the risk was
considered too great.
This small, yet brave concession on the part of management did not remove the
need to profile a pristine carpet to the public eye – as the Supervisor said “we have to sell
it all the time….” [Researcher journal: Supervisor comment at May staff meeting], nor
did it alter the perceived accountabilities from authoritative discourses beyond the centre
domain. In light of these perceived accountabilities, dialogic approaches were entertained
as an addendum to processes that emphasised the privileged genres within ‘activity’.
Since culturally and societally valued ‘knowledge’ was prescribed within the curriculum
domain and its associated emphasis on dispositions, it is unlikely that aesthetic
approaches such as those emphasised in Alicia’s story could ever be fully realised in
official assessment practice despite their value in terms of the pedagogical relationship
between teacher and toddler. However, it did serve to create space for aesthetic
expression, described by Farquhar (2008, p. 178) as “keeping narratives at play”, as
opposed to standardised templates and, in doing so, allow the dust to take its place in the
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centre heteroglot. Alicia summed this up at the final meeting I attended as part of the
fieldwork:
I’m enjoying this new approach. I feel more relaxed, less bogged down, not having
to conform – they feel like a story, subtle learning, cues or whatever, but a nice
story…You’re more on par with the parents, you’re equal. There’s no “I’m up here
and you’re down there”. It’s another way of getting close to parents” [Researcher
journal: Alicia comment at May staff meeting]

While Alicia has not resolved the tensions that she faces as a teacher in
contemporary early childhood education assessment, these findings offer a very real
expression of the heteroglossic complexity within education and care settings, and the
constant paradoxes teachers face in contemporary assessment activity. These paradoxes,
once exposed through dialogic activity, became opportunities to honestly and openly
embrace the realities of teaching which distinguishes mature human thought from a
process of filling in boxes based on an externally generated dispositional criterion. Hence,
as I have already argued in the previous chapter, for narrative assessment practice to
thrive aesthetically in education, it is necessary for the teacher to work dialogically with
complexity, attempting to understand richly, rather than seeking outcomes through
isolated frameworks that ignore the paradoxes altogether.
In viewing the metaphoric act through dialogic eyes, it is possible to see the
significance of voices in play both in what can be portrayed and how these can be viewed
as meaningful for the people involved rather than merely as an accountability requirement
for those on the outside. Alicia’s ‘unveiling’ metaphor suggests that for this to occur,
some sort of passing away or surrendering took place, which, though painful, yielded
hope for more ethical and meaningful assessment practice. This surrendering lay in the
shedding of narrow interpretations of professionalismasknowing that limits assessment
to a discreet, and arguably vague, set of dispositions. In doing so, the teacher was
released to see in ways that celebrate the authorial surplus they and others had to offer by
striving for deeper, detailed understanding, while recognising the toddler’s right to retain
a loophole which surpasses finalisation; and the teacher’s limited capacity to see beyond
her own horizon within the discursive locale. Such is the nature of polyphony within
dialogic endeavour which seems to be less concerned with gaining knowledge about how
to enact Ministry sanctioned frameworks (endorsed through expensive professional
development programmes) than with taking the time to aesthetically linger with the
toddler and advocating for moral approaches to assessment accordingly. As Hicks
suggests:

197

Perhaps it requires watching, living with, and reflecting over time. Teachers need
support for this kind of work, but rarely do they find it….What has to occur for
things to change is not simply an intellectual shift, so that teachers have more
information. This is not just the learning of new pedagogies….Rather, change also
has to entail a moral shift, a willingness to open oneself up to the possibility of
seeing those who differ from us. This is very hard work, but work that lies at the
heart of teaching.” (Hicks, 2002, p. 152)

6.4 Summary
Thus, this chapter concludes with the contention that, in order to live and work truthfully
at the intersection between centrifugal and centripetal forces, the pristine ‘whāriki’ needs
to be danced upon, shaken up and its dust recognised as an important and revealing
feature of practice. In doing so it may be possible to reconcile the intersecting centripetal
and centrifugal forces at play in assessment activity. The notion of noticing, recognising
and responding to toddlers and their metaphoric acts can therefore be seen as a reciprocal
and aesthetic exchange which has as much to do with the teacher and her pedagogy as the
toddler and his or her genres. As such, it is a moral process which requires honest and
open engagement in the recognition that in authoring other, one is also authoring
themselves.
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Chapter 7: Beyond the horizon?
I must never completely meld with that version of things, for the more successfully
I do, the more I will fall prey to the limitation of the other’s horizon. A complete
fusion…even if it were possible, would preclude the difference required by
dialogue. (Bakhtin, 1973, p. 252)

It was Bakhtin’s contention that nobody could or, indeed, should be absolutely authored
until the point of death, since as long as there is life there is always the potential for
alteration (AA, see also Emerson, 1997). Throughout this investigation I have tried to
imagine what Bakhtin, as posthumous instigator, might have to say about these dialogic
research endeavours. I suspect he would laugh heartily at our often futile efforts to
understand and the inherent ironies in trying to honour the notion of ‘voice’ when genres
are so easily overlooked or misunderstood. I have no doubt that the rhetoric of Kei Tua o
Te Pae (as ‘going beyond the horizon’) within a monologic discourse would not have
escaped his aesthetic attention, and he may have been somewhat perplexed by the silence
of internally persuasive discourses in their delivery within a narrative framework. In a
more generous contemplative moment he might consider the difficulties in interpretation
for those who are either intimately connected or emotionally detached from the toddlers,
and argue for a moral encounter that considers the value of both. In his considerations I
am almost certain that he would be alerted, as I was, to the ways in which metaphoricity
was identified through dialogue, the associated forces at play in its interpretation, and its
location within wider education discourse.
In this chapter I reflect on the substantive claims Bakhtin’s legacy has enabled me
to make about metaphoricity and its interpretation through genre, as utterance. These
include insights about toddlers as personalities within the early childhood education
context and the potential metaphoricity that can be noticed and recognised in aesthetic
endeavour. Woven into this focus, based on the local context of the study, are important
claims about contemporary assessment discourse, suggesting that dialogic activity
struggles to exist within this monologic space, raising serious implications for teachers,
toddlers and their parents. I then return to my role as researcher to consider this dialogic
approach as a contribution to assessment discourse and its associated location within
educational research activity. I conclude the chapter, and indeed the thesis itself, by
exploring implications of this study, suggesting future avenues for dialogic investigation
in education and considerations for metaphoricity, toddlers and assessment in pedagogy.
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7.1 Revisiting the context for this thesis
I began this thesis with the contention that toddlers and their language acts are generally
misunderstood and, as a result, potentially marginalised within early childhood
education research and practice. I extrapolated from this to suggest that the toddler’s
potential for metaphoricity is both unnoticed and unrecognised by adults since the
ways in which toddlers communicate are unique to this developmental phase of their
lives. I suggested that the inability for teachers to see metaphoricity in toddlers was
further constrained by their location within limiting theoretical standpoints which
echoed a similar dilemma for researchers in noticing and recognising metaphoricity in
children under the age of three. Arising from this observation I took the view that an
aesthetic approach to assessment would be more likely to yield metaphoric insights
since it comprised a careful analysis of the form and content of language acts, as well as
recognition of the social nature of interpretation. As such, I asked the fundamental
question “To what extent can and do adults notice and recognise tolddler language as
metaphoric?”
In response to this question, I argued for an approach to investigation that
provided a forum for dialogue between the toddler and those who determine their
learning in contemporary New Zealand early childhood education assessment activity,
since a growing number of toddlers spend large periods of time in this context. I
determined that an aesthetic approach to noticing and recognising metaphoricity could
not only reveal the symbolic potential of toddler language, but align to contemporary
assessment practices located within a framework which seeks to notice, recognise and
respond to children and their voices. The metaphor of New Zealand early childhood
education assessment discourse as Kei Tua o Te Pae (or “going beyond the horizon”) in
order to do so, offered a rich, and somewhat ironic, context for such investigation since
I hypothesised that for metaphoricity to be appreciated, adults would need to see toddler
‘voices’ in their noticing; and go beyond their own ideologic horizon to recognise their
symbolic potential. The extent to which potential access to other horizons was possible
became a feature of the project, since participants did not have the same opportunities as I
did to engage in Bakhtinian ideas, nor to immerse themselves so fully in the data. Indeed,
I have been at pains to highlight the authorial nature of my intervention in this project –
an unavoidable outcome of my position as a dialogic researcher within a busy early
childhood education setting where participants had less time, and perhaps motivation,
than I to indulge heavily in Bakhtinian philosophy. Having said that, it is interesting to
note that Alicia began to employ several Bakhtinian concepts in her dialogue as the study
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progressed, and of her own volition accessed some of Bakhtin’s works to read during the
investigation.
An analysis of the genres in which metaphoricity was seen to be located offered
a potential route to this other horizon, since genres offered a means of seeing and
hearing language in its various forms as well as its interpreted meaning. I therefore
asked further questions “Within what genres are metaphors more likely to be noticed,
recognised and responded to, by whom and for what reasons?” and “What is the
potential impact of such recognition or nonrecognition?” In posing these questions I
have drawn extensively on the work of Mikhail Bakhtin in order to conceptualise
metaphoricity as a spark of meaning that exists between individuals typically generated
out of moments of incongruity, surprise or wonderment in authorship endeavours.
Drawing on the dialogic interpretive experience of individuals within a New Zealand
early childhood education context I have significantly extended the notion of ‘voice’ to
explore metaphoric (and nonmetaphoric) genres of utterance as competing internal and
external voiceswithindiscourse, emphasising the ways they are noticed and recognised
within assessment activity. Against this framing, I have argued for a polyphonic
approach to data analysis and representation of voices based on the artistic example of
Fyodor Dostoevsky. Within this theoretical framing I was concerned to interrogate the
nature of authorship which, from a Bakhtinian standpoint, is fundamental to the lifelong
process of ideological becoming and shapes personality accordingly. I invoked a third
area of inquiry, asking the question “What is the impact of the heteroglot on noticing
and recognising within the context of contemporary New Zealand early childhood
education assessment?” This focus provided me with a means of deeply exploring the
discourses at play within assessment processes; an area that I consider to be the central
authorship activity of the teacher in early childhood pedagogy.
On the basis of this approach, I undertook a dialogic investigation of the toddler in
dialogue with their parent, teacher and myself. The research design necessitated a meta
approach to data generation since, in order to dialogically engage with toddler
metaphoricity, I needed to capture video footage from multiple vantage points and find
out how adults interpreted what they saw through genres they identified as metaphoric.
As a result I drew on the video data as a focal point for generating dialogue rather than
seeing the footage (or other visual or written data) as a final point of analysis, as is
typically the case in New Zealand early childhood education assessment discourse. I
reinforced this notion though the inclusion of video data in the thesis itself since my
dialogic intent was never to finalise interpretations beyond the pointofview of
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participants and, indeed, the reader of this thesis. As such, the participants’ views richly
interanimate the claims that I make.

