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THE TOUNDATION I'he Bernard van Leer Foundation, which beais the name ot
1ts toundet, s an mternattonal, plulanthropic and protessional
mstitution based m ‘The Hague. The Netherlands. The
Foundaton's meome 1« derned from the Van Leet Group ot
Companies, a worldwide mdustrial enterprise of which the
Foundation 1« the principai benetictary Created m 1949 fo
broad humannarian purposes, the Foundation now
concentrates on the development of low-cost. comnunit v-
based mitiatives m the treld ot early childhood care and
cducation tor soctally and culturally disadvantaged children
trom birth to eight years of age.

Fhe Foundatron provides timanceial support and professtonal
gudance to governmental, academuce and voluntary bodices
operating projects to enable disadvantaged avidrento
beneht tully from educaitonal and soctat development
opportunities The Foundation currently supports over 150
projects nsome 40 developmg and mdustriahsed countries

THI PROGRAMMI Al Foundation-supported progects are locally planned and
managed in ordet to meet the needs of specthic communities.
Several common teatures, however, can be identitied.
Emphasis on the trammg of parents and cominunity members
as para-professional workers is one such feature,
Consderable expertence m trinmg methodologies and the
preparation of curtteula and matertals tei para-professional
traming has been developed by Forndation-supported
projects A focus on the potential of parents and the
community to play a more acinve role v eatly childhood care
and cducation has also led many professionals to realise the
need to re-examme therr own roles and traming needs m the
delnvery of edueatronal and other services to the
disadvantaged.

Fhe dissennnanon, adaptation and replication of successtul
project outcomes are cructal to the Foundation's work, The
amm 1s that the posttive results of Foundatron-supported
projects will be absorbed and adopted by toeal o1 national
baodies responsible for educattonal and other serviees
atfecuing voung children Projects are theretore carefully
evaluated so that ther outcomes will be tully understood and
shated with poliey makers.

GEOGRAPITIC AL SPAN I accordance wath 1ts statutes, the Foundation gives
preference to project supportn countires m which the Van
Leer Group of Compantes s established
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FORT WORD

Community workers, projeet leaders (andeed, anvone
who has ever been mvolved i work with famshes )
nghtly complam that evaluation too otten focuses on
statisties: on the measurable at the expense of the
relevant That is not the case m this lucid evaluauon of
the Crangroyston Community High School Under-
Fives Centre in Edinburgh by Josee Watt —a project
funded by the Bernard van Leer Foundation between
1981 and {987,

In presenting an evaluation report i this tormat. the
Foundation 1« aimming to gnve a wider audience the
unusual privilege of peeting over the researcher’s
shoulder. Unusual ma number of wavs There aie few
academics who, while retainmg all the rigour und
detachment that external evaluation demands, can at
the same time capture the essential “feel” of an
mnovative project — the qualitative aspect of
community work, Anvone who can observe that ‘the
dolls, too, have started another week™ or that. after
swimming. it was “bach to the Centre for a baked
potato’: or who records, movingly, the lack of
confidence shown by many of the mothers, displavs a
ssmpathy tor the spint. as well as the stiucture. of the
project.

But the figures do matter. and here, Dt Watt's study 1s
an enhghtening example of duatism, For while she
adnuts thatst mevitably focuses on those who ‘judging
by then record of attendance, seemed to geta lot out
of using the Centre’, she also recognises that there was
a sccond shadow audience of patents who made hittle
or no use of the projeet.

Undoubtedly, many mothers gamed conawderably
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through the dedicated ctforts of the Centre's staff
Indeed. this report suggests that those who wete most
strongly commiitted to 1ts activities elaimed that the
Centre had helped them to readjust their own
perceived world. to change therr personal agenda.,
Thete is however, also the suggestuon = which many
other studies would bear out - that these mothers
were, in some way., ‘ready” for the experiment: that the
centre provided them with the challenge for which they
were seeking. Many other mothers were not ready for
it for them. the Centre therefore remained marginal,

What was it 1n the lives of those who made most use of
this innovative project. that enabled them to do s0?
And how might the project have attempted to build up
the cgo-strength ot those who remained on the margin
of its work? These are only two of the questions which
this study raises, and in addressing them, Dr. Watt
plucks outan important contemporary theme. 'If pre-
school education can.in any way, help children and
adults cope with stress and its effects, this might well
turn out to be one of the most fundamental
contributions which pre-school education might make:!”

This echoces the current interest in concepts like the
‘resilient” child: of working with the entire “ecology of
childhood'. as Bronfenbrenner put it of seeing carly
childhood care and education as. above all, a crucial
period for shapr .g. sapporting and enbancing
relationships. not only between parents and children,
but with the community at large,

That, in turn, begins to redefine the Foundation's
cevaluation programmes themselves, The outcome of
the work reported here therefore spills over, partly to
developing new theory. and partly in redefining future
work. As such. this paper is an illustration of how
creative evaluation (and it is essentially a creative
process) of a field project can draw attention to, and
extractlessons from, not only the data it has gathered.
butits obverse as well: to look at, not only those who
plainly benefitted, but to ask also about those who
spurned it. That does not mean it is a prototype which
2
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has to be slavishly followed m subsequent studies.
Quute the reverse. It emphasises that evaluation can be
arich seam of enlightenmentif — and perhaps only if -
the evaluator addresses the main underlymg issues of a
project, makes them visible, and gathers relevant data
tollustrate them and to draw conclusions which link
with the hiterature.

Putting these strands together, there is much to learn
from this deceptively modest study

Bernard van Leer Foundaton
The Hague
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AUTHOR'S PREFACE

Every project supported by the Bernard van Leer
Foundation involves action which is broadly aimed at
improving the educational and developmental chances
of young children through their fanulies and
communities. That action musu be evaluated as it
proceeds, Some of the obvious questions which must
be answered as part of the continuing process of
development are: what 1s being achieved? why do
particular innovations succeed or fail? what (if any) are
the measurable changes? how should the action be
adapted in the light of what has been learned?

Most proje:t teams will also want to evaluate the
“outcomes’ of their work as the project nears its
conchision. The same broad questions will be asked
but. at thus stage. it is hoped that the evaluation will
have relevance not only for the immediate project but
also for those involved in similar work elsewhere,
Evaluation. then, is part of the fabric of every
vorthwhile project an evaluation programme is an
tegral part of the 1esponsibility of every project team.

Itmay be. however. that the projeet team will want to
complement their own strategies by involving external
cevaluators either from the beginming. as part of the
continuing work of the project. or near the end when
the programme as a whole can be evaluated. At
whatever stage external evaluators are brought in. their
task is to complement the work of the team:; their
particular contribution is not that they necessanly
bring different skills but that they bring a different
perspective to the project from “outside’,

The present paper is written from the perspective of an
external evaluator. In 1985 Laccepted an invitation

4
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from the project directorn of the Craigrovston
Curriculum Proyect i Lzdimbuigh, on behalf of the
Bernard van Leer Foundation and Lothian Regional
Council, the project’s sponsors, to undertake an
evaluation ot its Under-Fives Centre which, by that
stage, had been in operation tor four vears. The report
of that evaluation, wiitten as a case study ot the
Centre, was submitted n 1986

In 1987, the Bernard van Leer Foundauon decided to
pubhish that report and ashed rac to add an
mtroduction explamimg some Hf the principles on
which the evaluation was based as well as the choices
open to meas an external evaluator. There were two
aims. First, that the evaluation 1eport itself might be
useful to anyone involved in similar work with pre-
school children and their famihies: and second, that an
evplanation of the evaluation procedures used might
be helpful to other external evaluators or to project
teams unceitain about what the role of an eateinal
evajuator might be.

The present paper is thetetore i two parts, Part 1is the
evplanation of the background to the evaluation.
chapter one 1s a brief inttoduction to some of the
alternative models and styles of evaluation trom the
theoreucal literatute. Chapter two outlines the content
of the particular evaluation. first the general idea of the
community school and specifically the Craigroyston
Curriculum Project: and second an eaplanation of the
rationale and strategies mvolved in the Under-Fives
study. Part 1 is the evaluation reportatself, reprinted
Lugely i 1t onginal form. Finally there is a Postseript
which is deliberately brief. intended only to raise two
general but central questions which are Itkely to be
1elevant to the evaluation of community-oriented
projects in many different settings.

Itwill be clear to the reader that the evaluation
depicted here, like mostof its kind. 1s the result of
many compromises vetween the ideal” and the
‘possible’ The study is otfered to project workers and
potential external evaluators in that spirit. as an

A1
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axample, not as a model. Given that no two evaluations
can or should be the same anyway. that is a statement
ot punetple aswell as 1eflecuon of fact.

Joyee Watt
Aberdeen
January 1983
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Aims and limitations
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'k CONTEXT

EVALUATION WHAL ARE WIE T OOKING
FOR”

The title of this frest chapter s dehiberately amb-guous.
On the narrower interpretation it might mean “what
should we be evaluating?™ on the other it mught mean
‘what 1s evaluation for and how much can we
tcasonably expect from it?” Both interpretations pose
important questions. We start with the latter.

The external evaluations of community-based projects
with which we are concerned here, generally have an
nternal” audience = these mvolved in the work of the
project itself = and three broad and often overlapping
‘eaternal” audiences. First are the funders or sponsors
of the project who must have an interestin its
“efficiency” and accountability. 1n terms not only of
outcomes but also the innovatory processes the project
has promoted and the new questions 1t has raised.
Second ate the decision/policy-makers both internal
and external to the project itself, who will be
concerned with changes which should be made in the
programme. Third are the outside observers who may
look to the evaluation of a communitv-oriented project
cither for some practical insight into their own broadly
similar work. or some theoretical msight into an aspect
of social science,

What all these audiences have in comnson is that they
look to the evaluation as a tool for their own broad
decision-making purposes: whether to continue to
tund the programme or disseminate its findings to
other similar programmes: whether or how to change
the programme: whether to use the experience of the
programme to extend skills or refine knowledge. In a
liberal democratic society where, at leastin principle.
change evolvesin the light of considered judgment,
evaluation can be a powerful tool in that process.

5
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Approaches, models and
styles: the choice

It1s essential. however, not to expeet too much ot
evaluation studies Thev do not provide ‘conclusions”,
tar less detiitive answers” sinee all judgments aie
made in the hight of particular culturat and personal
value systems, The more structured the evaluation
design. and the greater the emphasis on quanutauve
data. the more tempting it may be to look for ‘answers’,
Thathowever s netthe role of evaluation. Even its
strongest advocates warn against unrealistic
expectations. Houe (1980) tor example. warns that
‘IEvpecting evaluation to provide compellmg and
neeessary conclusions hopes for mose than evaluation
can delver’. Cooper (1976) cautions that *Evaluation
will not make our ditficult decision for us:itis a
servant, not a master. Cronbach (1980) argues that the
most important ctfect of evaluation 1esearch may
amply be m stimulating a discussion that teads to
gradual change in prevarling views while Holt (1981)
is content to see 1t simply asa form of reassurance’

What then should we be looking for from evaluation
stuches” Inereased msight end understanding, new
mterpretations of tamihar 1deas. @ contribution to the
debate on the direction of evolutionary ehange - no
moic

The approach, model and style of any specific
evaluation will be determmed by particular
crreumstances as well as the theoretical bias of those
most closely involved. The range and nature of
possible choices 1s very complex and it is not possible
to do justice to that compleaity here. Major typologies
of evaluation models, however. commonty reflect the
toliowing key questions where decisions and choices
will have to be made. should the emphasis be on
formative or summative evaluation? That is to say. is
the principle objective to influence the direction which
the programme 1s tahing and help to form it, or to
present a report at the end of the programme which
will. in ettect. give an overview? Should the evaluation
be descriptive or judgmental, holistic or analytic,
ternal or external (Lawton 1980)7 At another level,




House (1980) outlines a ditterent but complementary
range of possibilities

= should the evaluation aum at a thorotigh analvsis of
all the structural elements of the programme and an
assessment of therr impact and efficiency ?

= should the evaluation be based on the programme’s
mitial objectives or might there even be a case for
the evaluator being unawaie of them?

= should the evaluation be geared to any decisions
which will hase to be made from it?

- if the evaluator 1~ an acknowledged authority in the
field can he she not simply be trusted to apply
legitimate crteria from a background of
experience?

~ should the evaluator stand “outside” the programme
or try to getnside” by depicting it through the eyes
ol 1ts participants and those most tamiliar with it as
n the case study model?

On the basts of these and otiver questions. House
builds up a ty pology of cight evaluauon models for
discussion,

Questions of style  Questions ot model lead directly to questions of syle.
All models are based on designs which depend to a
greater of lesser degree on the collection of empirical
data. but the nature of those data may be very
different. The tighter the rescarch design and the
neaier it comes to the classic experimental model. the
moie 1t widl depend on measurements. quantification
and statistical analy«is. The systems analysis” and
‘behavioural objectives” models closely identified with
the evaluation of Usa pre-school poverty programmes
ot the 1960 and 19705 (Cieerelli er al 1969, Bloom et
al 1971, Stanley 1972) are Iikely to follow this style. On
the other hand. more open models of evaluation. such
as the “case study” model are clearly based on the
mterpretative illuminative style with its emphasis on a
wide varicty of data collection. particulatly parucipant
observation. and interviews with those most closcly
imolved in the programme,

FRIC N

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

1tas tempting but dangerous to polarise the debate
between quantitative and quahtative styles of
evaluatton. The quantitative style clearly appeals to
policy-makers and those who put therr faith in
‘objective’ data to provide “hard” evidence on which to
generalise from the findings of any one programme
and predict ikely outcomes for similar programmes in
different settings. The qualitative style appeals to those
who emphasise the mportance of the total dynamc
nature of any programme and who argue that the
results of the empirical testing of selected aspeets of a
progiamme. if taken in isolation, not only deny the
complesity of the work. but can even be misleading.
The latter will argue that any social science rescarch
which cannot capture the dvnamic nature of projects
and events will fail since 1t is *doomed to reflect only
that wiieh stood still long enough to be measured’
(Rist 1984).

Itis casy to find reterences in the literature which seem
to polarise the debate. Parlett and Hamilton (1972),
tor example, maintain that *(Objcctive models) led to
studies that are artificial and restricted in scope’. while
Werss (1972) argues that the evaluator owes the
organisation which has commissioned him “a report of
unqualified objectivity’. And while many would secem
to achnowledge the legitimacy of somc elements of
both styles, their own bias is clearly there. Cooley and
Lohnes (1976) for example. while agreeing that an
evaluation can only have credibility if its values and
assumptions are made explicit, at the same time argues
tor those values to be emprrically tested. And House
(1980) puts quantification firmly in its place.

‘Good meights are often derved from quantitative
studies but they normally result from the analyst
making the right intuttive judgements rather than
the nght calculation!

All this. however. may be highly misleading. While
clearly there is a major theoretical debate here, and
while there are still those who take extremie positions,
1tis now generally recognised that both quantitative

10
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and qualitative styles arc useful according to the
purpose of the particular study. and they may also
often complement each other within the same
programme. Few today would argue the vahdity of
complete objectivity in evaluation and would agree
with Finch (1986) that ... the evaluator has to make
decisions about what information will be of most use
and how to obtain itand taking those decisions
commuts lnm or her to a political stance on issues of
educational change.” And those whose bias is towards
illuminative evaluation and qualitative data accept the
role of quantitative data within that modcl. Parlett and
Hamilton (1972) indeed always saw tests and
questionnaires having a place alongside observation,
mterviews and documentary evidence ir their
methodology; and contemporary writers of the
‘qualitative research’ school argue that if it is to
overcome its weaknesses not only must it make its
methodology explicitand open to scrutiny, it must also
Incorporate quantitative data.

This then has been a brief introduction to some of the
alternative models and styles of evaluation. Even in
such a brief introduction it is clear that the choices for
the evalu2tor are many - and they are not simple
choices.

Negotiation, contract and  Thechoice of approch, model and style will inevitably
process affectall otuer decisions about the process and

procedures of the evaluation and the 1ole the evaluatoe
plays. Consequently. a discussion of these choices at
the broadest Ievel will be the first stage of any
evaluation - a negotiation between the programme
sponsors, the team (and possibly the participants). and
the evatuator. If any party has strong bias to a
particular approach, model or style which is
incompatible with the priorities of the other. this
should be made clear immediately and the
impossibility of any “partnership” recognised.

This mitial negotiation will involve all parties in
coming to terms with whether or how the evaluation

Q 11 : "
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Distinct types of
evaluation

¢an proceed. From the pont of view of the evaluator
he shneeds time to explore the viability of an
evaluation, According to Rutman (1984) mportant
preliminaries are: reading relevant documents, talking
with the programme managers, exploring the field.
deading on the key questions and the information
needed to answer them, determining the feasibility of
particular evaluation proeedures. He/she must also be
clear who consntutes the major for the evaluation.
Having determined the broad plan and decided that
the evaluation s feasible the evaluator must then
return to the programme sponsors and/or participants
for a second stage of negotiation

Agreement must be reached on several erucial
question:

- 1s the evaluation plan acceptable or must be
adapted?

— what access will the evaluator be given to the
programme and 1ts participants?

— how contidentional will the data be?

- what resources will be made available?

— must the evaluaor negotiate the final report with
programmme sponsors and/or participants and.if
s0. whose perspective carries most wight? Have the
sponsors for example. the right to insist on changes
to th= final report o1 do participants have the right
to mclude alternative versions of particular
sections?

-- Who owns' the report and who has the right to
publish it?

Many of these are sensitive and. where possible, any
problem should be anticipated in the early stage odd
negotiation since clearly these issues lie m the political
world of evaluation.

MuacDonald (1974 in ns pohtical classification of
evaluation studies in education suggests that there are
three distinet types: the “bureaucratic’. the “autocratic’
and the "demoeratic’ Bureaucratic evaluation he
describes as an 'unconditional service™ to the
government department where the evaluator accepts
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its values, provides the xind of information wanted in a
credible style. and relinquishes all ownership of the
report. Autocratic evaluation is a conditional service
1o the government department where “external
evaluation of policy (is offered) in exchange for
comphance with its recommendations.” The evaluator
acts as adviser. retains independence. but shares
ownership of the report, and is legitimized by. research
peers and bureaucratic managers. Democrauc
evaluation is ‘an information service 1o the community
about the characteristics of the educational
programme’ where the evaluator acts as a broker.
interpreting the perspectives of different groups to one
another. Informants control the information and its
use. The report is non-recommendatory.

While these are perhaps 1deal types the distinctions
made are useful in the present discussion since
MacDonald's typology illustrates well the importance
of negotiating at an early stage not just procedure,
relationships, and resources. but rights and
responsibilities in what can be a highly political
process. Some external evaluators, aware of the
possible implications of their work, insist at the outset
on a written signed contract which lists the points of
agreement reached.

Negouations complete, the practical and highly
individual process of evaluation can proceed. Much of
the general planning will in fact have been done prior
1o negotiation but the design and style of the study will
now have to be finalised and the research instruments
selected. The outcome of these decisions - the
implementation of the fieldwork. the analysis and
interpretation of the data and its documentation in the
final report - is, of course, the substance of the
evaluation process and it may represent weeks. months
or years of effort depending on the scale of the
programme and the relative emphasis on formatve or
summative evaluation. This leads us to a discussion of
the different roles an external evaluator can play
within that process.




Roles and standards
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The external evaluator mvolyved i formative
cvaluation will plav a very different role to that played
by the evaluator involved in summative evaluation.
The role of the formative evaluator will be to monitor
progress and influence the programme’s direction in
the light of his/her findings. The evaluator will work
closely with the preject team on a continuing basis
while remaiming apart from it. The evaluator involved
m summative evaluation will have no pretensions to
influencing the programme except perhaps in
retrospect throngh his/her report.

It will be clear too that evaluators play very different
‘political” roles according to the model and the nature
of the contract. MacDonzld's typology outlined in the
previous section shows clearly the many different roles
an external evaluator may play in relation to others
who have their own interests in the programme,
particularly the programme sponsors. His ‘democratic’
model. unlike the other models, also implies a very
close relationship with programme participants and,
by implication, would seem to demand an evaluator
who can play his/her role by identifying
sympathetically with the broad aims of the work. This
is a contentious point. Most would probably agree with
House (1980) tht:

"People being evaluated do not want a neutral
cvaluator. one who is unconcerned about the issues.
A person on trial would not choose a judge totally
removed from his own social system.”

But not everyone would agree unconditionally that
‘people being evaluated’ should have that choice nor
would they agree necessarily with House that ‘the
evaluator must be seen as caring, as interested, as
responsive to the relevant arguments’. For some,
‘caring’, mterest and ‘responsiveness” clearly lie at the
heart of good evaluation: for others they contaminate
the role which the external evaluator is expected to

play.
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The final role we explore briefly is that played by the
evaluator in relation to the wider audience who are the
general readership of the final report. Again we return
to the influence of model and style: the tighter the
experimental design and the greater the emphasis on
quantification and statistical analysis, the more likely it
is that the report will be meaningful to a far-removed
universal audience, but the hink between the audience
and the author will be weak. Conversely, the more
illuminative the style, the greater the emphasis on
coniext and on depicting the dynamic nature of the
particular programme, the less likely it is that the
report will be meaningful to a wide audience: the link
between audience and author will however be strong.
On this latter model several writers describe the role of
the evaluator as one in which he/she engages in
"dialogue’ with the readership of the report and aims
for a process of interaction and communication where
insight and understanding are dependent on the efforts
of both parties. As House (1980) argues, the evaluator
is responsible for his/her judgments but the audience
has a personal responsibility for refining and
interpreting the data presented to them in the light of
their own experience since the explanations they are
given are never fully convincing but neither are they
entirely arbitrary. Both parties have to make an effort if
they are to communicate. ‘In the fullest sense, an
evaluation is dependent both on the person who makes
the evaluative statement and on the person who
receives it

Finally, a brief comment on standards in evaluation
research. Like all research, evaluation studies aim for
reliability and validity. Beyond that, and in the light of
growing concern about the quality of evaluation
studies in the 1970s, they are now expected to meet
other specific criteria. Several attempts have been
made to define the criteria which should be used in
"evaluating evaluation’ but probably the best known is
that drawn up by the Evaluation Standards Committee
of the American Educational Research Association in
1981. Thirty scparate criteria are identified under four
broad headings: utility (8 criteria), feasibility (3),

15
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propricty (8) and accuracy (11). The listis lielptul but
formidable. Nevertheless 1t takes us back *o the
starting pon t of this chapter — wha are we looking
for? - becaus. one thing the audien te of any
evaluation study *s entitled to look for, whatever the
model or style, is ngour, the meeung of standards
recognised to be valid. ln the iast analysis the question
15 not which model, approach or style is *best’, but how
appropnate were the model and style chosen, and how
well was the study executed.

In summary then the present chapter has outhned first
what the reader might reasonably expect to be “looking
for’ from the evaluation depicted later in this paper:
second to outline the range of choices of model, style,
role and so on which in theory are available to the
external evaluator. The reasons for the choices made
and the description of what in this study was being
‘looked for” are outlined 1n the second half of chapter
two. Before that however, an explanation of the
context of the evaluation.




-

2. THE CONTEXTANDTHE PROCESS

The context: the  In order to understand the Craigroyston Curriculum
community schoolidea Project and its Under-Fives Centre it is important to
understand its starting point, the idea of the
community school.

While there may be a general consensus on the broad
principles of ‘community education’ there is no
prototype of a ‘commumty school. The explanation 15
relatively simple: by its very nature the community
school is aiming to reflect and to be reflected in the
commumty of which it is part. Two things follow: first,
that every school has, and always has had. the potential
to be a community school. at least in some limited
sense; second, that by definition, every community
school is nnique.