7.2 Summary of findings
In this concluding chapter I summarise my claims by revisiting the three central ideas of
metaphoricity, toddlers and their authorship through assessment activity. The core claim
of this thesis is that aesthetic assessment, which invites metaphoric as opposed to literal
interpretation, is significantly constrained when it is located within a monologic
pedagogical discourse. In this location, toddler genres that draw from outside the adult
driven pedagogical domain of the centre are only recognised if they align to established
societal goals and represent ‘learning’ within a carefully constructed and integrated
framework. As a result, the creative language acts of toddlers, especially those that are
derived from home or generated through intimate or embodied, moments, are frequently
overlooked, quashed or ignored by adults. In other words they pass by unrecognised
despite their discursive presence in the early childhood education setting and the holistic
nature of the early childhood education curriculum. The consequences of not noticing,
or of noticing and not recognising metaphors, are highly significant to early childhood
assessment practice since assessment claims to capture ‘voice’ yet the metaphors that are
evident in unnoticed genres do not feature in reified narratives or discussions of toddler
learning. I return to this point, and the implications of this phenomenon in the sections
that follow.
The claims resulting from these findings are summarised as follows:
i)

That all language can be seen and heard as metaphoric or nonmetaphoric in
relation to the ideologies of the author and the extent to which aesthetic
approaches can be employed in their interpretation;

ii)

That toddlers can potentially communicate symbolically through genres that are
adapted as strategic orientations in order to create or frustrate intersubjectivity.
When noticed, these genres provide opportunity for adults to recognise toddlers as
complex personalities in their own right; and

iii)

That authorship is a constant shaping force in the lives of toddlers and the adults
around them. It is impossible to notice, let alone recognise, creative potential in an
assessment discourse that authors according to monologic criteria and rigid
external accountability. Conversely, when free to see aesthetically, and with
uncertainty, new possibilities emerge.
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7.2.1 Metaphoricity and toddlers
My initial interest in metaphoricity led me to enter fieldwork with a speculative assertion
that toddlers are capable of drawing on metaphor in communication (based on the
philosophical claims about metaphor of Nietzche (1969), Cassirer (1953), and others that all
language is potentially symbolic and a Bakhtinian approach to metalanguage) despite ample
research precedents to the contrary (see, for example, Piaget, 1953, 1959; McNeill, 2005;
Vygotsky, 1998; Vosniadou, 1987 and others as discussed in Chapter 2). In making this
claim I built on theories that positioned metaphoricity as a social, discursive, construct
rather than a linguistic proposition. Taking this stance, the results highlight participant
interpretations of the ways toddlers’ expressed themselves through verbal and nonverbal
language acts. For the toddlers in this study I saw that their acts were located within a series
of strategically employed genres often beyond the gaze of the teachers within assessment
activity and associated pedagogical practice, of parents in their intimate relationship with
their child, or the researcher (me) in an outsider stance. Since Bakhtin claims that an
utterance only exists when it is answered (DI), those that were unnoticed in everyday
education and care practice would typically escape the interpretive eye. Hence I make no
claim that metaphoricity exists or not in specific language acts or genres, but instead
suggest that it is potentially present where aesthetic approaches are employed and where
creativity can be embraced and exploited in assessment activity that “gives way to the work
of the eye” (SG, p. 38).
The extent to which language acts could be considered metaphoric by participants
was dependent on the degree to which the acts were interpreted as everyday or outofthe
ordinary. When performed in genres that were different from those in which language acts
were normalised by adults such as freeform or intimacy genres, greater opportunities for
metaphoric recognition existed even if they were, at times, revealing or confronting for their
authors. Where adults representing different contexts and positions of outsidedness
interpreted the language acts, greater insights were revealed. This finding supports the work
of Cienki (1997) who suggests that a degree of outsidedness is desirable and confirms
Bakhtin’s (AA) claim that authorship is both a process of intimacy and outsidedness.
This claim is particularly important for toddlers in early childhood education since
toddlers are constantly crossing ideologic borders in their transitions between home and
centre life and the distinct, privileged, genres of each. I have drawn on the notion of genre
border crossing as transgradience (as interpreted by Holquist, 2009) to explain this
phenomenon. I argue that through such an approach, it is possible to create an aesthetic
means of contributing to personality through authorship activity. For the participants in this
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study, including myself, this meant seeing otherwise and permitting ourselves to enter into a
mutual community of uncertain, unstable yet genuine interpretation that recast the toddler
as a unique personality of wonder and surprise. As such, this finding concurs with studies of
cultural bordercrossing (Bathurst, 2001; Brown & Renshaw, 2006b; Burwell, 2003;
Freedman & Ball, 2004; Hardy, 2006; Kostogriz, 2004; Oliva, 2000) where researchers
have drawn on dialogue as a central means of inquiry, suspending monologic analysis and
providing relevant for a for the culturally appropriate expression of ‘voices’. In doing so,
these studies are not only exploratory but also emancipatory. Of particular relevance are
those studies where dialogic pedagogy is upheld as a central means of sharing power
between student and teacher and recognising the significant benefits for learning when both
contribute dialogically (Hicks, 1996; Lensmire, 1997; Matusov, 2009a; Matusov & Smith,
2005). The present study further signals the importance of dialogue in pedagogy comprising
wonderment and uncertainty (as opposed to written and complete monologic records)
claiming the voice of other in assessment activity.

Such aporia is a far cry from

contemporary descriptions of activity or developmental milestones which are shaped by
well meaning professionals who, in doing so, maintain their authorial prerogative over
students and their communities. Ironically, despite intentions to the contrary, such
endeavour acts as an overwhelming authoritative discourse that acts to stifle local
knowledge when it does not ‘fit’ within this regime. As such, I purport that an approach to
assessment that seeks synthesis (both locally and nationally via neat packages and
models) is destined to privilege one form of cultural knowledge over another. Although
only a small sample, this study has highlighted the value of dialogic enterprise in
embracing cultural and paradigmatic difference by paying attention to multiple
interpretations of metaphoricity and their potential to enhance learning relationships.
If, as this thesis suggests, metaphoricity is evident for toddlers when authored by
adults who are ready, willing and able to embrace uncertainty, metaphor can be seen as both
a highly persuasive language device, as argued by Pramling (2006), and an invitation to
intimacy (as purported by Cohen, 1979; MarjanovicShane, 1996). When interpreted
through the route of genreinutterance, metaphoricity can also be viewed as a strategic
means of orienting and reorienting oneself in order to be noticed, recognised and
responded to by adults or peers by employing genres that offer an entry point for other, as
also argued by other Bakhtinian scholars (see, for example Bender, 1997; Dore, 1995;
Mabin, 2006; Rockwell, 2000; Sawyer, 1997). Accordingly, language is not simply
transmitted from expert adult to novice toddler, but instead, as Bakhtin (DI) suggests,
language is transformed and transgressed through dialogue. As such, it is impossible to
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separate metaphoricity from its authorship since, as Nietzche (1969, see also Mootz, 2003)
has pointed out, metaphors can only exist when they are considered to represent something
new. It is therefore the task of the toddler in early childhood education contexts to perform
genres that both speak to their intended audience, but offer sufficient novelty in order that
they might be seen or heard. Seen in this light all language use, from the perspective of a
toddler, is risky, testing and trialling since its recognition is always determined by another.
This finding expands on previous theories about toddlers in their intersubjective quest
(Akhtar, 1998; Braten, 1998; McNeill, 2005; Muller, 2007; Rommetveit, 1998) and
supports the claims of others (Bruner, 1986; Guilar, 2006; Junefelt, 2007b; Lokken, 1999,
2000, 2006; Rogoff, Paradise, Mejia Arauz, CorreaChavez, & Angelillo, 2003) that
toddlers are indeed deeply social and language rich. Indeed, if our aesthetic interpretations
can be viewed as potentially revealing, the speculations of theorists (Hobson, 2002;
Kowalskiet al., 2004; Werner, in Valsiner, 2005) that toddlers are indeed capable of
symbolic thought are further supported.

7.2.2 Authorship in assessment
The results of this thesis highlight the point that even when adults try their best to notice
and recognise the language acts of toddlers, interpretations that are expressed with any
certainty are particular to adult consummation of that particular toddler. In other words,
the ideologies that each author brings to an assessment experience are not only pervasive
but, if approached centripetally, will always restrain what can be recognised beyond any
literal interpretation. In the present study, however, where participants brought different
interpretations to their assessments through the aesthetic route of genre and, in doing so,
provided a dialogic platform from which to consider metaphoricity, it became possible to
see more. As such this thesis supports the claim that noticing and recognising
metaphoricity is an aesthetic endeavour which rests in the ability of adults to deeply
engage with the language acts of toddlers and to move beyond the confines of cognition
to “the heights of metaphoricity and beyond” (Pechey, 1998, p. 67). This means
embracing uncertainty and nonliteral speculation as a moral imperative in assessment, an
entreaty endorsed by several researchers who argue for dialogic pedagogy (Matusov,
2009a; Morrell, 2004) alongside Bakhtin himself (Bakhtin, 2004). Through this route, it
may indeed be possible to at least attempt to reach beyond one’s own ideologic horizon,
while recognising that one can never fully escape its powerful influence on assessment
activity.
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In alignment with Sullivan (2007), these findings suggest that attempts to
understand personality (from a Bakhtinian standpoint) are central to aesthetic assessment
which, by its very nature, is deeply embedded within and beyond the complementary and
contradictory context of relationships. Noticing metaphor is, therefore, an “aesthetically
weighty” enterprise (AA, p. 312) since its recognition is reliant on the formgiving
activity of the hero and the author. As such, assessment is deeply concerned with
appreciation. The results of this study show that such appreciation in assessment requires
indepth probing and loving interaction with the toddler. Seen as a moral entreaty, such
appreciation also requires teachers to recognise that not knowing is pedagogically relevant
where a complex view of ‘voice’ is considered. This finding is consistent with
Zinchenko’s (2009) claim that developing voices can be fragmented, argumentative and
organically generated. They are also vulnerable to ideologic pressures as was evident
within this study. As the participants conveyed, there is no singular teacher, parent or
child voice but instead voiceswithinvoices; each vying for recognition and
understanding. Through dialogue, they may or may not reach consensus but at the very
least the effort leads to increased opportunities for disagreement or appreciation of
another.
Noticing and recognising genres as a means of communicating across contexts
offers a platform for exploiting the potential of genre as a central concept in assessment
practice, where voice is seen as plural, complex and discursively oriented. This thesis
therefore challenges the contemporary description of ‘noticing, recognising and
responding’ in New Zealand early childhood education assessment (as outlined in Chapter
1, Table 1.1) by suggesting that noticing is always expanded (or constrained) by authorial
surplus combining an “application of professional judgment” (Ministry of Education,
2004, Book 1, p.6) prior to recognition, alongside a full consideration of internally
persuasive discourses that are free to contribute interpretations. In other words, noticing is
not a random act of the eye arising out of either observation or encounter that captures
voiceasobject, since all that can be seen is part of authorship activity. Indeed, it is the
additional insights of the author that offer more to the hero and their ideological
becoming. Recognition, which leads to the privileging of some acts over others in
assessment discourse, is determined by the conceptual frameworks that are applied and
the degree to which teachers are prepared to engage in risky speculation. In this thesis I
have strongly argued that any monologic approach severely limits this potential since
what typically gets recognised in early childhood education discourse is representative of
the priorities of those in authority and not truthpravda (that is, perspectives on truth).
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The narrative approach that underpins contemporary New Zealand early childhood
assessment discourse – as privileged by centre management and endorsed by external
agency (such as the Education Review Office) – is challenged by the results of this study.
If, as Alicia suggests, it is impossible to write narratives that are meaningful to
participants when the potential to see more is stifled by adultfocused genres, then it is
likely that the learning story framework is equally limited in its allegiance to five central
dispositions. Moreover, the privileged genres of assessment itself, that is of narrative
stories addressed to multiple and arguably conflicting audiences, places considerable –
perhaps even impossible – demands on the teacher within current systems for practice and
accountability.
A Bakhtinian stance on voice as intentional, interanimated, embryonic and
transgressive utterance, coupled with a view of personality at play with the world, offers
fresh opportunities for teachers to coconstruct narratives and, more importantly, dialogue
with significant others in ways that are complex, openended, deeply meaningful and
revealing of themselves and others as polyphonic, artistic endeavour. As such, these
findings endorse Bakhtin’s movement in later works (see PDP, RW, SG) beyond an
authorhero distinction to the reciprocal experience of dialogue and its location within
discourse (see also Coates, 1994, for a discussion of his framework of dialogue as an
authorship imperitive).
These results concur with Farquhar’s (2008) call for a deeper understanding of
narrative and its dubious location within official discourses that require certainty, safety
and accountability. On this basis I suggest that there are significant epistemological and
ontological tensions inherent in the current privileging of the learning story genre in
contemporary assessment practice, yet to be explored, given its privileged position in
New Zealand early childhood education discourse. The results of this thesis have
therefore begun an important debate about the value of this exclusive approach within
contemporary New Zealand and other countries in which such assessment practice is
reified.

7.3 Reflecting on alternative interpretations
I cannot claim (nor did I set out) to consider the issue through a marriage of dialogism and
other theoretical vantage points. There were many times during analysis where these other
voices from theory tantalised me with their potential since I saw much scope for other
interpretations. Not least of these was found in the temptation to explore the acts from a
political lens, drawing on a Marxist ideologic stance, or a Foucaldian framework that would
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permit me to engage more deeply with clearly evident power dynamics. There was ample
scope in the data to explore such issues. For example, I could have interrogated the
participants’ discourses from a feminist standpoint, since Alicia (as a woman working in a
female oriented caregiving industry) and Zoe (as a young female observing and performing
nurturing genres in play) were clearly responding to scripts that existed outside of our focus
and which were discursively embedded deeply within the wider chronotope.
My resolve to stay with Bakhtin and an analytic emphasis on genre (including an
investigation of the secondary genres of assessment and the operationalising of utterance
as the unit of analysis) reflected my desire to emphasise the subjectsubject dialogic as
opposed to object oriented activity. I believe this maintained the toddlers’ position as
hero, and issues could be seen within the context of oral, gestural, and written dialogue
rather than as objects within a system.

I agree with Sullivan (2007, p. 125) who

highlights the significant contribution of dialogism to cultural psychology as an approach
which focuses on how “examinations of language and social processes take root in a
person’s sense of his or her self.” I see dialogism, therefore, as offering a more complex
approach to New Zealand early childhood education assessment discourse than the
dominant contemporary emphasis on tool use accessible through a sociocultural lens and
a narrow definition of voice through monologic forms of narrative (as already discussed).
A dialogic approach to education provides a means of engaging with the complexity of
daily encounters using utterance as a broader concept than ‘voice’, and with the
associated and deeply social and embodied nature of communication at the heart of
learning. It was at this interface that I was able to see differently.
My quest was not to speculate on discourses that were inaccessible from the pointof
view of participants. Although there is no doubt these discourses could be identified within
the data, my emphasis in this thesis was to dialogically interrogate metaphoricity through
language genres rather than through the route of poststructuralism. To have taken this
approach would have, in my view, violated the tenets of dialogic methodology, since
dialogism is concerned with perspectives at play and advocates for a formalist,
architectronic, approach to language as a central point of contact within discourses. As a
result of this emphasis, I was able to see both primary and secondary genres as form
shaping ideology in assessment activity rather than as remote objects to be shaped by my
external discourses alone.
I recognise there are other interpretations scholars have applied to Bakhtinian
philosophy in order to resolve their need to engage deeply with aspects they consider to be
neglected in a solely Bakhtinian approach. These range from a blended location within
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sociocultural theory (see, for example Cazden, 1993; Cheyne & Turelli, 2005; Daniels,
2005; Ghassemzadeh, 2005; Lee, 2005; Luria, 1979; Wertsch, 2000) to an argument for
Bakhtin’s ideas as a springboard for poststructuralist feminist theories (Branham, 2005;
Kristeva, 1980; Moi, 1986). However, I have argued strongly for an approach that considers
the complex historical and political interface between Marxist and anarchonovelisation
theories, in a Januslike encounter with Russian formalism, as key influences on Bakhtinian
ideology. This required me to draw heavily on Rebelais and Dostoevsky as philosophers in
their own right, as well as Cassirer and Voloshinov who together provided me with a portal
to metaphoricity. In so doing I established a methodological path that I did my best not to
deviate from in this research design and analysis, despite its challenges. I realise that there
will be some critique of this approach by sociocultural theorists, in particular, who seek to
align Bakhtin with neoVygotskian approaches to activity and who are likely to be
dissatisfied with my emphasis on pointofview in language acts (that is, utterance) since
this approach does not invite synthesis. I am further aware of my lack of attention to the
peer culture that is so richly described by other researchers who work with toddlers (as
described in Chapter 1). I intend to revisit the data in future with such an emphasis but
maintain that this is not the focus of my current study. As a result of my orientation there
are few conclusions that can be drawn about toddlers and their metaphors per se, a fact that
may be disappointing for metaphor theorists, especially those who seek linguistic certainty
and predetermined definitions of metaphor (as suggested by Cameron & Low, 1999; Steen,
1997a).
My steadfast commitment to Bakhtinian approaches, both in the conceptualisation
and operationalisation of this project, has therefore been a doubleedged sword. On the
one hand I invite criticism, arguably privileging one lens to the detriment of others, and in
doing so, dismissing important aspects for analysis that may generate further insights
about assessment and metaphoricity. On the other hand, however, I would argue that the
approach I took enabled me to deeply and unashamedly engage with Bakhtinian
philosophy and its relevance to education, a field of inquiry that is still in its infancy,
particularly within early childhood education discourse. As I have pointed out throughout
my discussion of the findings, the position I took enabled me to see anew several aspects
of early childhood education assessment, and enter into a process of border crossing as
opposed to a synchronised or mediated synthesis that claims to overreach an ontologic
horizon, a claim that I have already shown to exist in contemporary New Zealand early
childhood education assessment discourse.
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7.4 Issues of authorship
In my attempts to uphold a dialogic approach to the study I was constantly faced
with authorship issues in my scholarship endeavour, since a central tenet of dialogism is
that multiple voices should remain in play and be able to speak frankly with one another.
As a doctoral student engaging in the consummatory task of generating theory within the
monologic discourse of the traditional thesis genre, I was caught in a constant bind since I
could not make claims with ease whilst upholding this entreaty. Despite persistent
reflexive declarations I have made regarding my authorial privilege, I recognise that my
dialogue with participants could be interpreted as leading. In so doing I acknowledge the
fact that adult participants did not have the opportunity to engage with the theoretical
resources offered by a Baktinian theoretical and methodological framing to the extent that
I clearly did. From this privileged stance, I therefore openly acknowledge the inherent
issues in authorship of any nature where some ideologies are privileged whilst others are
not, and the irony of this declaration in light of the study itself. My reconciliation of this
dilemma highlights a central flaw in Bakhtin’s earliest philosophy when applied to real
people in real contexts. That is, there are always powerful and not so powerful voices at
work within language. As Holquist (AA, p. xxxix) suggests, “the lack of a more carefully
considered treatment of conflict and power relations in self/other dealings is something of
a limitation in Bakhtin’s thought”. For the toddler and parent, whose unique genres were
seldom seen or heard in assessment, and the teacher whose internally persuasive
discourses did not have a foothold within the heteroglot, this was a central issue for
assessment activity and one which I attempted to address keenly throughout.
Although Bakhtin’s later works (see, in particular, RW, PDP) strive to address
issues of power through notions of polyphony and carnivalesque, in no way can I ever
claim to have achieved a Dostoevskian ideal in this thesis, since a powerful academic
voice is evident in multiple ways throughout the fieldwork. The irony of this dilemma for
both me and for the claims I make is obvious. I have described these in relation to my role
as researcher and as a proponent of the very discourses I was dissecting in my
professional life as an early childhood education academic in New Zealand. This tension
was one I did not reconcile easily throughout the investigation and I have returned to it at
several points throughout the thesis. My resolve lies in the idea that it is the effort of
trying to notice and recognise that the greatest insights are found, and that my central task
is therefore to ensure that participant pointofview is foregrounded throughout. In
making this claim, I concur with the findings of other researchers (Bingham & Sidorkin,
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2001; Brown & Renshaw, 2006a; Lensmire, 1997; Mabin, 2006) who have encountered
similar authorship issues in their dialogic endeavours.

7.5 Strengths and contribution to research
An exclusively Bakhtinian approach satisfied my need and associated responsibility to
approach the field in an ethical manner, since Bakhtin’s emphasis on ethics and morality
is central to his theories. This approach operationalises the suggestions of Sullivan and
McCarthy (2005) that dialogic research must give value to participants. While some
researchers may consider my response to the participants as excessive, I consider the
lengths I went to in returning to the participants again and again with the data – in re
probing interviews, focus group interview, memberchecking interviews, emails,
dialogues and reviewing interview footage – as an essential aspect of dialogic research
where validity is constructed around the notion of answerability. That is, that participants
must always have the opportunity for the last word. I am also satisfied with the ways in
which the toddlers were able to contribute to their own authorship, evident in the choices
they were able to make in wearing, or not wearing, the camera; eavesdropping and
contributing to interviews; and representing their own scripts through multiple video
sessions. These were central considerations which make a significant contribution to the
research community where fieldwork involves those who do not share the same language
or authorial base, as is the case for young children.
A further strength of this approach is that I have been able to exploit the Bakhtinian
notion of authorial surplus through multiple video camera views of the same phenomenon
and reprobing interviews as a metadata generating approach to the experience of a
toddler in group care. Given the heteroglossic arena in which this study is situated, such
surplus is key to an assessment discourse that rests on the teachers’ ability to notice,
recognise, and respond to children and their learning. The employment of polyphonic
video footage, a contribution I make to the research field, provides a unique opportunity
to interrogate phenomena through the eyes of participants rather than through the
exclusive, and directed, gaze of the researcher alone. Coupled with video footage of
interviews, particularly those in which the toddlers were involved, I was constantly
surprised by the layers of insight afforded to me through such means. The insights
afforded through such an approach far outweigh the additional challenges of navigating
my way through a maze of technical issues and shed light on the complexity and
challenge facing teachers in multivoiced, narrative assessment which requires both spirit
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(that is, detailed analysis of the performed act by the author) and soul (that is, a loving
bestowal by the author).
I feel certain that as technology develops in the years ahead visual ethnographic
methods will be executed with greater ease. This will greatly increase the capacity for
adults to notice and recognise aspects of others in new and innovative ways, while
recognising that they can never see everything. Based on what I have learnt from this
thesis, additional insights could be generated by using a wider, less obtrusive, lens to track
retinal movement52 rather than more clumsy head movements (as was the case in the
present study). Specific investigation of the movement of participant eyes during analysis
would also yield insights since it is my contention that the toddlercam was often and
unwittingly glossed over because the researcher cam, privileging a wider and more static
view, was more appealing to the adults. I further suggest that what the eye can see is far
more complex than literal visibility and that this is an area worthy of further exploration,
particularly since digital imaging (in particular the use of photographs) is now a central
aspect of assessment practice. As this thesis has highlighted, the associated rhetoric is
complex, partial and challenging.
An aspect of this investigation I am less satisfied with is the coding strategies that I
employed. Since the results of this study suggest that genres are a cacophony of language
modes that, seen together, create meaning, it is unhelpful to separate out each form
discreetly in analysis but, instead to search for families or clusters of language forms and
their interpreted meanings, as other dialogic researchers have suggested (Cameron, 2003;
Dore, 1995; Junefelt, 2007a, 2007b; Linell, 1998; Markova & Linell, 1996). Since the
original codes were generated out of the pilot study and the software programme
demanded I develop them prior to analysis, it was difficult to make conceptual changes to
the criteria and associated analysis midway through the project when participants realised
that multiple language forms are used within one genre, as discussed in 4.7.1. The fact
that Snapper was designed for performance analysis based on physical movement and did
not account for movement between multiple criteria, coupled with the unstable platform
this generated, meant that analysis was far more complicated than it needed to be. I have
no doubt that as software programmes find ways to consider multiple categories for in
depth analysis for research purposes, these issues will be resolved and complex analytical
categories will be facilitated with ease.