The 1970s. however, saw in many parts of the Western
wnrld a new impetus to the idea of the community
school. Growing interest in wider movements such as
parent involvement in education, continuing educaiion
for adults, school management, and community
development through schools, all secemed to merge in a
nevw interpretation of the community school idea. In
some countries the idea was encapsulated in bricks
and mortar: small numbers of purpose-built
community schools were opened incorporating multi-
purpose areas such as game halls, restaurants, adult
lounges, as well as public libraries and health clinics,
all aimed at facilitating a growing positive relationship
between school and community.

In Scotland, only two administrative areas (Regions)
developed the purpose-built community school to any
extent: Grampian Region in the north-cast and
Lothian Region in the central belt incorporating
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Edinbuigh, the context of the present study. Nisbet ez
al (1980). n their study of Grampian’s community
schools, suggest that the man principles behind the
community school idea are: mutually supportive
relationships between school and community; a
sharing of facilities between school and community; a
community-oriented curriculum; lifelong education;
community involvement in decision-making and in the
management of schools: and community development.
Studies of the development of the community school
idea in Lothian are 10 be found in Vallely and Peacock
(1982) and m Peacock, Crowther and Vallely (1986).

Two administrative differences between schools in the
two Regions are worth mentioning as they are relevant
to the present study. First, while in Grampian there
was a ‘dual management' structure in which
responsibility for the development of the community
school lay jointly with the head teacher and the senior
community education worker, in Lothian there had
been a policy decision to retain a unitary management
structure. Second, while in Grampian the term
‘community’ school” was not used officially and for
almost all admimstrative purposes no distinction was
drawn between these new schools and others. in
Lothian the situation was quite different. There, a
handful of schools, purpose-built in the 1970s, were
given ‘community school' status, a designation which
brought with it not only increased resources but an
alternative contract for teaching staff which allowed
them to develop a more flexible community role.

Craigroyston Community High School is set in the
Greater Pilton.’Muirhouse area on the north-west side
of Edmbuigh, Scotland. The area is one of local
authority housing from the post-war period and is well
known for its high incidence of most of the common
indicators of social deprivation: poverty,
unemployment, poor quality housing, large families,
single parents and chronic ill-health including
depressive illnesses. Attendant problems are: high
levels of crime and delinquency. alcoholism, drug
abuse and low average levels of school achievement.
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This. of course. is the picture derived from the cold
statistics. A complementary but more intangible
picture 1s painted by those who talk warmly of the
resilience of many families in the area, the strong
family and community ties, and the many local
mitiatives, expressed, for example. in community
action and self-help groups.

In 1979 Craigroyston High School (as it was then
known)applied for a grant from the Bernard van Leer
Foundation and was awarded £232.000 for a three-
vear project to examine how a comprehensive school
in an arca of multiple deprivation and without
purpese-built community facilities could develop its
community role. The first phase of the ‘Curriculum
Project’ ran from 1981 to 1984 and a second phase of
funding of £40.000 was then granted to 1987. The
scale of the P ,cct has been ambitious: in the early
stages twelve working partics were set up covering
among other things: continuing education, under-fives
provision, leisure, the arts, an evening youth club and
alternative day school provision. Over the years it has
attracted a lot of interest locally. nationally and
internationally. Its broad task has been to develop the
community school idea in its own unique situation and
to identify some of the initiatives and problems in that
process which might have implications for other areas.
A more specific integral aim of the Curnculum Project
was that it would lead to the recognition of
Craigroyston High School as one of Lothian’s
designated commumty schools alongside its purpose-
built counterparts. This aim was, in fact, achieved in
1985.

Providing care and education for young children had
always been seen as an integral part of the
development of the commnunity school 1dea in
Craigroyston High School. As the evaluation report
(Part 1) points out, as carly as the spring of 1980 a
working party in the school was already formulating its
ideas on the aims any under-fives provision would try
to fulfill. These were eventually agreed as:
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a) to give opportunities for parents to engage in
expanded educational opportunities:

b) to develop the concept of lifelong education in an
informal atmosphere;

¢) to give nursery children a headstart;

d) to give students on school courses a first-hand
knowledge of young children:

¢) to help parents extend skills in child-rearing,
especially play, and have confidence in their own
abilities.

The story of how the Under-Fives Centre tried to fulfil
these aims is, of course, outlined later as L. substance
of this paper. At this stage, however,it s important for
the reader simply to keep these aims in mind. It is also
important to bear in mind the following .oints
concerning the relationships between the Under-Fives
Centreand the ™rriculum Proiject as a whol~ as these
relate to evaluation. “irst, the Under-Fives Centre was
only one of many eleme - in the Craigroyston
Curriculum Project and the , im was that the work of
the Centre should link clearly to the Project as a whole.
Second. it was a major commitment of the Project as a
whole to monitor its progress and disseminate its
findings: internal evaluation was therefore a continning
process at every level over the six years of the work.
Third, two external evaluations of the Project as a
whole were commissioned: the first phase was
evaluated by the Scottish Council for Research in
Education (SCRE unpublished report), the second
phase by the Centre for Leisure Research, Moray
House College of Education - Cramond Campus
(forthcoming). The evaluation of the Under-Fives
Centre reproduced here is the result of a decision
taken in the Spring of 1985 that the Undes-Fives
Centre, which by then had been in operation for four
years, should be the subject of a separate evaluation
and dissemination exercise. A video*

of the Centre's activities was produced and an
evaluation of the Centre in its own right was

* A Community Goes to School’, Craigroyston Under-Fives
Centre. 1985
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commissioned. With this total context in mind we turn
now to the evaluation process itself.

While it would be very convenient to be able to analyse
the evaluation of the Under-Fives Centre according to
the theoretical framework set outin Chapter 1 (aims
and limitation: models and styles; negotiation and
contract; roles and standards) no ‘real’ project is hkely
to be as neat as that. Certainly no project based on
case study, as this one was, could be as neat: rather, like
most, it was "... an interplay of resources, possibilities,
creativity and personal judgment by the people
involved' (Ruthman 1984). Consequently, while we
explore aims, roles, styles etc. in the next few pages, it
will be clear that these were all interdependent and we
have therefore chosen to analyse the evaluation
through the chronological sequence in which it took
place: aims an. expectations: negotiation and
planning; fieldwork: reporting.

The evaluation of Craigroyston Under-Fives Centre
had initially three broad audiences: the project’s
sponsors, its participants, and a wider readership of
interested practitioners (now expanded through the
decision to publish tins study) who, for whatever
reason. might be ‘nterested in an innovatory project in
under-fives provision. There were therefore three
broad purposes, not necessarily identified neatly with
the three audiences® accountability, programme
continuity and/or “hage, and dissemination. There
was then a sense in which what was being 'looked for®
was linked to these three broad purposes. The
parameters of the evaluation were in fact defined
mtially by the sponsors, firstin a formal general
invitation from Lothian’s Education Department. and
second by a confirmatory letter from the Bernard van
Leer Foundation in which the detail was spelled out. [t
was, however, made clear informally that the
negotiation of the evaluation ‘contract’ would be done
atschool level and ultimately was a matter for the
evaluator and the project director, who was also the
head teacher.
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Before that stage was reached. however, the evaluator
(henceforth 'T') spent some days in the school and
particularly in the Centre trying to come to terms with
what the aims and expectations of the evaluation
would be. Several things became immedately clear:
first that there was a sense in which the Bernard van
Leer Foundation, after four years™ experience of the
Centre, had already done its own broad evaluation.
Clearly. the fact that it had already funded the
production of a video on the work of the Centre
showed that 1t was thought worthy of dissemination:
the evaluation was in a sense part of that process.
Second, a formal evaluatinn at this stage would be
important evidence in influgncing Lothian Regional
Counal who would soon have to decide on future
funding. Third. and perhaps not unrelated. it was clear
that the expectations of the project statf about the
cvaluator was that he/she should understand and be
symipathetic to the aims of community schools and
nursery education. The last point 1s important (and its
importance will become clearer on reading the report)
because it links to the final ‘expectation’ at this stage. It
came trom the Under-Fives staff that the evaluation
should try to provide some hard “evidence’ of how
attendance at the Under-Fives Centre benefited
children as well as methers.

Those first few days in the school were invaluable.
Given that visits had to be intermittent, there was time
to read internal reports, working party minutes, and
correspondence. and to return on the next visit ready
with more ‘seeing’ eyes to merge into the atmosphere:
to observe, play. question, discuss, eat, chat, argue,
help. sympathise, joke. share - both in the Centre and
in the school’s "adult lounge’. I called it "participant
observation’! At the end of that stage. I knew I wanted
to evaluate the Under-Fives Centre and I wanted to do
it through case study. I felt completely at home, 1 felt |
was beginning to see some of the issues as well as the
problems of evaluation. I was ready to plan a study and
negotiate a contract.




The process: negotiation
and planning

The process: fieldwork

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The argument for case study was put to the staff tcam
and accepted without question. Open access was given
willingly and without qualification: to the building, to
meetings and other activities, to documents. | was free
to approach staff, students and parents as I wished, all
of them, of course, having the nght to refuse to
cooperate. There was only one exception: [ was not to
have access to a confidential previous evaluation of the
Project as a whole, only to sections relevant to the
Under-Fives Centre. T had to accept that.

It was also agreed that staff would have the
opportunity to comment on drafts of the final report
and that all reasonable account would be taken of their
comments. We did not define ‘reasonable account’ nor
did we discuss the possibility of serious disagreement
or strategies to which we might have to resort.
Probably. in retrospect that was a mistake although, in
fact. there proved to be no problem. What we did agree
was that ownership of the report would lie with the
Project sponsors and theirs was the right, if they
wished. to publish. The ‘contract’ was partly written,
partly taken on trust. Again, in retrospect. perhaps
both 'sides’ should have been more stringent about that
but. in the event, it did not matter. Perhaps we were
lucky.

The broad plan was to base the case study largely on
participant observation, interviews and the analysis of
documents relevant to the Centre's development.
Opportunities for other kinds of fieldwork would be
taken if and when they arose. It was hoped that there
would be an opportunity for incorporating some
quantitative data as well as the qualitative data which
clearly would be at the heart of the study. [ was ready
to begin the fieldwork.

All data were gathered during 29 days of fieldwork in
the period May 1985 to January 1986. It came from
the following sources:

a) Under-Fives Centre registers;
b) interim reports and working party minutes;
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¢) records of daily patterns of attendance kept by staff
m the period August to December 1985;

d) patterns of child/parent involvement in the Centre
assessed by staff;

¢) questionnaire to 46 members of the high school
teaching staff;

f) personal interviews with 52 individuals - 17 parents
and childminders, three staff and three students at
the Centre, 12 High School staff, 17 Regional and
area staff who had a professional link with the work
of the Centr ;

#) participant observation throughout the period in the
Centre playroom, the parents’ room. the adult
lounge and at parent meetings in the High School.

It should be clear that a very substantial ‘case record'
was built up from which to draw evidence for the final
report. It should also be clear that it was too varied and
too complex for any profitable discussion in the
present limited space. A few points should, however,
be made. First, all fieldwork with the exception of
records kept by staff was done by me personally so
that I quickly began to build up a dynamic interactive
picture of the role of the Under-Fives Centre in the
area and in the school. Second, the case record
contained quantitative data from registers and staff
records as well as the much more substantial
qualitative data gleaned fiom ficld notes. Third. there
was an mitial attempt to tape interviews but the tape
recorder was regarded as highly intrusive so the
strategy was reluctantly abandoned.

The one substantial point which must be made about
the fieldwork at this stage is that it incorporated
several serious attempts at ‘t-iangulation’ where |
deliberately set out to discontirm my own
mterpretations. I knew I was intuitively sympathetic to
most. if not all, of the aims of the Centre and I knew
that was at least part of the reason (quite iegitimately)
that I had been invited to conduct the evaluation. It
was also clear that most of the people Linterviewed,
pastand present parents, staff, and the many voluntary
and professional workers in the areca who knew the
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Centre, also shared my perceptions. It was therefore
doubly important to hunt for the contradictory
evidence.

It came almost fortuitously in the opportunity to
circulate a questionnaire to High School staff at an in-
service training session; it came in discussion with a
few school students. Where it should have come from
to a greater degree than it did was from those many
mothers who came to the Centre very infrequently or,
having come a very few times, did not come back. 1
found this group. despite the fact it was large, difficult
to trace. I did trace and talk with a few, but several
failed to keep appointments and others had very little
to say. This I acknowledge as a minor weakness of the
evaluation: the mothers I spoke to were largely, though
not exclusively, the regular attenders and the (very)
satisfied customers.