52

Provided that the technology was sufficiently advanced so that there was no imposition on subjects.
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7.6 Implications for practice
The results of this investigation signal important pedagogical implications for
teachers of very young children. If metaphoricity is potentially possible in communication
between toddlers and adults, it seems important that teachers are able to take the time to
both lovingly engage with multiple genres as an insider, and carefully analyse as an
outsider since they straddle both spaces in the early childhood education context. The
results of this thesis have shown that such aesthetic appreciation is not easily achieved
amidst rigid rosters, routines and rotations of staff or in templates and systems that serve
the authoritative agenda. However, they also highlight the complexity of the teacher
toddler relationship within an early childhood education context, since the teacher can
neither afford to duplicate the intensity of a parentchild intimacy within the multiple
demands of her role as caregiver for groups of children nor (particularly in the case of
someone in middle management of staff) remove herself completely from authorial
demands. Instead, the significant relationship that exists between parent and toddler
should be exploited more fully through dialogue by considering and valuing the alternate
genres that impact on what can be noticed and recognised, and, most importantly,
generating detailed observation (based on what can be actually seen) as a means of trying
to understand rather than representing truthistina in contemporary discourse. Whether
this occurs through primary caregiving systems or not is perhaps of less consequence than
whether there are meaningful assessment relationships between the teacher, parent and
toddler and a willingness on the part of the teacher to explore their own and others’
alternative discourses. These are best facilitated through an affordance of freedom and a
willingness to embrace uncertainty rather than rigid systems, a process Matusov (2009, p.
4) describes as the other “unfolding of a learning dialogue.” As such assessment, and its
transformative potential in learning, ideally resides in the relationships that exist and
surround personality (in its very broadest sense) and the ability of teachers to notice,
recognise and respond attentitively, lovingly and dialogically.
I conclude by arguing that the national promotion of one form of assessment, with
associated criteria for analysis (in early childhood education in New Zealand, in the form
of dispositions that are linked to the national curriculum) and its location within the
authoritative discourse (and associated accountability regimes such as the Education
Review Office construct) acts as a monologic discourse. Where teachers are able to reach
beyond this discourse and encounter the internally persuasive locale in which uncertainty
and challenge reside, they have the opportunity to notice and perhaps recognise the
alternative genres in which internally persuasive discourses are located. As a result it is
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possible that alternative primary (that is, language acts) and secondary (that is, ways of
contributing to assessment) genres may be considered, and that recognition can be given
to the toddlers’ role in authoring adults and to exercise toddlers’ (and teachers’ as well as
parents’) loophole accordingly. In making this claim I take issue with the contemporary
stronghold on describing reified activity as a central means of understanding, and suggest
that assessment practice should be more concerned with identifying learning through deep
and lingering engagement with toddlers and their metaphors as they are revealed across
multiple genres.

For teachers this means that assessment is risky and revealing,

potentially exposing of their own practice, and intimately concerned with the internally
persuasive discourses they and others bring to the experience that may or may not be
synonymous with those of the official discourse.
I acknowledge the risk for teachers in taking an aesthetic approach to assessment
within the New Zealand early childhood education environment of accountability, where
there is little invitation for internally persuasive discourses to interanimate authoritative
ones, since only one set of genres is valued (as is clearly signalled in official reports by
Education Review Office, 2007). Alongside Ministry of Education (2004, 2009b), these
authorities privilege learning story narratives which emphasise ‘activity’ while
simultaneously demanding evidence of educational progress – a phenomenon Farquhar
(2008) argues is contradictory at best. The results of this study position assessment records
as public documents of accountability, intended to address the multiple, often divergent,
audiences of parents, children, management and external evaluators. In this positioning
there are significant barriers to meaningful authorship since the necessary risk for teachers
may be outweighed by hefty accountability restraints. Coupled with associated
administrative requirements there is little time to linger thoughtfully in relationships with
children and adults in the pedagogical community and it is little wonder that teachers find it
difficult to construct meaningful narratives.
Alicia’s experience highlights the challenges teachers face in trying to honour their
professional commitments and associated ideologies, while recognising and, more
importantly, valuing, the discourses that they or others bring to assessment. Lynette,
Kirstin, and Mark’s low profile within this heteroglot is further evidence of the lack of value
given to other genres in assessment (spoken or unspoken), ironically in spite of considerable
effort on the part of the Ministry of Education (and Education Review Office) to facilitate
children’s and parents’ ‘voice’ in assessment practice through expensive professional
development programmes and resources (as outlined in Chapter 1). The results of this
study highlight the importance of recognising the potential for multiple genres and
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secondary genres (for example diary, clipboards and, most importantly, honest and open
conversations) in assessment activity that seeks to involve family and child ‘voices’
dialogically.

Moreover, professional discourse, while essential for the status of New

Zealand early childhood education, would benefit from consideration of the additional
complexities for teachers working intimately with very young children for long periods of
their formative years. The challenges this poses for assessment are significant since the
concurrent presence of intimacy and the ability to step back from the moment evaluatively,
as this thesis has highlighted, is essential to authorship but yet fraught within the
contemporary early childhood education hereroglot.
Returning to the dilemma I raised from the outset of this thesis, I suggest that
assessment activity is not well served by any monologic approach. Hence I do not argue for
a replacement of one framework with another, just as I do not advocate for one genre over
another. Rather, I concur with Matusov (2009a) who suggests that teachers need to actively
engage with both the authoritative and internally persuasive discourses as a necessary
component of pedagogy which is essentially and always dialogic. The results highlight the
fact that centres, like individuals, are “multivoiced spaces” (Anning & Edwards, 2006, p.
150) which cannot afford to be blindly obedient to national requirements at the expense of
local contexts, individual ideologies, and nonliteral or unconventional interpretations.
Passive or discursive obedience to national assessment trends meant that Alicia’s centre
avoided disapproval from external bodies while at the same time promoting practices that
were not meaningful for the people within the setting – children, teachers, and parents. Seen
in the context of assessment practice, teachers and management have an obligation to
themselves, and to the children and families they work with, to ensure that assessments are
honest, deeply reflexive and locally valid. Positioned within the wider context of
accountability, this behoves teachers (and those who support them) to dialogue vigorously
with those who endorse authoritative discourses and, in doing so, generate centrifuge as
well as centripete in the best interests of individuals as well as society. In so doing, teachers
will be able to play a deeper advocacy role for children, family and themselves within wider
educational discourse, and engage in critical pedagogy which invites and celebrates
transgression and transformation as opposed to mere transmission of societal values as
determined by those who do not know the individual personalities concerned.
I remain convinced that Bakhtin’s notion of authorial surplus has much to offer early
childhood education assessment practice. This is particularly significant given the key
message (and meaning) of New Zealand early childhood education Assessment Exemplars:
Kei Tua o Te Pae, that encourage teachers to go “beyond the horizon” through assessment
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practice. Authorial surplus, while lending much weight to the significance of assessment
practice in early childhood education, also suggests that one can never see another as one
sees the self; just as one can never see the self without another. And neither should they, for
in doing so self is subsumed or, as Bakhtin (1990) puts it, consummated. In this light, what
can be seen and authored profoundly impacts on the way an individual sees themselves, yet
recognises that what can be seen will always be determined by the ideological horizon the
other brings to the experience. The assessment objective is therefore not to try to project or
consume another’s horizon, since it is ontologically impossible and morally flawed, but
rather to recognise and make visible the impact of the horizon of oneself on the other, as
offering a gift in formal and informal assessment. This includes an awareness of one’s
authorial surplus as well as the ideological constraint that one brings to the experience. As
Zoe has vividly portrayed, language acts are never isolated from their authorship imperative
and the consequent treatment of the hero. As a result it is doubtful that assessment records
written by teachers in isolation of toddlers and their families are able to generate any more
than the horizon of the teacher and her associated agendas that serve national priorities.
This thesis specifically raises more questions than answers and is therefore
unlikely to be satisfying from a policymaking perspective. The results of this study
make it clear that, despite best efforts on the part of policymakers, legislating for
assessment can never substitute for a moral and reflexive aesthetic approach on the part
of the teacher. I conclude by asking “How can the intimate nature of relationships
necessary for aesthetic assessment be nurtured in early childhood education practice?”,
“In what ways can teachers and policymakers create the necessary conditions to author
toddlers dialogically?”, “What other metaphoric insights can be generated when adults
are free to embrace uncertainty and wonder?”, and “How might the internally
persuasive discourses of teachers, parents and children be freed up so that they can be
noticed, recognised and responded to within assessment practice?”. In addition, I concur
with Matusov (2009b, p. 8) by asking the important ontological question “Why should
we?” – a question discursively asked by several participants in the present study. These
questions are not necessarily answered within the authoritative discourse, but rather in
the local heteroglossic spaces in which teachers, parents and toddlers reside. It is here
where teachers must look, in order to notice, recognise and respond to children. The
results of this thesis suggest it is this authorship imperative that constitutes assessment
at its keenest.
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7.7 Implications for further research
A similar phenomenon arises for researchers in working with toddlers and other young
children within early childhood education contexts. Dialogic methodology offers a means
of embracing metaphoricity as a social construct rather than as a linguistic formula. This
may be unsatisfying for some researchers, yet it does represent a moral alternative to
research methods that limit and constrain the capacity to consider toddlers as complex,
unique human beings in the life span. The findings in this thesis suggest that such a
consideration is necessary if researchers are to grapple with aspects of development that
have the potential to alter the way human beings think of themselves. I make no hard and
fast claims about metaphoricity per se but there are possibilities within research of this
nature that warrant a great deal of further exploration (and dialogue) if researchers are to
extend their understandings of toddlers in early childhood education contexts and beyond.
Despite the additional complexities in working with toddlers in assessment endeavour
that I have been at pains to portray, I suggest that the assessment dilemmas portrayed in this
thesis are not restricted to the early childhood education sector in education. Indeed, the
small sample represented in the present study suggests that a similar study across different
early childhood education settings, and perhaps even countries, may reveal contrasting
perspectives and outcomes that could yield further insights into practice. Although the
unique developmental characteristics of toddlerhood magnify the challenge for teachers in
noticing and recognising language as meaning, these dilemmas speak to all levels of
assessment practice that is formally enacted or implicitly lived in the daily experience of all
human beings. I suggest that the reason for such dilemmas is due to the fact that there are
always individuals striving to be noticed as unique personalities, regardless of the
collectives in which they are located. Further investigation of assessment across sectors and
societies using a Bakhtinian analysis would be a worthwhile research pursuit, since the
results of this thesis suggest that to limit dialogue, and the genres in which they can be seen
and heard, is to limit meaning. It would therefore be desirable to follow children across
settings (such as the home, and later the school) to dialogically explore the ways in which
metaphoric genres can be noticed and recognised across heteroglossic spaces and to work
comparatively with education settings lodged in differing ideologic locales and manifest
through utterance. Through such expansive research activity it is likely that further light will
be shed on the assessment encounter and its profound impact on ideological becoming
across the life span. Moreover, a greater appreciation of what constitutes meaningful
assessment may be generated as a result.
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Dialogic methodology offers a unique challenge to wider research practice, since, as
I have argued, its central tenet lies in the unfinalisation of meaning. As such, research
topics can embrace the complexity of life through human perspective since utterance is a
broad concept including not only what is said, but its location within the discourse.
Similarly, by privileging genres, research of this nature can avoid the pitfalls of over
simplistic analysis of wordastruth (common in traditional forms of linguistic analysis)
or, conversely, meaning according to a discreet set of goals and/or criteria (a tendency in
contemporary educational analysis). The Bakhtinian loophole serves as a reminder that
nothing and noone is ever complete or finished until the point of death. I find these
concepts freeing yet reassuring in their attention to detail. Their further application to
multidisciplinary research where different cultural groups (in their widest sense, since I
have argued that toddlers represent one such group) seek to understand one another better
presents an opportunity for future research activity.
At the heart of dialogic methodology is the premise that voices must remain in play. I
suggest that this tenet makes a timely local and global contribution to political and social
issues at large. Bakhtin’s twofaced janus, which looks in both directions simultaneously,
holds great potential in this regard, as this thesis has portrayed in the treatment of
metaphoricity as an interpreted and thus contested act. Through dialogism there are
authentic opportunities to embrace and perhaps even celebrate difference.

7.8 Conclusion
The idea of finalising this thesis by way of a conclusion, while an empirical necessity,
challenges the central tenets of dialogic methodology. Bakhtin’s notion of answerability
confronts the idea of any finalising remarks on the part of the author. Such has been the
tension throughout this thesis and, indeed, much of Bakhtinian scholarship (Dostoevsky,
1969). Based on the dialogic experience of this thesis I take a position which requires an
acceptance of uncertainty alongside the need to offer situated conclusions I am
answerable for, by making my methods of data generation and processes for analysis
transparent to the reader. Hence the conclusions offered herein are tentative and open for
debate, since they represent a challenge to contemporary New Zealand early childhood
education assessment discourse, and perhaps to other assessment and evaluation regimes
currently in existence as well as those in the wider research community. The best I can
hope for, as the ultimate author of this text, is that the reader will respond dialogically to
the text by remaining open to the ethical, ontological and pedagogical challenges I, with
significant input from my fellow participants, have evoked. If I have fulfilled my role as
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dialogic researcher, metaphoric sneezes will now resound as the dust rises and takes its
place upon the whāriki. In doing so, Jayden and Zoe will ultimately have the last word,
since it is their provocations that precipitate such a response.
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Appendix A: Pilot Study Consent
As for the final study, a letter was sent to management, key teacher, key parents, and
other families and adults in the setting. These are not all provided in the Appendices since
they are very similar to those provided in the final study. key teacher consent form is
provided below by way of example:

Consent form

The metaphoric act: Authoring the two year old hero

Section A:

Please indicate your consent by ticking the box beside each relevant statement below:

□ I have read the explanatory letter, which I have kept for my own information, and
have had the opportunity to seek clarification on any issues
□ I understand that my participation in the project is voluntary and that I can
withdraw at any point of data collection
□ I understand that I will be given the opportunity to review and alter discussion
transcripts prior to analysis by the researcher
□ I understand that I will be given the opportunity to review and delete any cam
video images prior to analysis by the researcher
□ I understand that, due to the visual nature of the data, neither my confidentiality or
anonymity can be assured. However, I am able to provide a pseudonym if I wish.
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Section B:
Please indicate your consent by ticking the relevant box beside each statement below and
signing section C. If you do not wish to participate in this study please go to section C.
□ I agree to select two target children aged between 18 months for this study. I
understand that I need to select children for whom I am the key teacher and who
have been in attendance at the centre for at least three months prior to the
commencement of the study.
□ I agree to approach the children’s parent(s) and give them the parent(s)
information letter and consent form by 7 September 2007.
□ I agree to disseminate information letters and consent forms to all adults and
families of all children in the centre before 13 September 2007.
□ I agree to participate in a five day pilot project during the period between
September and October 2007
□ I agree to wear a small camvideo recorder for up to 9 hours over the five day
period during September and October 2007. I realise that the camvideo
equipment will comprise a small back pack and a hat or headpiece (depending on
my preference) and that the target child will also be wearing this equipment at the
same time. I understand I am able to remove the camequipment for personal
routines.
□ I agree to take ongoing responsibility to monitor the comfort of the children in
wearing the camvideo recorder equipment throughout the datagathering process
and to inform the researcher if I recognise any nonverbal or verbal cues of
discomfort exhibited by the child.
□ I agree to take responsibility for removing the camvideo equipment when the
children sleep or engage in toileting routines.
□ I agree to spend up to 9 hours beween September and October 2007 viewing and
selecting the camvideo footage and a further 3 hours discussing my
interpretations of metaphor use with the researcher. I understand that the 3 hour
session will be videotaped, audiotaped and subsequently transcribed.
□ EITHER
I understand that I can select a pseudonym for the reporting of this study. This is
as follows [please provide pseudonym if one is required]:
…………………………………………………………………………………
OR
I do not wish to use a pseudonym for the reporting of this study.
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Section C:
I agree/do not agree [please circle which applies] to take part in Jayne White’s PhD
project as described above.

Name:……………………………………………………………………………….
Name of ECE service:………………………………………..
Contact details (phone and address of service):…………………………………….
………………………………………………………………………………………

Signature:……………………………………………………………………………

Date:……………………………

Thank you for completing this form and indicating interest in this project through your
initial response. Please return this form to me by 15 August 2007.

Jayne White
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Appendix B: Reprobing interview questions (pilot)

1.

Define the focus of the metaphor. What is going on here? What are the clues that
are offered to you and how might these be interpreted? In other words “what do you
notice as metaphorical? (potentially)?

2.

What are the possible ideas/concepts that are being conveyed here?

3.

What are the missing inferences here? Compare the ideas.

4.

Seek out the analogy here.

5.

Map out the metaphor in relation to the source and target domains – you might like
to think about these as the vehicle for the target domain (ie what is the strategy that
is being used) and the target (ie what is the employment of this strategy hoping to
convey)? What is the source domain?

Be prepared to explain what is being portrayed, how it is being portrayed, and your
reasons why you hold that view. You may wish to alert the researcher to select relevant
moments in advance of the reprobing interview where these might be evident (or clues
are available). You may want, or need, to draw on only some of the above strategies in
your interpretations. You may wish to keep notes or refer to other sources along the way.
THERE IS NO RIGHT OR WRONG ANSWER TO THIS!

(Adapted from Steen, in Gibbs and Steen, 1997).

247

Appendix C: Pre interview coding

Reprobing interview preparation: Notes to Participants
Please watch the video clips I pass to you at the end of each week (or second week
depending on timing) in preparation for our meeting(s). As you watch please record any
acts you notice which you consider might be metaphoric.
By metaphoric I mean any acts (verbal or nonverbal) that are symbolic in some way,
representative or that standin for something else. A metaphor typically consists of a
vehicle (that is, a way of expressing an idea/concept/feeling/need etc that differs from its
literal meaning) and a topic (that is, the intended meaning that the vehicle is trying to help
illuminate).
For example, in the pilot study the toddler used the gesture of a fist action. The teacher
interpreted this fist as a metaphoric act of communicating what a “he man” he was. In
discussion with the toddlers mother, I learnt that the action was derived from a joke that
he and his mother shared at home. I therefore interpreted the fist as a vehicle for inviting
the teacher into play. Neither interpretation is ‘wrong’ but certainly different.

If you find it helpful, please feel free to use the attached sheets as a way of recording what
you see in preparation for our meeting. The timecode, the actual form of the act (eg fist
action) and what you think the intended purpose of the act was. The codings on the form
were developed as a result of the pilot study, but you may wish to add others too.
Bring the sheet with you to our interview session and we will go straight to that footage
via my laptop or any other that I need to ask you about or clarify. In the case where you
do not notice any such acts, we can talk about this too.
Please note that these sessions will be videotaped as per agreed consent forms.

Thank you so much
Jayne White
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Coding sheet (in preparation for meetings):

Date of video footage:

Person completing this form:
(if other people supported you in this process, please indicate their names on this form):

Time
code

Form

Purpose (you may wish to add notes here)

Possible coding criteria:
Form

Purpose

Fist

Naming

Resource

Inviting

Facial

Resisting

Laughter

Mimicking

Upturned palms

Offering

Point

Showing uncertainty

Sounds/not words

Pleasing

Teacher initiate

Explaining

Wave

Tricking

Whole body

Demonstrating

Words

Other
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Appendix D: Plan of cameras

1. Equipment required for filming:

o 1 x camhat SWANN camera and attached wires connected to video camera, with
fully charged battery attached to both cameras via black tape.
o 1 x camhat remote SWANN camera attached to head gear, with battery attached.
Separate video camera attached to remote device. (Both: Sony DCRHC90E
videorecorders)
o 1 x video camera and tripod – battery attached
Items needed for each 1 hour recording session:
o 1 x remote attachment
o 6 x video tapes
o 3 x fully charged video camera batteries
o 2 x fully charged batteries for hatcam

Diagram of filming layout

Toddler

Teacher

+0<

+0<V

Researcher
0!V

Remote receiver
Connected to V

Code:
+ = swann camera
0 = battery
< = hat
! = tripod (NB: not always used)
V = video camera
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2. Equipment for reprobing interviews
o 3way splitscreen three hour footage on DVD (given to participants in advance)
o Coding sheet (given to participants in advance)
o 1 x video camera and tripod
o Video tape (3 x 60 min avi tapes per session)
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Appendix E: Plan of ECE setting
Locker room

Kitchen

“Babysafe” area

Notices

Sleep

Outdoor area

room

Office

Swings

Fort

Main room
Bathroom/Toilet
Second

area

play room
Staff
room
Shed
w
Main

Laundry

c

entrance

Sandpit

Decked (and covered) verandah area
(with sliding glass door)

Car park

NB: This plan is not to scale
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Appendix F: Filming Schedule

Filming took place between14 February and 14 March 2008 at one hour intervals
designed to cover a typical full day in the centre for the key toddler.

Times

Monday

8:009:00
9:00
10:00

Tuesday

Wednesday

Key teacher
noncontact
time all
morning.

21020915Z

11031000 J

17041015Z

11:00
12:00

14021100Z

12:00
1:00

04031215 Z

1:002:00

05030145 Z
18020230 Z
03030215 Z

3:004:00
4:005:00

Friday

19020815 Z

10:00
11:00

2:003:00

Thursday

12030300 J
19020345 Z

Key:
Month/date/time/first initial of toddler (J = Jayden; Z = Zoe)
Purple shading denotes the time of day when younger toddlers have a sleep
Grey shading denotes times when filming did not take place – either due to Alicia’s NCC
time or times when neither toddler attended the setting

Time codes convey the date and month, followed by the time and initial of toddler who
wore the camhat. Jayden, as backup toddler, was filmed for two hours during a week
when Zoe and her family went on holiday which culminated in 79 minutes of footage
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Appendix G: Reprobing interview schedule

Dates and times of
interviews (2008)
Teacher

Monday 25 February
Monday 3 March
Monday 31 March
Monday 7 April
Monday 14 April
Tuesday 29April
Thursday 1 May

Times
10:0012:00 am
10:0012:00 am
10:0012:00 & 1:00
2:00 pm
10:0012:00 am
10:0012:00 am
4:458:00 pm
7:158:15 pm

Subtotal teacher
Parent of Zoe

Overall total interview
hours

2
3
3

Location of interviews
Centre staff room

3
2
3.15
1
17.15

Thursday 28 Feb
Thursday 6 March
Thursday 3 April
Thursday 17 April
Thursday 28 April

Subtotal parent 1
Parent of Jayden

Hours

8:009:00 am
8:009:00 am
8:009:00 am
8:009:00 am
3:004:00 pm

1
1
1
1
1

Small playroom or
babysafe room off main
room

5
Tuesday 8 April

1

As above

24.15
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Appendix H: Focus group interview invitation and questions

21 April 2008

Dear Alicia, Lynette, Mark, Kirstin, Zoe and Jayden
As the video work is now drawing to an end, it is timely to think about the next phase of
the research. I want to take this opportunity to thank each of you so very much for your
input – both on film and off – in thinking about metaphoricity. Our discussions have been
rich – providing wonderful examples of differing pointsofview on the same experience.
For each interview I have provided you with a transcript which I have asked you to check
and get back to me.
Lynette and Alicia still have one interview left (each) for the last hour of Zoe footage.
These are to take place on Tuesday 29 April (Alicia) and Thursday 1 May between 89
(Lynette and Zoe). These are the last interviews dealing with the footage directly. I will
try to get the final transcripts of these to you as soon after as possible so you can check
them.
I would also be very keen to meet with you all as a group to bring together your thoughts
in relation to the following question:
“What is the potential of metaphoricity to open up the world of a toddler in the
context of contemporary ECE assessment discourse?”
I propose, therefore, that we meet together as a group at the following time:
Thursday 1 May 6:007:00 pm
If this time is not suitable, please could you suggest an early evening time that would be
best for you – you can do this by letting Alicia know. I think it is important that we all
meet together on this occasion so if you can’t come we will try to reschedule.
(Please note: I will provide some food to munch on as we talk as I know everyone will be
hungry at that time of day. If you would prefer to meet without the children that is also
fine but there is no problem if they want to join in)
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Please could you bring to this interview the following:
1.

Any revisions to transcripts – just write on the original in pen (preferably a different
colour so it is easy for me to spot)

2.

All DVDs that you have been given to look at (as they are raw data and must be
archived)

3.

Any questions that you have regarding the treatment of the data.

4.

Your reflections on this process in relation to the research question

Once again thank you so much for all your support in this project.
Warm wishes
Jayne White
Focus group questions
The idea of a focus group in social research is to generate discussion around a central
topic or issue. Although each of you have had the opportunity to discuss your
interpretations of metaphoricity in oneone interviews with me, this method allows you to
share perspectives with one another openly – to agree, to disagree and to debate. As a
result I encourage each of you to speak frankly and openly with one another. My role will
be to support this discussion and contribute my thoughts too.

Here are the overarching questions we need to cover in relation to the central research
question:
1.

How easy was it for you to notice or recognise metaphoric acts by looking at form
and content?

2.

Thinking back over the footage you have seen, coupled with the discussions we
have had, which metaphoric acts stand out for you? Why?

3.