Schon (1979) gives us a fascinating analysis of how our
perceptions of a problem or an issue define how we
tackle it. I was interested, if not surprised, to find that a
substantial minority of High School staff had
perceptions of the Under-Fives Centre and pre-school
education which were very different to my own and
they therefore saw its function very differently. I caught
something of that. I wish I had been able better to
probe the case of the missing parents.

Again limited space allows only a few points to be
made about the final report contained in Part 11 of this
volume. First, like any report it aims to be ‘readable’:
trying to be true to the model and style it represents, it
aims to portray the ‘case’ in a way which increases the
reader’s understanding and to provide some insight
into common issues. The style is deliberately varied:
descriptive and anecdotal as well as theoretical and
analytic.

Second, the report quite deliberately incorporates a
substantial section on a possible theoretical framework
within which the Under-Fives Centre mighi be
understood. The theoretical framework, with the
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observational field notes. is the legitimisation of the

Centre’s contribution to child and family development. |
The major point is. hewever, that the framework. 1n the ‘
tradition of ‘grounded theory (Glaser and Strauss |
1967) was the result, not the starting point, of the

evaluation.

Third. the report is recommendatory. Despite its 1
pretensions to a democratic style it has many of the
overtones of bureaucratic and autocratic evaluation,
including the perceived need to make an explicit
recommendation to one of the Project’s main

sponsors. Lothian Regional Council.

Fourth, being a realist, I took heed of Cronbach’s
(1980) warning about information overload and the
limited time evaluation users are prepared to give to a
report:

*Careful exposition that makes the story more
complex and more true make the listening harder
and the audience smaller.

An abbreviated version of 20 pages was made
available!

Fifth. two draft versions of the final report were
circulated for comment among a small group of
Craigroyston's staff and the external evaluators of the
totai Project. There were no serious disagreements and
many helpful comments, suggested additions, and
amendments were incorporated into the text.

Finally I have to acknowledge that in the final report |
am in places almost totally dependent on the reader’s
intuitive recognition of the point being made. The
outstanding example is in chapter two in the section
entitled *Some episodes, large and small” As I try to
depict the essence of what to me is an important issue
through a short 'vignette’ I am dependent on being met
half-way by the reader in the kind of *dialogue’
described in the previous chapter. Not everyone will
sce through my eyes the instances of learning and
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caring which I depict. Not should they: what I hope
they may see even alittle more clearly through their
own eyes are the opportunities for learning and caring
in their own setting. For those whose circumstances
are totally removed rom the kind of setting described
n this paper that may be difficult. Statistical tables and
analysis might have been casier. but they would have
masked the dynamic complexities of what the Under-
Fives Centre 1s about. The expectation of *hard
evidence’ on children’s development. for example, was
not met, partly becanse of the ume-scale involved but
even more because, in the particular context, 1t seemed
to me a spurious objective. [ had to hope that the
‘evidence’ of children’s learning progress was there in
the “episodes’. in the reporting of the documents from
those who knew the children best, and in the
theoretical analysis of the optimum conditions for
cluldren’s development. Perhaps not everyone would
approve, but in the circumstances that was the style
and approach I chose.

The evaluator. however. 1s in no position to evaluate
lus/her own evaluation and so. in conclusion. I return
to House (198() and my dialogue with the reader:

“The test of an evaluation is not accuracy in
predicting an event but whether the audience can
see new relations and answer new but relevant
questions.

Atthis point the evaluation 1s (at last!) ready to be
‘tested’
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FHE BACKGROUND

A microcosm of the whole project’,“a baby-sitting
serviee’ a life-saver”, "a big tamily', 'sometimes a bit
protected and complacent’,"a very hard act to follow”,
“a very special place’, “a totally different world', just like
any other nursery school’, 'my valiuny’, "a convenient
stepping-stone’, ‘the heart of the school”. not for me'"a
total success.

Overwhelmingly positive. sometimes neutral. very
occasionally negative, these aie some of the comments
on Craigrovston's Under-Fives Centre from those who,
m 1985 viewed it from their very different
perspectives. But why the differences. and why.
particularly on the positive side, such intensity of
feeling? To answer thatis to try to tell the story of the
Centre, and like all stories it should start at the
beginning.

The first publicly recorded beginming” was i the
Spring of 1980 when the hirst formal meetings of the
Preschool Working Party of the Craigrovston
Curriculum Project were held. The general remit of the
working party {composed entirely of interested
Craigioyston staff) was to explore the potential of pre-
school provision in furthering the commumnity aims of
Craigrovston High School. its main focus was on the
idea of a “creche’ which might enable parents of young
children to attend school classes, It was not the first
time that the ideaof a creche had been mooted within
the school but the new concept was to have wider aims,
They were:

a) to give opportunities tor parents to engage in
eatended educational opportunities:
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b) to develop the concept of lifelong education m an
mformal atmosphere;

¢) to give nursery children a headstart:

d) to give students on school courses a first-hand
knowledge of young children:

¢) to help parents exiend skills m child-rearing
especially play, and have confidence in their own
ability.

In the Spring of 1980, just how these long-term aims
were to be aclieved was a matter for the future: the
immediate concerns were to find accommodation, to
negotiate staffing, and even at this very early stage, to
establish the idea more clearly in the collective
Craigroyston mind by giving the ‘creche’ 1ts own
distinctive identity and title. This last point exercised
the working party considerably. It might have been
christened the *Craigroyston Kindergarten': it might
have been the *Craigroyston Children's Centre’ or the
*Craigroyston Nursery': it came nearest to being the
*Craigie Under-Fives Centre’. One member of the
working party suggested it should be called the ‘Hague
Kindergarten but presumably it was felt either that
that was carrying gratitude too far or that the term was
not entirely appropriate for acommunity school 1n the
heart of Edinburgh. Whatever the arguments. in the
light of subsequent discussion. still in anticipation of its
formal birth, the name *Craigroyston Under-Fives
Centre” was finally agreed in October 1980.

At the same time. a lot of preliminary work was going
on. Members of the working party. and particularly its
chairman, were exploring the many possible ways in
which a creche might develop. Discussions with the
Region’s advisers. visits to local pre-school groups and
creches already established in other comprehensive
schools, internal planning and negotiation represented
many hours of hard work.
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Premises

Equipment

A suitable room for the *creche” had been identified
early on. It was situated in the music block of the
school and was seen to be particularly suitable since.

a) it would not distract students in school;
b1t gave casy access to playmg fields:

c) it provided adequate storage,

d) it had suitable torlet facilities;

ey it would allow easy access for paients
(Working Party Minute, 7.5.80)).

Various improvements and adaptations to the
accommodation would have to be made but the
working party was optimistic that structural changes
would be effected in ime for the scheme to startn
August 1980. Its optimism was ill-founded and
probably naive. There was a frustrating delay in
finalising the financial arrangements and it was not
until nine moriths of discussion, negotiation and
change had passed that the working party could
announce in triumph ‘It looks as though there has been
a start made to the nursery ... It has been cleared of
furniture’ (Working Party Minute, 11.3.81). Two weeks
later pessimism had returned ... no definite date has
been received for the start of the building alterations’
(Working Party Minute, 25.3.81). By the summer of
that year, however, the alterations were virtually
complete: toilets had been plumbed, corridors had
been painted and, most important, the physical focus
of the Centre had been transformed from a formal
classroom to a comfortable airy = ad bright playroom
for young children. The Under-Fives Centre had
achieved 1ts own physical identity.

In the interim months, while the building alterations
were 1 progress, the working party had also set about
the rather easier task of equipping the Centre. As carly
as June 1980, school students had been asked to bring
toys, and somc preliminary costing of both educational

33




and non-cducational equipment had been started By
Spring 198" in anticipation of the opening of the
playroom. the technical departmentin the scheol had
agreed 1o collaborate with the Under-Fives staff (by
then in post) to plan and produce equipment and
furmiture ot the playroom and an outdoor play arca. ht
was a major contribution to the Centre much
appreciated by everyone,

Fromits first meetings in Spring 1980, the Pre-school
Worhimg Party had put its prionty on statfing: the
quality of its staff. they believed. would be the key to
the success or otherwise of the Centre. Staft salarics
were to come form the Bernard van Leer Foundation,
but clearly it was important that their appointment and
the negotiation of their contracts should be done in
collaboration with the Education Departmert of
Lothian Region. It had been agreed that one teacher
and one nuisery nurse should be appointed and there
had been total consensus that those appomted should
notonly be appropriately professionally qualified but
should be of particularly high calibre. By the beginning
of the school year 1980-81, the working party, anxious
that the teacher should join them in the planning of the
Centre, were pressing for an appointment to be made
as 5001 as possible. By September., questions of
secondment, responsibility, salary, ete. had been
negotiated with the Region and the Van Leer
Foundation. the role of the teacher had been agreed
and a work specification had been drawn up. The main
responsibilities of the teacher were to be:

a) to meet the social and educational needs of children
m the Centre:

b) to meet the necds of parents and students working
in the Centre:

¢) to be accountable to the Steering commuttee
responsible for the development of the Curnculum
Project as a whole.
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By the end of 1980 Wendy Dignan, headteacher ot an
Ldmburgh nursery school, had been appointed to the
Cuinculum Pioject and had started work on the basis
of tour mommgs secondment per week. Her first
weeks i tact, were spent establishing contacts in the
arca. meeting local workers, vistting local plavgroups
and primary schools as well as creche facilities where
they existed in the Region's small number of
community schools. At the same time she started
meeting and talking vith school students on the child
care course.

By February there were nine children and their
mothers on the register, six mothers attending
woodwork classes, tourattending sewng and typing.
The Under-Fives playroom. of course, was far from
ready (indeed alterations were not even to begin until
several more weeks had passed) and temporary
accommodation had to be found in the school,

By the carly summer, however, the basic grounav wk
had been lawd: the building alterations were at last
underway and looking promising: Grace Anderson, a
mirsery nuise, had joined Wendy Dignan in May:
Wendy Dignan was teaching school students on the
child care course as part of the regular school
curriculum and school students were posttively
mvolved with the children; the woodwork department
was busily engaged in making equipment and furniture
- and numbers on the register had grown to 15, The
seene was set for new and posstbly exciting
developments from August 1981,

Itis mportant te note at this stage dizt, even in the first
siv months of the working party’s discusstons, it had
established some of the principles on which the
Under-Fives Centre was to be built. First, it was to be
protessionally tun by a teacher and nursery nursce of
proven eaperience and ability (Minute of 11.6.1980).
Second. it was to be clearly established as an integral
part of the secondary school: the teacher and nursery
nurse were to be full members of the school staff
(Minute 11 6.80) and the Centre would be linked to the

3
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Developments 1981-85

central administraton (Minute 2-4.6.80). Third. there
was a general percepuon of where the Centre would
differ in its emphasis from more conventional nursery
school provision “... if more mothers than usual are
involved there could be a slant towards education of
mother and child rather than just child’. At the sane
time theire was a clear recognition of possible
orgamsational problems in achieving these educational
objectives:

"We do not want to find the creche becoming a
child-mnding centre where too many children come
and go for short pertods. A stable secure centre for
children to attend for a reasonable period of time
each day over a reasonable time span is preferred’.
(Minute 11.6.80)

Fourth. the involvement of school students should be a
priori.y = ‘students from the child care course should
be mvolved immediately” (Minute 24.6.80) Fifth, there
should be no charge (Minute 24.6.80). Finally. the
development of the Centre was to be monitored
through regular meetings of the working party and
careful recording of its discussions (Minute 17.9.80).
An examination of those minutes over the life of the
working party in the next few years shows that, with
the exception of the emphasis on involving school
students, the initial principles remained largely intact.