What, if any, insights, understandings or impressions have you gained from seeking
metaphoric acts – for your toddler? For yourself as a teacher or parent? For others?

4.

Any other comments you wish to make

Many thanks for your continued contributions to this study

Jayne White
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Appendix I: Additional consent for use of footage in thesis:

26 May 2008
Dear Teachers, Children, Parents and other adults in the centre
The Metaphoric Act: Authoring the Two Year Old Hero
Thank you so much for allowing me to spend the past few months videoing and
interviewing in the centre as part of my PhD project. It has been a real privilege.
In my quest to create the richest representation of you and/or your child in relation
to the overarching research question I have come to recognise the importance of moving
images as well as stills. Accordingly I would now like to ask your additional consent to
use selected video footage or stills in my thesis (and for associated presentation or
publication at conferences or online journal articles) as either you or your child
identifiably feature in this footage.
To this end, I will be in the centre during the week 1113 June between 8:159:15
am (Wed through til Friday). (NB: If those times do not suit you to view the footage
please contact me and we can arrange for suitable time for you). I will have the footage
available for viewing and ask that you and your child view it and sign your consent at that
time if you agree for it to be used in this way.
Please remember that, as for your original consent, you have the right to withdraw
any images of yourself or your child that you do not wish to be included. If this is the
case, they will be deleted from my computer and any associated files.
If you would like to contact the researchers
about any aspect of this study, please contact
the Chief Investigator:
Dr Joce Nuttall
Faculty of Education – Peninsula Campus
Building A
McMahon’s Road
Frankston 3199
Telephone: X 44087
Fax: x 44027
Joce.nuttall@education.monash.edu.au

If you have a complaint concerning the
manner in which this research
(2007/0604/2007000604) is being
conducted, please contact:
Human Ethics Officer
Standing Committee on Ethics in
Research Involving Humans (SCERH)
Building 3e Room 111
Research Office
Monash University VIC 3800
Tel: +61 3 9905 2052
Fax: +61 3 9905 1420
Email: scerh@adm.monash.edu.au
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I look forward to sharing the footage with you.
Thank you once again for your continued support for this project.
Yours truly,
Jayne White
jayne.white@education.monash.edu.au
Ph: 027 424 4710
Consent form for video footage

Child’s name

Footage code(s)

Consent given by
parent/child
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Appendix J: Consent form to professional development provider and
invitation sent to all ECE centres in the region

1 September 2007
Dear Associate Director

I am a student at Monash University of Melbourne where I am completing my Doctor of
Philosophy. I am interested in the way children use verbal and nonverbal forms of
metaphor and how teachers interpret this in the ECE setting. The working title of my
thesis is “The metaphoric act: Authoring the two year old hero”
In order to explore this area, I would like to invite an early childhood teacher from
the region who would allow me to spend a 46 week period in their centre (February
September 2008). This would involve both the teacher and the child wearing a small cam
video recorder for up to 18 hours per week over 46 weeks in the ECE setting (the cam
video equipment will comprise a small backpack and a hat). As researcher, I would also
be present in the setting taking notes. Selected footage from the camvideo recordings
would be used as a basis for the additional involvement of the teacher in 3 hours of
discussion with me at the end of each of those 4 weeks.
As I am keen to recruit a teacher who meets specific criteria for the purposes of this
study, I would like to send an invitation (attached) to all early childhood services as part
of your next professional development newsletter/mailout by November 2007 and, if no
responses received, another email on 2 December 2007. By inviting their interest I believe
I will overcome any form of coercion that might otherwise be the case in approaching
individuals myself.
Please let me know by 15 September 2007 if it would be possible to include the
attached invitation in your newsletter either as an attachment or as a part of the newsletter
itself (in which case I am happy to provide you with an electronic copy). I can be
contacted at my Monash email address: jayne.white@education.monash.edu.au.

Yours truly,

E. Jayne White
Monash University
259

CALLING FOR REGISTRATIONS OF INTEREST
Jayne White is completing her Doctor of Philosophy through Monash University. She is
interested in the way two year old children use verbal and nonverbal forms of metaphor
and how teachers interpret this in the ECE setting. The working title of her thesis is “The
metaphoric act: Authoring the two year old hero”
Jayne would like to work alongside a teacher and 1826 month old child during late
FebruarySeptember 2008. The purpose of this work is to investigate how a child makes
sense of their world through metaphor, as well as how it is noticed, and interpreted by the
teacher. This would involve both the teacher and the child wearing a small camvideo
recorder for up to 18 hours a week over 46 weeks (the camvideo equipment will
comprise a small back pack and a hat). Jayne, as researcher, would also be in the setting
taking notes over this time. In addition selected footage from the camvideo recordings
will be used as a basis for your involvement in 3 hours of discussion between Jayne and
the teacher at the end of each of those 4 weeks.
Due to the nature of the study, Jayne is keen to invite registrations of interest from
teachers who meet the following criteria:
 You must be the key teacher (ie have key responsibility) for at least two children
(aged 1826 months) who attend an ECE context for a minimum of 18 hours a week.
 You must have worked with the child(ren) for at least 3 months prior to the study (ie
since December 2007).
 You must hold a Diploma of Teaching (ECE) or degree qualification and Teacher
Registration according to NZ Teachers Council requirements.
 You must be prepared to spend 3 hours in discussion with the researcher at the end of
each of the 4 weeks.
 You must have a working knowledge of current assessment practices in relation to
“notice, recognise and respond”, as presented in Kei Tua o Te Pae: The Early
Childhood Exemplars (Ministry of Education, 2004).
Note: If more than one teacher registers interest and meets the criteria, selection will be
further based on geographic proximity.
If you are looking for a professional challenge and have an interest in the unique ways
very young children make sense of their ideas in relationship with others, participation in
this study may interest you. Should you wish to participate or to make further enquiries
about the study, please contact Jayne White (jayne.white@education.monash.edu.au) by 1
December 2007.
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Appendix K: Letter of invitation and consent to management of selected
centre

1 December 2007

Dear management personnel

The metaphoric act: Authoring the two year old hero

I am a student at Monash University of Melbourne where I am completing a Doctor of
Philosophy. I am interested in the way two year old children use verbal and nonverbal
forms of metaphor and how teachers interpret this in the ECE setting. The working title of
my thesis is “The metaphoric act: Authoring the two year old hero”
I would like to work alongside two 1822 month old children and their teacher over a 12
week period between February and October 2008. The purpose of this work is to
investigate how the 1822 month old children use metaphor to make sense of their world,
as well as how it is noticed, and interpreted by the teacher.
A teacher from this ECE setting has already registered his/her interest. After a process of
selection this teacher has consented to participate in the study pending your approval of
the process and the involvement of personnel at your ECE service.
In giving your consent, you would be agreeing to the following activities which would
take place in your ECE setting during this time:

15 December 2007

Completion of all consent forms

18 February 2008

Entry into ECE service for a period of up to one month
familiarization

March 2008

Data gathering (including filming, attendance at meetings,
gathering of centre documentation, weekly dialogue with the
teacher, parent and child) commences. Please note – it would be
desirable if the weekly dialogues with the teacher could take place
in a quiet room on the centre premises. Dialogue with the child and
parent could take place within the main area of the centre.

19 October 2007

Completion of pilot. All selected images and footage checked with
teacher, children and families.
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All participants would have the right to withdraw from the study at any time during
the data collection period. Should the key teacher in this study wish to withdraw, another
ECE setting may be approached. If the family(ies) of the 1822 month old children choose
to withdraw, it may be possible to approach another families in the ECE setting. If other
adults or children in the setting feature on any footage that has been taken wish to
withdraw, any video or notes where they are visible would be destroyed.
The camvideo footage and notes would be accessed by myself, as student
researcher, and Dr Joce Nuttall, as my Supervisor. All data collected, including notes
taken by the researcher, footage and transcripts, will be transcribed or captured in an
electronic format. This will then be stored on a password protected computer software
programme for the duration of the project. At completion of the thesis all material will be
stored for a subsequent five years on CDrom which will be held in a locked filing cabinet
in the Faculty of Education at Monash University.
Participants or parents of participants would be given the opportunity to check any
of the selected camvideo excerpts which feature them prior to the final analysis of the
data in October 2008. Any of these images that they do not approve of would be deleted
from the data set.
Selected and approved camvideo excerpts will be presented as stills or video (on a
DVD) in the final thesis. Selected and approved discussion transcripts as well as
observations taken from notes would be presented as quotations and narratives.
Due to the visual nature of the data, it is not possible to assure confidentiality to the
participants in this study. However, they will be invited to nominate a pseudonym for
their child should they wish to do so. The ECE setting will only be named if this is
indicated on the consent form attached to this letter.

If you would like to contact the researchers
about any aspect of this study, please contact
the Chief Investigator:
Dr Joce Nuttall
Faculty of Education – Peninsula Campus
Building A
McMahon’s Road
Frankston 3199
Telephone: X 44087
Fax: x 44027
Joce.nuttall@education.monash.edu.au

If you have a complaint concerning the
manner in which this research
(2007/0604/2007000604) is being
conducted, please contact:
Human Ethics Officer
Standing Committee on Ethics in
Research Involving Humans (SCERH)
Building 3e Room 111
Research Office
Monash University VIC 3800
Tel: +61 3 9905 2052
Fax: +61 3
9905 1420 Email:
scerh@adm.monash.edu.au
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The research findings, including stills, video footage and quotations/narratives will also
be disseminated in publications, at conferences and in other oral and visual presentations
as well as in the final thesis. As management representative of this ECE setting, you can
request a copy of the summary when it is completed by contacting the researcher
(jayne.white@education.monash.edu.au)
I now invite you to sign the consent form attached, and return to me by 15 November
2007.

Yours truly,
E. Jayne White
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Consent form: Management of the ECE setting

The metaphoric act: Authoring the two year old hero

This form invites you to give consent for your ECE service to participate in this PhD
study which explores the way a two year old child uses verbal and nonverbal forms of
metaphor and how the teacher interprets these.

Please indicate your consent by ticking the box beside each relevant statement below, and
signing the accompanying form by 1 December 2007. In signing this sheet you are
agreeing to the following statements:

□ I have read the explanatory letter, which I have kept for my own information, and
have had the opportunity to seek clarification on any issues
□ I understand that children and adults in this ECE setting will feature in the cam
video shots that are taken during October 2007 and FebruarySeptember 2008;
that two target children and their key teacher will wear camvideo equipment for
12 hour periods of time over these periods of time. I also understand that a third
pancamera on a tripod will be used at these times.
□ I understand that the researcher has access to centre documentation – archival and
over the research period.
□ I understand that the researcher will meet with the teacher, the parent and the child
(separately) at the end of each of the 12 weeks for a period of up to 2 hours to
discuss the footage.
□ I understand that participants can ask that that any images or other information
about them are withdrawn at any point of data collection – at which time any
footage containing images of themselves or their child will be destroyed
□ I understand that, due to the visual nature of this study, anonymity and
confidentiality cannot be assured for the participants or the setting
□ I understand that this ECE setting will not be named without my consent (see
below)
I/we agree/do not agree [please circle which applies]for this ECE setting to take part in
Jayne White’s PhD project as described in the information letter.
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Name of ECE setting:…………………………………………
Name of management representative(s):
…………………………………………………………………..
Contact details:…………………………………….

………………………………………………………………………………………

Signature of management representative(s):
…………………………………………………………………

I do/do not wish this ECE service to be named in any written or oral presentation of the
results

Date:……………………………

Thank you for completing this form. Please return it to me by 15 November 2007.

Jayne White
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Appendix L: Key teacher letter and consent

25 November 2007

Dear Alicia

The metaphoric act: Authoring the two year old hero
I am a student at Monash University of Melbourne where I am completing a Doctor of
Philosophy. I am interested in the way two year old children use verbal and nonverbal forms of
metaphor and how teachers interpret this in the ECE setting. The working title of my thesis is
“The metaphoric act: Authoring the two year old hero”. I would like to work alongside two 1826
month old children and their teacher over a period of 12 weeks between late February and October
2007. The purpose of this work would be to investigate how children use metaphors, as well as
how they are noticed, and interpreted by the teacher.
I am delighted to invite you, based on the criteria outlined in the invitation and your
response, to participate in this study as the key teacher.
Your participation in this study, should you provide consent, would involve you in the following
activities:
1.