The developments of the next few years are well
documented in the internal reports of the Curriculum
Project as well as in reports and minutes of the Under-
Fives Working Party and there is no need to record the
detail here. It is however important to identify some of
the main landmarks in order to understand the pattern
and pace of growth. First, the children, their parents,
and the programme. Unfortunately school registers
and detailed records of those attending the Centre in
the period 1981-§4 were lost in afire in the school, but
the broad facts are available. In August 1981 the roll
stood at 12, all children of parents attending school
classes. A month later it had risen to 33, and from that
point there was steady growth. An early feature was
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that children were particularly young: 21 out of the 33
at this stage were under two vears of age. a pattern
later reversed in favour of older childre  The children
largely spent their time in the playroom with staff and
students, parents having settled their children went to
school classes: woodwork. pottery. art, video-
production as well as academic O-grade and Higher
subjects. In the carliest stage. most families came from
the immediate arca encouraged by the visits Wendy
Dignan had made in the first weeks of her appointment
tolocal pre-school groups. and later by the extensive
programme of home visits she had undertaken along
with Grace Anderson. Subsequently, as the reputation
of the Centre spread. it began to attract those from
further afield and. although there is now no way of
checking its accuracy. it has remained part of the
‘image” of that early period that the Centre began to
attract a large number of families from outwith the
immediate catchment area of the school.

Gradually the work of the Under-Fives Centre
eapanded. First. the programme of activities. Central
to the whole concept was the educational play
provision for children. By degrees the staff were able to
translate into reality what was for them the heart of the
whole idea. a learning centre’ for children. In a setting
where emotional security and sound social
relationships were seen as the prerequisites of learning,
a carcfully planned programme also aimed to give
children opportunities for imaginative and physical
play and to develop language and thinking skills. The
best principles of pre-school education were soon well
established.

Atthe same time a parallel programme of adult
activities was developing. As early as March 1982 the
firstadult courses orgamsed and led by Wendy Dignan
and run in the Centre ttself had begun: the Open
University course “The Pre-school child had attracted
cight mothers and was to be repeated in two
subsequent years. In 1983 a discussion group for
parents started. led by a psychiatrist who encouraged
participants to look constructively at their own lives
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Importance of the school
setting
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and problems. The tollowmg year saw the launching of
the course *Chuld Matters” tor a group ot chilldminders
(who mcreasingly wete attending the Centre on a
regular basis) and parents By that stage too Alea
Wallace, head of the Learming Centie in the school,
was holdimg discussion sessions regulatly on matters of
topical mterest to Under-IFives patents. A heep-tit
class, again run by Wendy Dignan. also proved
popular,

Another cructal development was the programme of
activities for parents and childien to enjoy together.
One of the carliest of these was the swimming sessions
in the school pool. Another was ‘jJumping beans’ -
music and movement sessions for parents and
children. Popular too were outings in the nunibus to.
tor example. the arrport. the Forth Road Bridge.
Gorgie IFarm. the beach: “outdoor education” for
parents and children together. By late 1983 a group of
parents and statf were talking about the possibility of a
residential weekend. and the first of these highly
successtul tanuly ventures took place at the Ratho
Centre m June 1984, the second a year later.

I'iom the beginning then. the progiamme of the
Under-Fives Centie developed along three
dimensions at the heart of 1t was the programme of
cducational play for children: parallel to that
developed an educational programme and. later, social
functions for adults:and. pethaps the most innovative
fcature of the Centie, thete developed a programme of
child-parent activities which both encouraged and
buiit upon the parent-child bond for the benefit of
both.

[t s important to pomt out at this stage that while
many of the ‘child” and “adult” activities would be
possible iy any good conventional pre-school setting.
the child-parent activities were made casier and some
were only possible because of the Under-Fives setiing
in a comprehensive secondary school like
Crargroyston. For example. the Centre could use the
school’s facilities such as the swimnung pool or the
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minibuses, it could call upon its expertise such as that
ol the outdoor education stat. Perhaps mostimpor tant
however was the opportunity which the Centre had to
be mnovatne, tor example m its own mierpietation of
‘outdoor education tor pre-school children and thein
parents. knowmg that it would be given every support
and encouragement i a school which had (llla.dd\
established its own 1eputation for mnovative thinking.

Sccond. a quick look at statt and students, From
August FOST Wendy Dignan and Grace Anderson
were employed tull-time at the Centre. School students
on €SI child care courses had been mvolved trom the
beginning and that continuzd in some form throughout
the period. By carly 1982 the tnst piacements had
been negotiated for students on the Government's
Youth Opportunities Progiamme and the following
year a student on the first Youth Trammg scheme,
having completed her placement at the Centre, was
subsequently invited to become s first para-
protessional. In March 1985 she was suceeeded as
para-protessional by Addie Eddington. By that vage
10O, NUISCTY NUFse students at Stevenson € ollege were
also amndm" the Centie regularly on pl(mmgm

Third. the building alteratons and tacilities whose
costs Lothian Region had agreed to mecet. Atter the
opening of the playroom in the summer of 1981 the
nent priority was the adaptation of the large storeroom
next door to a patents” room: Although the idea of a
one-way mirror which would have allowed parents o
observe then children at play had to be abandoned
because of cost. all other suggestions had been
aceepted i principle by the Region, and by Maich
1982 the structural alterations wete complete,
comtortable turniture had been installed. storage
accommodation had been titted and cotfee-making
tacilities completed the prcture. The parents’ room was
an assetwhich proved highly popular trom the
beginning. By another year. another milestone had
been passed: an outdoor arca immediately adjoming
the playroom had been completed and tenced and by
June 1983 the techmeal department in the schoot had
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again come up trumps by ' ishingat with sturdy
climbing equipment and window boxes. There was one
negative note: the entrance hall to the Centre shared
with school students attending the music department
was constantly vandahsed. Those who attended the
Under-Fives Centre had come to terms with the 1act
that all attempts to brighten the entrance with flowers.
plants and paintings were doomed to failure and they
had learned simply to live with the graffiu on the
outside walls and doors.

Fourth, the working party on pre-school educatnon.
For the first two years of the project this comprised
teachers 1n the comprehensive school and latterly
Wendy Dignan as the representative of the Centre
iself. By November 1982, however, parents were
invited to participate in meetings; by January 1983 the
times of meetings had been changed from afternoons
to mornings to accommodate mothers and in February
that year mothers first attended as full members. Later
that same year it was a mother who represented the
Under-Fives Centre on the curriculum Project
Management Committee for the first time and by carly
1984 the composition of the pre-school working party
had changed completely. By that stage the
‘management committee” tor the Under-Fives Centre
was a largely internal affair with no formal
membership. its meetings open to all interested
parents, staff and students associated with the Centre.

In ali of these internal developments, the Centre
gradually assumed more and more responsibility for
itself. 1deas for new activities, new equipment, new
uses for existing space. family outings. adult social
functions, were picked up through day-to-day chat as
well as through more formal meetings and generated
their own momentum. Fund-raising through sales of
work. raffles. etc. became common and everyone
contributed as they couid.

Finally. even in the first years of its life, the Centre had
begun to move from a preoccupation with establishing
itself and its own activities to a more conscious
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centre

coneern to forge relationships witn the ret of the
school and the community as a whole,

Lks with the school were, of course, 1elatively casly
made. As a majm part of the Curriculum Project, the
Cuntre had the continuing interest and invelvement of
the semor management team in the school and
members of the original working party who had all
been members of the school staff maintamed their
mterest in the Centre both formally and informally
over the years. The closest practical links in the early
stages were probably with those who ran the child care
courses and those whose responsibility lay in the ticld
of adult education; more recently it was with those in
the latter group who organised or ran courses where
Under-Fives mothers constituted a large part of the
membership

At the same time Under-Fives staff themselves were
full members of staff of the high school. and m later
vears Wendy Dignan was not only a member of the
Currniculum Project’s continuing education department
but was also promoted to the position of Assistant
Principal Teacher (Guidance) in recognition of the
work she did with adults at the Centre. This in turn, of
course, meant that she attended principal teachers'
meetings . All Under-Fives staff also participated fully
in the school's regular in-service programme on
community-based topics, and. as individuals, they also
tried to make links by using the general school
staffroom and dining room facilities whenever
possible. They were careful too, to include the Under-
Fives Centrein any general school activities: coffee
mornings. sales of work, a sponsored walk - the
Under-Fives mothers and staff (and children) were
theie.

In the vader commumty, the Centre tried to establish
its name and to promote an image of welcome.
Prehminary work had been done mn the carliest days by
the staff visiting local primary schools and playgroups
and simply knocking at doors publicising what the
Under-Fives Centre was about. As ume passed. the
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Links with local services

evpanding 1ole of the Centie made 1t casier to
welcome a wider cross-section of the community: there
was increasmg emphasis on adults who were attending
classes also dioppmg m at other times with their
childien simply to play together or tor the parent to
mect others m the pareats” room while their children
plased next door By 1983 the pomnt was being made
quite speertically that even where adults had no
children of their own, they would be welcome at the
Centie (Minute of 11.2.1983) By that time too some
local childminders had begun to use the Centre
regularly and more and more the origimal tunction of
the Centre as a place where parents could leave therr
children while they went to sehool classes was
becoming bluried.

Local profesaionals trom the Social Work Department
and the Health Centre sistted the Under-Fives Centre
mereasmgly and links grew with some of the many
voluntary organisations operating i the arca, Early in
1984 the WRY'S {Women's Royal Voluntary Serviee)
approached the school to house and organise the
Pilton Toy Library and thus began another major
mnovation. From May that vear the toy library,
organised by a team of mothers and led by Grace
Anderson. the Under-Fives nursery nurse, ran every
Wednesday morning in a classroom near the Under-
Frves piayroom. providing not only a speeitie lending
serviee buta point of social contact for a growing band
of mothers, childminders and day carers along with
therr childien trom the Craigroyston community.

In Maich the tollowing year Wendy Dignan took the
mittative to establish alocal (o1 mim) CHUE
(Comnuttee For Under-Fives) made up of
representatives of all those who worked with under-
fnes i the area. Lothian had established a regional as
wellas divistonal comnuttees ona similar pattern and
had encomaged the development of local groups. but
until carly 1985 none had existed in the Greater
Pilton Muirhouse arca. All CEUEF groups shaie the
same amms, to stumulate an informed awareness of the
needs of ander-fives and how these can be met: to
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provide cooperation and understanding among
providers. and to exehange information and views with
CFUT groups at other levels

Meantume. by 1984, indinvidual mothers were
capitahsing on then experience m the Under-Fives
Centie and were making their contiibution o the
wider community. At the same ime they were making
the work of the Centre more widely known, Among
the carly examples were one mother who had been
dpp()lnlgd play-lcader m alocal playgroup: another
had mtroduced video camera work to the mothers at
the mother and toddler group n the nearby
community centie: anothet had been dpp()lnlgd asa
‘play visttor” m the local social work team: and yet
another had played a central role in umlmshmu a
support group for women dependent on tranquiliser
drugs,

In i< relatvely short ife therefore. the Under-Fives
Centre had by 1985 become tully operational: its role
had expanded greatly as had its numbers and it
contmued to look for new opportunities for growth
and desctopment. The Centre had 1emamed tue to
Wendy Dignan’s statement made after only one year of
tull operation:

‘Mis Pignan said that although the Centre was
established. 1t would alwavs be developig. Nursery
cducation is never statce’,

(Minute 25.8.1982)

The principles established by the origmal working
party iemained. but others also became central in the
hight of experiment and continuing 1eanprawal. For
example. although the Centie had been estabhshed to
meet the needs of both parents and childien as parents
attended school classes. the Under-Fives staff, while
1ecognising and tying to meet the needs of parents,
were unequivocal m ther commument to the interests
of children.

LS




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The centre as a support
system

"o the welfaie of cach child would always take
precedence over other considerations where the
stalf in the Under-Fives Centre were coneerned,
(Minute 11.2.1983)

One of the practical outcomes ot this principle was the
insistence of the Under-Tives siaff that ehildien should
be happily settled in the playroom before their parents
left for classes. that parents should always be within
the school complex and their movements known so
that they could be called back at any time if necessary.

Another eaxample was the recognition of the social
function of the Centre as a support system for children
and adults alike. In a community where it was easy to
sec and stress the negative side of life. the Centre tried
to establish positive thinking through mutual support:
the encouragement of good feelings about oneself and
about other people was a central principle.

A few ghmpses of the principle in action can be
captured from reports and working party ninutes:

“Smicere thanks to the people (childminders) who
have helped with the extra children m the playroom
1o enable their colleagucs to participate in the
course. This has been a real team effort, A thank-
you outing for those adults and their children will
take place ... to Turnhouse Airport’,

{Minute 20.3.1985)

And commenting on the catly weeks of the toy hbrary:
"L WC WETE VETY conserous that we were not
spending enough time mtroducing adults and
children to one another”

(Toy Library Report 7.01.1985)

And lastly:
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"Congratulations .. to all adult students for their
cfforts in the recent examinations ... Well done to all
who participated in summer playschemes with the
community".

(Minute of 11.9.1984)

A careful reading of reports on the Centre of working
party minutes in the years to 1985 give an almost
overwhelmingly positive picture. While the staff
themselves are conscious of difficulties and of some
relative failure, the general picture is one of growth,
expansion and success. Certainly all comments quoted
from mothers reflect the same enthusiasm. ‘If the
Under-Fives Centre closes I will die’ (Minute of
29.9.1982). I like coming here. It's a positive place.
When you go to mother and toddler groups you sit
around moaning. Here you can do things and enjoy 1t’
(Minute of 10.11.1982). The first evaluators of the total
Craigroyston Curriculum Project in 1984 also agreed
with the positive image. ‘There is no doubt in anyone’s
mind that the Centre is a success’ (Peacock and
Crowther 1984).

The only aspect of the Under-Fives activities minuted
as causing any serious degree of concern was the
involvement of school students. It had started well. but
even by the second year of the project a negative note
was being struck:

'4B child care students have had a 50/50 success
rate. Many of the students were not interested, or
truants. It *vould scem that the Under-Fives Centre
have had m.ore than their fair share of non-
responsive students

(Minute of 10.11.1982)

The evaluators agreed:

"Our observations are that the staff and mothers try
hard to integrate them into the work of the
playroom. but often with little active response from
the students®

(Peacock and Crowther 1984)
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So miuch then. for the general background. With this
broad resumé of the first years of the Craigroyston
Under-Fives Centre we turn now to the last six months
ot 1985 and the beginning of the present research.
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THE PROGRAMME AND THE PEOPLE
June 1985 - January 1936

The general programme
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Simply to read through minutes of working party
meetings and formal reports on the Under-Fives
Centre is to miss probably its key feature - the
playroom. While 1ts importance is not minimised by
the working party. it is in a sense taken for granted
perhaps particularly by the original group who had no
pretensions themselves to knowing about pre-school
education. Members had been determined that the
Centre would be professionally run, and that having
been assured, they assumed, rightly, that the children's
education was 1n capable hands.

In carly summer 1985 the full-time staff at the Centre
comprised still Wendy Dignan the teacher, Grace
Anderson the nursery nurse and Addie Eddington
who had just joined as a para-professional worker. All
had come to the Centre from work settings where the
immediate responsibility had been the child but where
the needs of the family as a whole were also
recogmsed: Wendy Dignan from a nursery school ina
deprived area, Grace Anderson from a children’s
centre and Addic Eddington fiom child-minding in the
Craigroyston arca itself. The result was that the needs
of children were always paramount.

The playroom itself in terms of space and physical
layout was typical of many conventional nursery
classes in pnimary schools. All the panoply of modern
nursery education was there somewhere: a book
corner, asand tray, a water tray. a house corner, floor
toys and puzzles, some comfortable chairs and
carpeting, a display arza, painting casels. tables and
chair« which could double up for clay/dough play, junk
modelling, baking or juice time. Immediately outside
and fully visible from indoors was the outdoor area
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Child-centred

well furnished with climbing and jumping equipment
and n full use when at all possible.

The spirit and philosophy of good pre-school practice
as we understand it certainly pervaded the Under-
Fives playroom, although certain features of the
setting. for example the numbers, the age-range, the
facilities. sometimes made this difticult to achieve
{points we shall return to in Chapter 5). But it was
certainly child-centred’ in every way the staff could
make it. For example, each child (and mother) was
made to feel that he/she “belonged’ and was important:
each child was greeted individually by name ecach day
on arrival and the session started at the child’s pace;
there was an emphasis on listening to and talking with
children, on identifying children’s present interests and
on both following and extending them. Child/child and
adult/child communication were encouraged at every
level and with every age group.

Several features of the Centre made it easy for it to be
‘child-centred”. First there was a relatively generous
staff/child ratio and in addition there were normally
students and certainly at least a few mothers either in
the playroom itself or on hand in the patents’ room
next door. Second. children came in to the Centre
gradually: a few stayed throughout the morning or
afternoon, others would be there for only a short
period. Other factors however made “child-
centredness’ difficult: one was the age-range involved
and the lack of facilities particularly for the youngest
children; another was the flexibility which allowed
spasmodic attendance and a consequent lack of
continuity for children. The wide age-range and
flexibility of attendance were on other counts.strengths
of the Centre, butin terms of child-centredness they
had also to be seen as potential weaknesses.

In terms of the general aims of pre-school education
however, particularly perhaps for the age group 2 to
312, the Under-Fives Centre was clearly tulfilling an
impostant cducational function for CLddren.
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By the time the present research began, the other
features of the Under-Fives programme were well
established. swimming sessions and ‘jumping beans’
both for parents and children together, ran weekly. The
toy library on a Wednesday mormng was obviously a
Imghlight and could attract up to 20 adults with
children many of them childminders in the arca. Alex
Wal! .ce’s discussion group ran every Friday morning
n the school for a group of around ten, mostly
mothers from the Centre. Topics were chosen by the
group themselves: drugs. divorcee, violenee. suicide
were a few examples. An offshoot of that group also
was a Sociology class held weekly in the autumnterm
of 1985, In addrtion. of course, a number of mothers at
the Centre were pursutng their own dividual interests
and talents m other more formal adult classes in the
school.

In the Centre itself Wendy Dignan had agan organised
weekly keep-fit sessions for interested parents, and
carly autumn saw the beginning of - different kind of
cluld-based course for mothers. September 19835 had
seen a new young group of mothers. several of them
single parents, join the Centre with the encouragement
of their health visitor. Clearly for them, formal “classes”
were not the first stage. Confidence and friendship
were builtup gradually through a series of eight
Thurvday mormng parent/child outings in the minibus
= again to the farm, the airport. the Forth Road Bridge.
It was out of that experience that by the end of
October. Wendy Dignan suggested that the group meet
to diseuss issues relevant to themselves as parents.
‘Learning Together™ was launched and in the weeks
that followed a group of eight mothers (seven single
paients) discussed together some topics on the Open
University course "Learning Through Experience’. for
example: children’s play and housing problems: do we
handle our children as our mothers handled us?:
teaching children about sex. In January 1986 the group
visited the Hillend ski slope and followed itup by
discussing how to develop a winter theme with
children at home and at the Centre.
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The users*

These then were some of the Under-Fives activities in
the last months of 1985. But who was mvolved? Who
wete the clientele? Where did they come from? What
did they come for and how much were they involved?

A. Housing Area

By January 1986 there were 86 famulies (106 children)
on the 1egister of the Under-Fives Centre. Most came
from arcas within walking distance of the school. 13%
came from outside the area, one indeed travelling from
the centre of Edinburgh.

B. The children: ages. older siblings, time at the
Centre. pattern of attendance

Children's ages at 31st December 1985 ranged from 3
months to 4 years 9 months, but over two-thirds were
probably in the age-range 2.00 to 4.00 years. There
were only seven children under the age of one year.
Seventeen children had had older sibiings at the
Centre before them.

Only 18% of children came three or more times per
week, 26% came once or twice, 56% less than once a
week. Only five children below the age of 2.00 years
came three times a week or more and all babies came
less than once a week. There was a constant turnover
of children and fanulies, 8¢, had been coming to the
Centre for less than a yeai. 56% for less than six
months. Conversely 8% had been coming for over two
vears.

C. Numbers attending the Centre

Numbers attendiag the Centre were consistently
greater in the morning than in the afternoon partly
because afternoons were often given over to special
interests, ¢.g. jumping beans, keep fit. ete. Over some

* References to the appendices m the onginal report have
been onutted




70 motnings and 6 3 atternoons in the period August
to December 19835 there were 28 mornings with 15+
children present (7 with 20+) only § afternoons with
that number. Conversely there was only one morning
with fewer than 5 children, but on 26 afternoons there
werd S or fewer present.

D. The adults

Of the 106 children attending the Centre, 89 were
brought by therr mother only, one by both mother and
father, one by both mother and childminder. 15 by a
childminder alone. Twenty-one mothers and four
childminders were single parents. Thirty-two per cent
had come initially in order to attend school classes,
08% had started by ‘dropping in’. Whatever their initial
rcason for coming. the great majority had become
involved in something else.

Regularity of individual ~ School classes. 49 attended school classes, 37 did
adults at each main not
activity (9% all the time, 15% regularly,
25% occasionally. 54% never)

Swimming: 34 attended. 72 did not
(15% all the ime. 6% regularly,
11% occasionally. 68% never)

Jumpmg beans: 22 attended, 84 did not
(7% all the time, 9% regularly. 5%
occastonally. 79% never)

Outings: 20 attended. 86 did not
(12% all the time, 5% regularly. 2%
occasionally. 81% never)

Toy hbrary: 26 attended. 80 did not
(17% all the tme, 1% regularly, 7%
occasionally. 76% never)
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Dioppmgmn: All"dropped in” in some capacity
(27% all the time 14% regularly.
13% occasionally. 45% only very

occasionally)

Iscussion group: 30 attended over the year, 76 did
(U-Fives Centre)  not (19% all the tme. 6% regularly, |
3% occastonally. 72% never) |

Discussion group: 12 attended. 94 did not
(School) (9% all the time, 2% regularly, 89%
never)

Pattern of involvement in  In the 15 week period from 30th August 1985 there
the Centre were between 21 and 42 attendances at school classes

in any one week. In the same period in any one week
there were between S and 35 *dropping in” attendances
where adults came to the playroom to play with their
children. and between 16 and 45 of all other
attendances (swimming. jumping beans. courses) taken
together. These figures do not. of course, take account
of where the same people were mvolved 1n several
activities at different points in the week. Itis interesting
to note that by late 1985 the number of attendances
for school classes was consistently less than the
number of attendances for all other Under-Fives
activities taken together. Sometimes indeed the
difference is very marked. The number of attendances’
at the Under-Fives Centre 1n any one week was
normally about 80 to 100.

Other points of interest in  Long-term attenders
relation to adult  Of the 22 mothers who had come to the Centre for
involvement over a year, 16 had come initially for school classes

and all still attended. three had come originally for
another purpose but now also attended classes. All
erght who had come for over two years had come
originally for classes and still attended. three “all the
time’, the others regularly or occasionally.

Most frequent attenders
There were 11 mothers who attended three or more
activities "almost all the time”. Seven of these had



The reality - some
episodes, large and >mall
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started by conung to classes, four started by ‘dropping
in’ Of these H very frequent attenders. five were single
parents,

In addition. 38 mothers childminders attended two
activities "almost all the ume®. Of these 14 had started
by coming to classes. 18 by “dropping in’, six
(childiminders) by coming to the toy library.

feast frequent attenders

There were 36 mothers involved 1 only one activity,
two of them mothers who only attended classes The
other 34 were also the least frequent users: 27 had
come to "drop '’ and 24 had been on the register for
less than two months. Half were from West Pilton.

Single parents

Of the 25 single parents and single childminders, five
were among the eleven most trequent users of the
Centre (see above). In contrast. nine were among the
least frequent users. Of the 21 mothers, 19 started by
“dropping in’, two by attending school classes. Four
who started by "dropping in’ were now attending
classes regularly or cecasionally and the two who
started with classes were also dropping in frequently.,

These then are the raw figures, but they tell us httle
about the reality of the people and the activities behind
the facts. A few brici snapshots may help to give a
more comprehensive picture.