The selection of two target children aged between 18 months for whom you are the key
teacher and initial approach to the parent(s). This will involve providing them with an
information letter and consent form (provided with this letter in a separate envelope labelled
“target families”). This selection and approach would take place by 1 December 2007.

2.

The dissemination of information letters and consent forms (provided with this letter in a
second envelope labelled “all adults/families”) to every adult in the centre; and to the
families of every child in the centre. Dissemination would take place before 15 December
2007.

3.

Wearing, and supporting the child to wear at the same time, a small camvideo recorder for
up to 4 hours per week over a 12 week period between late February and September 2008.
The camvideo equipment will comprise a small back pack and a hat or headpiece
(depending on your preference). The camequipment can be removed during personal
routines or staff breaks. An additional pancamera, situated on a tripod, will also record the
child’s activities.

4.

Taking ongoing responsibility to monitor the comfort of the child in wearing the camvideo
recorder equipment throughout the datagathering process and to inform the researcher if
you recognise any nonverbal or verbal cues of discomfort exhibited by the child. In
addition, taking responsibility for removing the camvideo equipment when the child sleeps
or engages in toileting routines.
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5.

Allowing the researcher to a) take notes in the ECE setting throughout the period of data
gathering (12 weeks); b) To collect any records that you write about the child; and c) to
attend any meetings where you discuss the child.

6.

Spending 12 hours at the end of each of the 12 weeks viewing the camvideo footage and
discussing your interpretations of metaphor use. Please note that these discussions will
include the exploration of a range of frameworks to help with these interpretations. These
sessions will be audiotaped and generate transcribed notes. A similar session may also be
held with the parent of the child and the child him/herself.

7.

Checking the transcript notes of the above sessions, and checking the narratives that are
developed out of these discussions.

You, the children, and families would have the right to withdraw from the study at any time
during the data collection period. Should you wish to do so, an early indication of your intentions
would be very much appreciated as another early childhood setting may need to be sought.
If any of the other participants wish to withdraw from the project, their decision will be respected
and all data where they feature destroyed. Any families who do not wish to be portrayed in the
data will have their (or their child’s) images destroyed when the camvideo material is reviewed
by the researcher at the end of each week of data collection. In the case of the target child or
family withdrawing, another target child would be sought according to the selection criteria for
this study.
The camvideo footage and interview transcripts would be accessed by myself, as student
researcher, and Dr Joce Nuttall, as my Supervisor. All data collected, including notes taken by the
researcher, footage and transcripts, will be transcribed or captured in an electronic format. This
will then be stored on a DVD, held in a locked filing cabinet, for the duration of the project. At
completion of the thesis all material will be stored for a subsequent five years on CDrom which
will be held in a locked filing cabinet in the Faculty of Education at Monash University.
You would be given the opportunity to check and make changes to the transcripts of our
discussions as well as contribute to the selected narrative excerpts (and associated images) prior to
the final analysis of the data in July 2008. No data that has the potential to cause harm or
embarrassment will be included.
Selected and approved camvideo excerpts will be presented as stills or footage on DVD in
the final thesis. Selected and approved discussion transcripts would be presented as quotations and
narratives.
Due to the visual nature of the data, it is not possible to protect your identity. As a result,
your participation in this study is neither confidential nor anonymous. However you may wish to
nominate a pseudonym which you should indicate on section B of the consent form.
The research findings, including stills, footage and quotations/narratives will also be disseminated
in publications, at conferences and in other oral and visual presentations as well as in the final
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thesis. You can request a softbound copy of the thesis when it is completed by contacting the
researcher (jayne.white@education.monash.edu.au)

If you would like to contact the
researchers about any aspect of this
study, please contact the Chief
Investigator:
Dr Joce Nuttall
Faculty of Education – Peninsula
Campus
Building A
McMahon’s Road
Frankston 3199
Telephone: X 44087
Fax: x 44027
Joce.nuttall@education.monash.edu.au

If you have a complaint concerning the
manner in which this research
(2007/0604/2007000604) is being conducted,
please contact:
Human Ethics Officer
Standing Committee on Ethics in Research
Involving Humans (SCERH)
Building 3e Room 111
Research Office
Monash University VIC 3800
Tel: +61 3 9905 2052
Fax: +61 3 9905 1420
Email: scerh@adm.monash.edu.au

I now invite you to complete the attached consent form and return it to me by 15 November 2007.

Yours truly,

E. Jayne White

268

Consent form: Teacher participant

The metaphoric act: Authoring the two year old hero

Section A:
Please indicate your consent by ticking the box beside each relevant statement below:

□ I have read the explanatory letter, which I have kept for my own information, and
have had the opportunity to seek clarification on any issues
□ I understand that my participation in the project is voluntary and that I can
withdraw at any point of data collection
□ I understand that I will be given the opportunity to review and alter discussion
transcripts prior to analysis by the researcher
□ I understand that I will be given the opportunity to review and delete any cam
video images prior to analysis by the researcher
□ I understand that, due to the visual nature of the data, neither my confidentiality or
anonymity can be assured. However, I am able to provide a pseudonym if I wish.
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Section B:
Please indicate your consent by ticking the relevant box beside each statement below and
signing section C. If you do not wish to participate in this study please go to section C.

□ I agree to select two target children aged between 1822 months for this study. I
understand that I need to select children for whom I am the key teacher and who
has been in attendance at the centre for at least three months prior to the
commencement of the study.
□ I agree to approach the children’s parent(s) and give them the parent(s)
information letter and consent form by 1 December 2007.
□ I agree to disseminate information letters and consent forms to all adults and
families of all children in the centre before 15 December 2007.
□ I agree to wear a small camvideo recorder for 12 hours per week over a 16 week
period during late February and September 2008. I realise that the camvideo
equipment will comprise a small back pack and a hat or headpiece (depending on
my preference) and that the target child will also be wearing this equipment at the
same time. I understand I am able to remove the camequipment for personal
routines.
□ I agree to take ongoing responsibility to monitor the comfort of the children in
wearing the camvideo recorder equipment throughout the datagathering process
and to inform the researcher if I recognise any nonverbal or verbal cues of
discomfort exhibited by the child.
□ I agree to take responsibility for removing the camvideo equipment when the
children sleep or engage in toileting routines.
□ I agree to spend 12 hours at the end of each of the 12 weeks viewing the cam
video footage and discussing my interpretations of metaphor use. I understand that
these sessions will be audiotaped and subsequently transcribed.
□ EITHER
I understand that I can select a pseudonym for the reporting of this study. This is
as follows [please provide pseudonym if one is required]:

…………………………………………………………………………………
OR
I do not wish to use a pseudonym for the reporting of this study.
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Section C:
I agree/do not agree [please circle which applies] to take part in Jayne White’s PhD
project as described above.

Name:……………………………………………………………………………….

Name of ECE service:………………………………………..

Contact details (phone and address of service):…………………………………….

………………………………………………………………………………………

Signature:……………………………………………………………………………

Date:……………………………

Thank you for completing this form and indicating interest in this project through your
initial response. Please return this form to me by 15 November 2007.

Jayne White
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Appendix M: Key toddler(s) and key parents letter and consent

1 December 2007
Dear family of target child(ren)
The metaphoric act: Authoring the two year old hero
I am a student at Monash University of Melbourne where I am completing a Doctor of
Philosophy. I am interested in the way two year old children use verbal and nonverbal
forms of metaphor and how teachers interpret this in the ECE setting. The working title of
my thesis is “The metaphoric act: Authoring the two year old hero”
I would like to work alongside two 1826 month old children and their teacher over
a 12 week period during late February and September 2008. The purpose of this work
would be to investigate how children use metaphors, as well as how they are noticed, and
interpreted by the teacher.
The key teacher of your child has already consented to participate in this study and I
have asked her to approach you on my behalf because your child is the age this study
targets. Your child is one of three who are being approached as primary participants in
this study.
Should you agree, you and your child’s participation in the study would involve the
following activities:
1.

During February and September 2008 where he/she would be one of two children
invited to wear the camvideo recorder during the day at the ECE service for up to
12 hours per week over a 12 week period. The camequipment would be removed
during sleep and toileting routines or if your child showed any verbal or nonverbal
signs of discomfort with the equipment. The camvideo equipment will comprise a
small camera and battery attached to a hat or headpiece (depending on your child’s
preference). An additional pancamera (on a tripod) would also film your child’s
activities during this time.

2.

Allowing the researcher to take notes in the ECE setting throughout the 12 week
period of the research.

3.

Meeting with the researcher at the centre for 12 hours at the end of each of the 12
weeks to discuss the footage.
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4.

Allowing the teacher and researcher to spend 1 hour at the end of each of the 12
weeks viewing the camvideo footage and discussing the teacher’s interpretations of
your child’s use of metaphor.

5.

Allowing your child to view the footage and talk with the researcher about what
they see for 12 hours at the end of each of the 12 weeks.

6.

Allowing the researcher to attend and record details, as well as gather centre
documentation, about your child during this period (and associated archival
documentation).
You and your child would have the right to withdraw from the study at any time

during the data collection period. Should you wish to do so, an early indication of your
intentions would be very much appreciated as another child and family may need to be
approached.
The camvideo footage and interview transcripts would be accessed by myself, as
student researcher, and Dr Joce Nuttall, as my Supervisor. All data collected, including
notes taken by the researcher, footage and transcripts, will be transcribed or captured in an
electronic format. This will then be stored on a password protected computer for the
duration of the project. At completion of the thesis all material will be stored for a
subsequent five years on DVD which will be held in a locked filing cabinet in the Faculty
of Education at Monash University.
You would be given the opportunity to check the selected narratives, and associated
images, that are developed prior to the final analysis of the data in August 2008. Any
images that you do not approve would be deleted from the data set.
Selected and approved camvideo excerpts will be presented as stills and video footage
(DVD) in the final thesis. Selected and approved discussion transcripts as well as
observations taken from notes would be presented as a summary.
Due to the visual nature of the data, it is not possible to assure confidentiality to the
participants in this study. However, you may wish to nominate a pseudonym for your
child which you should indicate on section B of the consent form.
The research findings, including stills, footage and quotations/narratives will also be
disseminated in publications, at conferences and in other oral and visual presentations as
well as in the final thesis. You can request a softbound copy of the thesis when it is
completed by contacting the researcher (jayne.white@education.monash.edu.au)
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If you would like to contact the
researchers about any aspect of this
study, please contact the Chief
Investigator:
Dr Joce Nuttall
Faculty of Education – Peninsula
Campus
Building A
McMahon’s Road
Frankston 3199
Telephone: X 44087
Fax: x 44027
Joce.nuttall@education.monash.edu.au

If you have a complaint concerning the
manner in which this research
(2007/0604/2007000604) is being conducted,
please contact:
Human Ethics Officer
Standing Committee on Ethics in Research
Involving Humans (SCERH)
Building 3e Room 111
Research Office
Monash University VIC 3800
Tel: +61 3 9905 2052
Fax: +61 3 9905 1420
Email: scerh@adm.monash.edu.au

I now invite you to complete the attached consent form and return it to me, via your
child’s key teacher, by 1 December 2007.

Yours truly,
E. Jayne White
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Consent form: Parent(s) of 1822 month old child

The metaphoric act: Authoring the two year old hero

This form is for you, as parents of a child aged 1826 months, to give consent for your
child to participate in this PhD study which explores the way a two year old child uses
verbal and nonverbal forms of metaphor and how the teacher interprets these.