A)  Monday, 845 am. and the playroom is sct out
ready for another week, the water 1s back in the
water tray. paper 1s pegged to the painting cascls,
the dolls are lying down, the books are standing
up. the pmk (very pink) dough is pristine fresh
and somebody has decided to cheer up Monday
morning with a huge bunch of flowers. There's
jJust time for a quick cap of coffee for the staff
before the first fanmlies arrive. The kettle has just
boiled when a door opens and bangs along the
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corudor and two pairs of teet. one large. one
small. approach.

Wendy gets up and goes to the door of the
parents’ room. the colfee is abandoned. *Good
mormng. Karen” good morning. Jane —1t’s good
to see you'. The small feet run and quickly climb
the steps to the parents” room: a face no more
than three feet from the floor peers in and beams.
“Hello. Karen' says everyone else and Karen
beams back. She comes to the Centre most days
as her mother attends school classes: she is quite
at home. This morning Karen's mother Jane
obviously has somethig on her mind: Wendy
senses this and moves with her to a far part of the
playroom. Meantime Kaien and Grace are deep
in conversation The dolls too have started
another week.

B)  Thereare around 16 cluldren in the room mostly
aged two to three and all happily engaged playing
on their own or with an adult. Three mothers
come into the room chatting together. Fiona, a
two year-old. grabs a book and makes straight for
one of the mothers who immediately sits down on
the floor, Fiona on her lap. book at the ready.
They turn the pages together and Fiona laughs
uproariously (it's “The Hungry Caterpiller’, I
think) as she peeps to see what is coming on the
neat page. T have assumed that this picture is a
reflection of what the two will do at home. am
wrong. Itisnot Fiona's mother. Her mother is not
there. Her substitute ‘mother” has a child of her
own but he is quite oblivious to Fiona and he
hasn’'t noticed his mother as he comes to terms
with an obstinate toilet roll funnel which refuses
to stick to us junk model train.

* Names of all mothers and cldien are fictitious but all
eprsodes are real.
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A particularly busy mornmg. No obvious reason
tor that but there are over 20 children in the
plavtoom —all ages. A few mothers are helping
Wendy and Addie but while itis all under control
there are not really enough adults around. Four
mothers are having coffee and a cigarette neat
door apparently oblivious to the need. Wendy
and Addie exchange glances of frustration (s 1t
exasperation?) as Wendy goces neat door. If 1t is
exasperation it comes across n neither the tone
nor the words. "We're a bit harassed. We really
need you. Could two of vou come when you've
finished your coffee? Two rise immediately and
willingly.

Caroline 15 obviously in a bad mood. She's the
oldest child in the Centre. comes most days and
has been coming for two years, But most of the
other children today are too voung to be
company for her and she's bored. Addie from the
other side of the room picks up the warning signs
and moves fast. “Caroline, I need somebody to
help carry a few things outside. Would you be
able to help”

Peteris 20 2 He is gazing i wonder at tvo long
shaped pieces of wood with straps and buckies
lying side by side on the playroom floer They
weren'tthere yesterday. What can they be?
Alison.aged 3. runs across and with great glee
and no hesitation slips her feet on top of the
stiange objects and into the straps and lifts two
cqually puzzling sticks one in cach hand. Wendy
joins them quickly. The wooden objects are <kis
lent by the «ehool's outdoor education
department as a reminder of last week's vist 1o
the Hillend ski slope. Alison went on that trip and
she remembers it well. She and Wendy talk about
all the things they saw and did. She draws my
attention to the pictures they 've made about
snow. Peter demands to stand on the strange
obsects and Alison 1s persuaded to let him have a
turn. He does not. however. shate her enthusiasm.
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Unimpressed. he moves oft to eaplore something
new

AMaurzens g single parent with two children. the
younger Mark just a year old. Maureen enjoys her
children shelives nearby and she comes most
days She is asually in the playroom. seldom
bothering to go to the parents” room for coffece.
She plays constantly with both children. She has
just realised that Mark has been intently watching
his big sister paint at the easel Would he like a
20" Anovciall is supplied and <cated on his
motiier s knee Mark aclieves a solid line of black
pant from the top of the paper to the bottom. He
loses his grasp of the brush and much to his
sutprise gives lnmiselt a black eye.

12.25 pm. Tidving up time, evervone’s busy and
there’s plenty still to do A mother slips into the
playroom. almost unnoticed. glances round and
moves to the corner of the room where the
painting casels stand and where the floor gives
ample proot that today red has been the ‘colour
of the day’”. She picks up the floor mop as she
goes. Five ninutes later the floor s cleancd. the
rest of the room 18 ndied. the mother has a quick
word with Wendy and Grace and she departs -
alone. She has no child to collect (her child is now
at primary school). she has no ostensible reason
to come to the Centre. but being in the school
anyway to atiend a class she has just looked in to
say “hullo’.

Tracy 1s only just 2. Her mother. a single parent.
hasjust found the Centre and diops 1n most days.
She admits that she still prefers the parents” room
to the playroom. Tracy loves it all. tres everything
and grnns most of the ttme Today she's outside on
the climbing frame: up the ladder. down the
chute. boundless energy A moment of inattention
and she falls heavily striking her head on the bars
of the frame. 1t 15 a blow that would fell many a 4-
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vear-old. There 1s amoment’s silence Al bumyped
mahed she grins, and runs off.

Four children aged 2 to 3 sit round a table silendy
waiting for their juice and the cakes which they
have justhelped two of the mothers to make A
new child jomns them and Thover m the
bachground. Grace approaches with the juice and
cakes and pauses as the childrenlook expectantly
‘Do vou know Jane?” (the new child) she asks the
others. "And this is Jovee. Joyee. this is Mark.
David and Leannce™ Introductions complete. juice
15 served.

Toy library morning - pienty of people around
and lots of toddler. Play. coffece. chatand mutual
support for all age groups. Everybody scems to
know everybody else and there's plenty of notsy
camaraderic. The two mother ‘organisers’ joke at
their own inefficiency” in “balancing the books'
Atound the coffee table one mother has just
announced she's “eapecting’: the sympathy seems
to outweigh the congratulations but it's all
tonguc-in-check. Grace. however, ever-sensitive
to everyone’s needs and moods has picked up
something I haven't. " 1t's been a good morning but
we must work harder to make people feel
weleome. dts so important to them.!

There's a<trong sweet smell of baking in the
playroom, Earlier that morning two mothers have
helped a small group of 3-4 year-olds bake some
brscuits evidently much to evervone's satisfaction
because all that remains are a few crumbs and
that tantalising smell. Two of the children who
had helped have gone straight to the wendy house
where the whole process is about to be re-cnacted
mn an imaginary game. "Get the bow!” orders one
Il get the spoon’. *You'll need sugar and flour.
but we haven'tany raisine Some ‘raisins are
produced as if by magice. the ‘mixture’is pushed.
pulled and cutand trrumphantly putin the ‘oven’,
Anmquisttive toddler peeps through the screen
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of the wendy house and 18 seized upon as a willing
guest The “biscuits” are enjoved by all. Grace
passes and enquires if she may join the party. “Tell
me what sou've been making', she invites, and
there tollows an exchange about recipes. ovens,
and burned biscuts,

.y Barbara and Frances are on then knees doing a
large pgsaw on the floor Barbarais a single
parent. Frances at 2! -~ is her only child. As she
later tells me"Frances 1s all I've got. She's my
whole Iife and 1 didn’t want a place for children
alone. Patiently the two go through three jigsaws
together, Barbara encouraging and occasionally
suggesting. but Frances ulumately finding most of
the picees herself. It is no mean achievement for a
cld of her age. *She's quite bright” says Barbara
trying not to look too proud.

M) Well - that's all ananged.” A mother blows into
the parents room first thing in the morning. ‘A
group of them (other mothers) are coming to help
me paper my room next week. It's high time: the
damp’s taken the paper right off but Thadn't the
heart to do anything about it betore. There
foliows (for my benefit) a long tragic story of
tamily iliness and death,

Ny Scott who s 418 standing alone at a table on
which there are displayed some leaves, gras:
and nuts, His pockets are bulging. With great
pride he starts to empty them. His mother is
hovering in the background. Wendy's attention is
caught. She exchanges a knowledgeable wink with
mother and the two approach Scott as he takes
his tzcasures from his pocket."What lovely nuts’
says Wendy “Where did you get those?” And so
starts a three-way conversation about a Saturday
walk.

) Swimming. Fight mothers, thiee staff. two
students — and bobbing around on inflatable
wings and nibbers rings ten tiny bodies. one very
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uny one, only six months old. A look of
anticipation from every adult, an unselfconscious
beam from every child. Well, almost every cluld:
one two-year-old has decided 1t's too cold Kick.
splash. float. Feel the water on vour body. the
support of your mother, the trust of vour child:
know the individual achievement of a few
faltering strokes, the greup fun of water games
played together. Ring-a-ring-of-rosies and we all
fall down = and1t's time to get dressed. Back to
the Centre for a baked potato.

and fmally -

Alen's discussion group: the topic - separation
and divorce. It's a personal and traumatic topic
for several in the group - that's probably why
they've chosen it. Eight of the ten present are
mothers from the Under-Fives Centre. Alex leads
the discussion unobtrusively and «<killfully.
Almosteveryone speaks. Loneliness., financial
problems. rejection, they're all aired. Most
complan they have no social hite as they have
nobody to look after the children. One disagrees.
She has a partner although she refuses to be
married. She has two very voung children, 1s quite
content with her lot and rejects any offers to
babysit. 1 enjoyed myself when 1 was young™ she
says.Tve had my hife! She is 23,
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Tripartite commitment

Process  We move now to an analysis of some of the principles
which seemied to underpin the Crargroyston Under-
Fives programme as it was operating m 1985, What
seemied to be the key factors in the Under-Fives,
cducatonal “process™ Six are outlined briefly.

The first need only be stated but it is of fundamental
importance Craigroyston 1985 was the accumulation
of five years experiences: success and farlure, triumph
and frustration. Each stage was the product of what
had gone before: it had been a gradual process of
grow th and change. experiment and appraisak. The
Under-Fives Centre had been and continued to be an
cvolving creature.

Sccond. and central to the whole philosophy, was the
principle that:

“H s by taking as its focus neither the child nor the
parent but the parent-child system that parent
intervention apparently achieves its effectiveness
and staying power’. (Bronfenbrenner 1976)

Allied to that went the belief that:

“The faiture of one individual at cither generational
level may impede the other's capacity to adapt’,
(Rapoport 1975)

Hence there was a tripartite comnutment. to the needs
of the child. to the needs of the mother: to the needs of
the mother and child together. The education of
children was central to the whole process. All the
activities of the Centre which involved children were
firmly based on a professional commitmcut to thewr
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total development as individuals whatever their stage
or level of matunty: their language, thinking. social and
mmaginative skills as well as their emotional and
physical growth. Butthere was also a clear recognition
that mothers too had their individual needs: for some it
was simply the need for encouragement to pursue their
own ndividual needs in the school without feeling any
sense of guilt; for others it was a need for social and
emotional support before they got anywhere near that
stage. And in recognition of the mutual dependence of
mother and child there was also the continuing
encouragement to mothers to spend time in the
playroom with their children. to take part mn child/
parent activities such as swimming or outings or to
attend any part of the continuing programme of
parent-related courses.

Reaction to needs  Third, there was a commitmentto react to people and
their needs: a recognition that people came before a
programme. Hence parents could use the Centre as
and how they wanted and there was an unspoken
understanding that everyone was welcome whenever
they returned and no explanation was ever sought for a
long period of absence. Equally the strains and
tensions of life in the Greater Pilton/Muirhouse area
were often evident on the faces of mothers: family
stress often traumatic, was part of the dzily life of the
Centre These were needs which the staff and other
parents were quick to recognise and to which they
were quick to respond.