Section A:
Please indicate your consent by ticking the box beside each relevant statement below:

□ I/we have read the explanatory statement and letter, which I have kept for my own
information, and have had the opportunity to seek clarification on any issues
□ I/we understand that my/our child’s participation in the project is voluntary and
that I/we can withdraw at any point of data collection
□ I/we understand that I/we will be given the opportunity to approve any camvideo
images prior to analysis by the researcher
□ I/we understand that, due to the visual nature of this study, anonymity and
confidentiality cannot be assured

Section B:
Please indicate your consent by ticking the box beside each relevant statement below, and
signing section C. If you do not wish your child to participate in this study please go to
section C.
□ I/we agree to allow my/our child to be part of the study during late February and
October 2008. This involves the use of camequipment on our child during 12
hour periods each week over a period of 12 weeks. Should our child show any
signs of discomfort with the camequipment, we understand that there will be no
compulsion for them to wear it.
□ I/we understand that there are two children of the same age who will be invited to
wear the camequipment and that the amount of time it is worn will be determined
by their level of comfort with the process.
□ I/we realise that the camvideo equipment will comprise a small back pack and a
hat or headpiece (depending on my/our child’s preference). I/we understand that
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my/our child’s teacher will remove the camequipment during my/our child’s
personal routines such as sleeping and toileting, and that the key teacher will take
responsibility for removing the camera.
□ I/we agree to allow my/our child to be part of the data gathering phase of the
research and that this will involve wear the use of camequipment on our child for
up to 18 hours per week over a 46 week period during February and September
2008. The camequipment if my/our child shows any verbal or nonverbal signs
of discomfort.
□ I/we agree to meet with the researcher at the centre each week over the 12 week
period to discuss the video footage of our child
□ I/we agree to allow the researcher to talk to our child about the footage at the end
of each week over the 12 week period.
□ I/we agree to allow the researcher to attend meetings and gather
documentation/records about our child during the 12 week period.

□ EITHER
I/we understand that I/we can select a pseudonym for my/our child for the
purposes of the reporting of this study. This is as follows [please provide
pseudonym if one is required]:

…………………………………………………………………………………
OR
I/we do not wish to use a pseudonym for my/our child for the purposes of the
reporting of this study.
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Section C:
I/we agree/do not agree [please circle which applies]for our child to take part in Jayne
White’s PhD project as described above.

Name of child:………………………………………………………………………
Name of parent(s):…………………………………………………………………..
Name of ECE service:………………………………………..
Contact details of parent(s):…………………………………….
……………………………………………………………………………………
Signature of parent(s):…………………………………………………………………
Date:……………………………

Thank you for completing this form and indicating interest in this project through your
initial response. Please return this form to your child’s key teacher by 1 December 2007.

Jayne White
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Appendix N: Other families of children and adults in the centre consent letter

1 December 2007
Dear families, teachers and other adults
The metaphoric act: Authoring the two year old hero
I am a student at Monash University of Melbourne where I am completing a Doctor of
Philosophy. I am interested in the way two year old children use verbal and nonverbal
forms of metaphor and how teachers interpret this in the ECE setting. The working title of
my thesis is “The metaphoric act: Authoring the two year old hero”.
I will be working alongside two 1822 month old children and their teacher over a 12
week period during February and October 2008. The purpose of this work is to investigate
how the 1822 month old children use metaphor to make sense of their world, as well as
how it is noticed, and interpreted by the teacher.
Two target children and their teacher from this ECE setting have already been selected
and consented to participate in this study.
I would now like to invite you to participate in the following ways:
1.

Give consent for videocam images of yourself and/or your child to be included in
the study. A small camvideo recorder will be attached to the 1822 month old
child(ren) and their key teacher at various times of the day between February
October 2008. A third pancamera (on a tripod) will also take film during this time.
You or your child may feature in some of the footage that is subsequently analysed
should it fall within the shot of the camera.

2.

Give consent for the researcher to take notes and gather centre documentation that,
whilst focussed on the target child and their key teacher, may also involve
interactions with you or your child.

3.

Give consent for the researcher to attend centre meetings/discussions where, whilst
the focus is on the target child, your child may be discussed.
You and/or your child would have the right to withdraw from the study at any time

during the data collection period. Should you wish to do so, any footage that has been
taken or notes recorded that feature you or your child would be destroyed.
The camvideo footage and notes would be accessed by myself, as student
researcher, and Dr Joce Nuttall, as my Supervisor. All data collected, including notes
taken by the researcher, footage and transcripts, will be transcribed or captured in an
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electronic format. This will then be stored on a password protected computer software
programme for the duration of the project. At completion of the thesis all material will be
stored for a subsequent five years on CDrom which will be held in a locked filing cabinet
in the Faculty of Education at Monash University.
You would be given the opportunity to check any of the selected camvideo
excerpts which feature you or your child prior to the final analysis of the data
commencing in July 2008. Any of these images that you do not approve would be deleted
from the data set.
Selected and approved camvideo excerpts will be presented as stills or video images (on
DVD) in the final thesis. Selected and approved discussion transcripts as well as
observations taken from notes would be presented as narratives.
Due to the visual nature of the data, it is not possible to assure confidentiality to the
participants in this study. However, the names of other adults or children in the data will
not be used without additional consent.
The research findings, including stills and narratives will also be disseminated in
publications, at conferences and in other oral and visual presentations as well as in the
final thesis. The ECE setting can request a softbound copy of the thesis when it is
completed by contacting the researcher (jayne.white@education.monash.edu.au)
If you would like to contact the

If you have a complaint concerning the

researchers about any aspect of this

manner in which this research

study, please contact the Chief

(2007/0604/2007000604) is being conducted,

Investigator:

please contact:

Dr Joce Nuttall

Human Ethics Officer

Faculty of Education – Peninsula

Standing Committee on Ethics in Research

Campus

Involving Humans (SCERH)

Building A

Building 3e Room 111

McMahon’s Road

Research Office

Frankston 3199

Monash University VIC 3800

Telephone: X 44087

Tel: +61 3 9905 2052

Fax: x 44027

Fax: +61 3 9905 1420

Joce.nuttall@education.monash.edu.au Email: scerh@adm.monash.edu.au
I now invite you to sign the attached consent form and return it to the box (located
beside the signin forms) by 15 December 2007.
Yours truly,
E. Jayne White
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Consent form: Parent(s) of other children, teachers, and all adults in the ECE
setting

The metaphoric act: Authoring the two year old hero

This form invites you to give consent for yourself and/or your child participate in this
PhD study which explores the way a two year old child makes sense of their world
through verbal and nonverbal forms of metaphor; as well as how this is interpreted by the
child’s teacher.
Please indicate your consent by ticking the box beside each relevant statement
below, and signing the accompanying sheet by 10 September 2007. In signing this sheet
you are agreeing to the following statements:
□ I/we have read the explanatory letter, which I have kept for my own information,
and have had the opportunity to seek clarification on any issues
□ I/we understand that I or my child(ren) may feature in the camvideo shots that are
taken between February and October 2008
□ I/we understand that we can ask that that any images or other information about us
are withdrawn at any point of data collection – at which time any footage
containing images of myself or my child will be destroyed
□ I/we understand that I/we will be given the opportunity to approve any camvideo
images or other information which features myself or my child prior to analysis by
the researcher
□ I/we understand that, due to the visual nature of this study, anonymity and
confidentiality cannot be assured.

In signing this form I agree for myself or my child to take part in Jayne White’s PhD
project as described above.
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Consent:

I/we agree/do not agree [please circle which applies]for myself/our child to take part in
Jayne White’s PhD project as described above.

Name of myself /my child: ………………………………………………………………
Name of parent(s) – if applicable:…………………………………………………………
Name of ECE service: ………………………………………..
Contact details: …………………………………….

………………………………………………………………………………………
Signature of adult: …………………………………………………………………
Date: ……………………………
Thank you for completing this form and indicating interest in this project through your
initial response. Please return this form to the box (located by the signin forms) by 15
December 2007.

Jayne White
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Appendix O: Staffing and qualifications of teachers during fieldwork

Qualification

No. of teachers in
Feb (at
commencement of
fieldwork)

No. of teachers
in May (at
completion of
fieldwork)

Bachelor of Education (ECE)

2

2

Intraining (third year fieldbased) Bachelor of
Education (ECE)

1

2

Diploma of Teaching (ECE)53

2

1

Primary training with some papers towards
Diploma of Teaching (ECE)

1

0

Bachelor of Education (Primary) and Graduate
Diploma (ECE)

1

0

53

NB: Key teacher for this study was one of two who held the Diploma of Teaching (ECE). This was the standard
qualification for trained early childhood teachers at the time of this study and involved three years study.
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Appendix P: Operational definitions for criteria: Genre
Codes in italics are those that were added postpilot by participants during fieldwork. The
remainder were generated out of the pilot study.
A) Form = the way the potential metaphor is performed:
Bite

uses teeth in contact with another person or object (added by
researcher)

Clap

both hands are brought together in quick succession

Facial

facial gesture such as screwed up nose

Fist

clenched hand

Hands behind back

both hands are held behind the body (added by researcher)

Hit

hand is held up high and then brought to bear on another person
(added by researcher)

Hug

both arms are placed around the body of person or resource

Laughter

sound conveying amusement

Other

any form that cannot be attributed to coding structure ( bite, patting;
hands on ears; trying on shoes; holding a plastic top in mouth;
picking sand off a doll; intently staring at Alicia’s tattoo; crossing
arms; not turning a tap off when asked; and most commonly putting
hand in mouth)

Outreached hand

one hand is held out but no index finger is used

Point

index finger held outwards

Resource

draws on (or employs) an artifact within the environment

Routine

Daily ritual that involves certain actions/words/sounds and is
recognizable as such (added by key teacher)

Sounds/not words

all verbal sounds that cannot be interpreted as a word (except
laughter)

Stroke

use of hand in upwarddownward motion on a person or resource
(added by researcher)

Teacher initiate

episodes where the teacher attempts to initiate engagement by using
a metaphor of any type

Upturned palms

both palms are held in front of the body and turned upwards

Wave

Hand held outwards and moved in side to side or back to front action

Whole body

Any movement that involves more parts of the body than hands and
arms

Words

Any sound that can be attributed to a word by the interpreter
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B) Content = interpreted meaning participant gives to the form
Demonstrating

to show

Explaining

provide an explanation or account (added by Teacher)

Naming

verbal means of giving name to something

Inviting

attempt to attract another into participation

Resisting

withstand

Mimicking

copy from another

Offering

present or express readiness

Pleasing

attempt to illicit positive reinforcement (directly or indirectly)

Request

asks

Showing uncertainty

unsure what to do

Tricking

attempt to outwit, subvert or deceive (added by Teacher)

Other

any form that does not fit above criteria

Unsure of purpose

unable to code because the interpreter is unsure of the meaning yet
feels that the form is of potential significance
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Appendix Q: Operational Definitions for Criteria: Discussion
Style of discussion [generated out of pilot]
Acquiesce

tacit agreement where one pointofview is accepted and the other
person gives way on theirs

Agree

all pointsofview are accepted and there is agreement (nb: each may
retain their own pointofview but there is room for more than one)

Block

all pointsofview are not accepted and one participant places a
barrier on another pointofview being expressed by changing the
subject

Disagree

all pointsofview are not accepted and this is stated assertively by a
participant

Embellish

a pointofview is explained in much greater detail by a participant.
It is then agreed to by the other.

Noncommit

tacit agreement where no response is offered (or may be responded
to with “mmmm” or “perhaps”).

Resist

all pointsofview are not accepted and one (or more) participant
actively and passionately withstands agreement verbally

Professionalise

one pointofview is offered on the grounds that it has drawn on
theoretical or knowledge that is not available to the other

Type of discussion [Drawn from criteria developed by Matusov & Smith, 2005, pp 706707]
Inquiry

participant(s) seek further information

Surprise

participant(s) respond with astonishment

Uncertainty

participant(s) are unable to commit to a particular point(s)ofview

Problematise

participant(s) ask probing questions about how the subject thinks,
understands or perceives reality in order to deepen their pointof
view
(NB:

Matusov

and

Smith,

2005,

caution

that

excessive

problematising can lead to paralysis.)
Finalize

participant(s) express certainty

Objectivize

pointofview is reached without any attempt to seek the toddler’s
pointofview (that is, by drawing on specific knowledge of the
child, or their camera view). Participant(s) is likely to make general
statements about “toddlers” or closing down statements. Object vs
subject.

Subjectivize

opposite of objectivise where a pointofview is reached by actively
working “with” rather than “on” the toddler. Subject vs object
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Appendix R: Snapper analysis sample
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Appendix S: Grid: Discussion x type
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Appendix T: Grid: Form noticed x participant
(generated out of Snapper)
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