Balance Tourth, there was a tine balance between “structure’
and “flexibulity” in the whole process. In one sense the
Centre was free of many of the constraints which
operate for many pre-school establishments. Being
situated in a comprehensive school and with mothers
on hand there was no formal requirement for
registration, regular attendance, or conformity to
standard rules and regulations. This m itself meant, as
we have already said, that there was greater freedom to
respond quickly to need and to tolerate widely
divergent patterns of attendance. It also meant that the
Centre could respond quickly to an emergeney - for
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St:ucture

example, a request from a health visitor on behalf of a
family in particular need.

Nevertheless the Centre did operate within a very
deliberate if subtie structure. The aims and objectives
of the Centre laid down in the origmal proposal for the
Carriculum Project’s funding were stli adhered to:
progress, achievements and failures were continuously
monitored and analysed. Just as important, there had
been a structure built up over the years through key
activities in the Centre: the discussion groups;
wimming and jumping beans sessions: outings. With
these key activities went a core group of people.
perhaps some 20 mothers, who attended very
regulariy. who knew one another well and who
mevitably were the enes who provided the continuity
and their own stamp on the Centre’s identity.

There was also an important dimension of ‘structure’
built up through the sheer skill of the staff. Their
structure’ was there in the general control. and their
overall perception of where the Under-Fives Centre
was trying to go. It was this implicit professional
structure which made the flexibility of the Centic a
strength rather than a weakness.

Fifth. the Under-Fives Centre operated in the
knowledge that many of those who used it came
Jacking contidence in themselves. often from situations
of personal and family stress sometimes quite
traumatic in nature. The repercussions were often
evident m the behaviour of children. The implications
1n terms of the “process’ were many. Thete was an
emphasis on a relaxed atmosphere whenever possible.
Some mothers expected very littie of themselves or of
others s¢ goals were limited and all achievements were
1ecognised. While mothiers were encouraged to sharc
their problems and their stiess they were also
encouraged to be positive by becoming actively
involved in a school or Centre activity. Stress was
comething shared and the stram of that sometimes
showed in the staff. sometining which the most sensitive
mothers recognised and 1esponded to with a
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spontancous joke. a cup of tea or a quick
unselfeonscrous hug

Sinth, and last the Under-Fives Centie was based on a
belief in professtonalism, and i particular the
protessionalism of nursery education. We have already
stressed the commitment from the beginning to
appomting both a nursery teacher and a nursery nurse
ot experience and ability. Everyone agreed that they
had provided a professional leadership of lngh quality
and tiat the Centre had a staff who worked well as a
team explorting one another’s strengths and
compensating for one another’s weaknesses. Wendy
Dignan’s position as a teacher i the Centre, her active
teaching role i the child-caie course in the early days,
and latterly her guidanee role as an Assistant Principal
Teacher (Guidance) probably also gave her personally
and the team as a whole professional credibility among
othet school staff.

A distinction should be made however between the
quality of the protesstonalism in the Under-Fives
Centre and the nature of that protesstonalism. This 18 a
cructal pomt as it seems to explam in part the
divergence of views in relation to the Centre. While ity
guality was unquestioned. and while 1t had many
growth pomts which went well beyond what nught be
found i most conventional nursery schools, the
professionalism of the Under-Fives Centie was firmly
1ooted in the professional assumptions of nursery
cducation. among them an mstitutional tocus and a
commitment to seeing children’s needs as paramount.
Not everyone accepted that model.

With that in nund. we turn now to how the
Craigroyston community viewed the Under-Fives
Centre.

Having outhined the thinking behind the Under-Fives
Centre, the main piineples and processes on which its
practice was based. it is important now to look at how
the Centre was perceived by those who knew itas
users and also by those who simply knew ot itasa
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Under-Fives Centre
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service within the Craigroyston community. We turn
tirst 1o the general view s of two particular groups., the
mothers who used the Centre and the high school staff.
Second. we look at specific aspects ot the Centre: its
clients and users: its contribution as a particular
innovatory form of pre-sehool provision; its role
withm the ‘commumty school” and we try to reflect the
views not only of mothers and a wider group of school
statf but also the views of a cross-section of those who
ran alternative forms of pre-sehool groups in the same
arca. those who worked n focal health and social work
serviees and those who had a wider responsibility for
educational provision n the Region as a whole.

Mothers™and childminders’ views of the Centre were
gathered almost entirely trom unstructured interviews,
mostlasting around an hour. It is important to note
that only two of the mothers interviewed formally were
‘occasional” users of the Centre (using 1t less than once
aweek). most of those interviewed used it fairly
regularly (once or twice a week). a few 'very reguiarly”
(three o1 more times a week). Thic. mothers whose
names were on the register and were only occasional
users were approached for interview but two failed to
keep the appointment on two occasions and one
declined to benterviewed as she felt that she did not
know enough about the Centre to make vahd
comments. Three mothers who were met casually in
the coutrse of visits to local primary schools turned out
10 be or to have been "occasional usery of the Centre
and they alvo provided a few comments. Thus the
overall bias in the mothery” interviews 1s towards those
who. judging by therr record of attendance. seemed to
getalot out of using the Centre. What was it about the
Centre then that made this group use it so regularly?

Many ot the mothers wanted to emphasse the
impottanc: of the “atmosphere” of the Undei-Ives
Centre and itis perhaps sigmticant how many used the
word relaxed.

“They'te so relased ... that's so impor tant to mothers
and children!
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It's the relaxed atmosphere ... it's like a team”.

“The pressure’s taken off you from your child...
someone to lean on... maybe see an answer you can't
see  abig sigh of rehief when Tairived at the Under-
Fives Centre... | could totally relax.

Part of the appeal was said to be that everyone was
treated alike:

‘Everybody's the same at the Under-Fives Centre®

“There aren’tany cliques = 1 don't know why.
because every other place seems to have cligues.

And everyone could share their problems:
“There's no need to pretend:
You can shaie your problems with anybody’.

As far as their children were concerned. these mothers
were in no doubt about the benefits involved: they
Icarned to play and share toys with other children of all
ages: they leared to talk with adults: they had to share
their mother with other children: they went on outings
to places they would never see otherwise. The staff
understood them completely. “They go right into the
childien’s world’. And one who initally had had
reservations about what a*creche” would be like had
had her fears dispelled. *T was impressed by the fact the
child comes fust.

Miny mothers of course emphasised the benefits they
themselves felt. For some. it was the opportunity the
Under-Fives Centre gave them to attend classes and
find new interests and a new sense of achievement. For
others. the Centre itself provided the opportunities:

It's alitesaver ... I needed contact with other adults’.

“They're often the only adults I speak to during the
week’
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“Thisis my social Iite ... 1 can't atford any other social
hfe’

‘IS given me a purpose’

This perception oi the Centre as giving them a new
sense of purpose, a sense of identity within a social
network perhaps for the first time in years.1s perhaps
the most common and certainly one of the strongest
reactions from the mothers themselves. One claimed
that her own involvement m the Centre had had
positive repercussions on the family as a whole:

“The atmosphere of the home has a lot to do with
how the mother feels ... 'm now much livelier and
happicer .. My husband now says “What have you
been doing today”™ and | have something to tell
him'.

Peacock and Crowther (1984) 1n their carlier study of
the Centre had 1dentitied some jealousy and
resentment on the part of husbands who. perhaps for
the first time, saw thetr wives committed to their own
terests outside the home. Among those involved in
school classes there was also some hint of this in the
present study, but 1t was normally dismissed in a
jocular way and in terms of *him” having t¢ want for his
dmner or find 1t himself. But as laughter and jokes
were a common defence mechanism against the most
sensitive issues. it may well be that more tension tay
behind these references than appeared on the surface.

Several mothers claimed that therr involvement in the
Centre had led them to see themselves and others
ditferently. As far as their children were concerned.
seeing them wiih other children they realised that
many of then faults” or ‘weaknesses” were shared with
others of the same age and were part of their stage of
development. They had learned also to recognise their
children’s strengths, and sharing the 1esponsibility for
even a short time allowed them to see the children
difteiently. As one put it:
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‘It sneaks up on you that vou can enjoy vour kids',

Seeing themselves differently basically meant that they
had learned to recognise themselves as people as well
as mothers = without guilt:

"I can be there as a person,
‘T used to feel guilty leaving him ... not now”,

I believe that time to be myself s something I'm
entitled to”

‘I think I'm a more interesting person now — and I'm
sure I'm a better mother.,

Finally. a few mothers made the pornt implicitly that
their mvolvement in the Centre had encouraged them
to look again at the community itself. The pomnt is best
made in the report of the second year of the project
where one mother writes that a bad press and a general
prejudice towards the area as a whole had given her a
negative outlook on the community generally and on
those who lived in it. Involvement in the Under-Fives
Centre made her realise how many there were like
herself who wanted only the best for their families and
were prepared to make great efforts towards achieving
1 Community” had taken on a new meaning.

These then were the very positive comments from the
regular users of the Centre. As outlined earhier. it
proved possible to getonly a few comments from more
casual users. One said she went on the advice of the
health visitor when “Laura was getting on top of me’,
Another went when a neighbour darted but when the
neighbour moved she stopped too. A third said it was
"too far to walk wi' two bairns*', The impression given
was certamly one of apathy rather than hostility, There
were only two negative comments one that ‘the folk at
the place are stuck up’: the other that it was *a piece o°

* Children
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The views of school staff
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nonsense that you could rae leave a bairn on his own -
he'll no get pandered tae at the school’. But the general
impression — and it was no more than that - given by
these mothers. was that they used. or had vsed the
Centre much as they would use any other “service” if
and when they had a particular reed or if they
happened to be passing. For whatever reason. they
would be unlikely to want any regular or long-term
mvolvement.

As partof aday’s school-based in-service programme
in October 1985, a group of school staff watched the
reeently completed videofilm of the activities of the
Under-Fives Centre. They were then asked to respond
in writing to the following questions:

I. Before watching the videofilm today what did you
see as the mam function(s) of the Centre?

. Has the video in any way changed your perception
of what the Centre does? If so. how has 1t changed?

How important s an Under-Fives Centren a
commumty secondary school? Why do you say this?

- How well did you know the Centre before today?
Very well indeed? Reasonably well? Just a little?
Not at all?

Questionnaires weto completed voluntarily and
anonymously. Forty-six were returned. Answers to
questions 1. 2 and 4 (aboveyare summarised and
outlined briefly below.

The great majornity of staff claimed to know the Centre:
five ‘very well’. 21 “reasonably well, 16 justa little” and
tour ‘not at all. Of the four (possibly new) staff who did
not know the Centre at all. two had only heard about it
one had seen it from the outside. one had “peeped
through the windows”,

Prior to watching the videofilm, by far the most
important function w hich the staff had seen for the
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Centre was as a place for parents to leave thewr
children while they went to classes. Forty-three of the
46 referred to this in some way. Some were fairly
dismissive. Its function was:

"to babysit while parents went to classes?
"as a dumping ground. T guess,

“afacility for looking after children of adult
students’

Others recognised the educational clement for
children:

‘care and nursery education while mothers were at
classes,

Almost a quarter had also seen the Centre as having a
function for children and parents togethe: Ttwas
about;

.. soctalising children, adult education, an
opportunity tor adults to see children learn
together,

", . providimg an opportunity for parents and
childrei to ledim togethier and o place for aduits 10
leave children.

Only one member of staff mentioned having seen the
Centre as an educational opportunity for school
students “giving school students an opportumity to
work with young hids'.

Having watched the film. 20 members of staff sard
therr pereeption of the Centre had changed: 18 feh
they understood 1t better and felt more posiuive
towards it; two telt therr expeetations had been
disappointed.

Typical comments of those whose pereeptions had
beecome more positive were:
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clients and users

“There’s more o an edueattonal process going on
than I had previously thought”

‘Tdidnt realise so many different activities went on',

‘Tam much mose aware of the varied and nich
educational inputy’

“Fhere seems to be a more structured clement than [
had realised’.

Of the two whose previous expectations had been
disappomted by watching the ilm. one thought the
chiddren were given less priority than sheshe had
assumed:

*Perhaps the video was not a fair reflection of the
Centre’s work, The children seemed to be very
secondary to the parents” interests,

The other was surprised at how little emiphasis there
had been on school students, *Giving school students
an opportunity to work with voung kids does not
appear to be a consideration,

Of the 26 who said the film had not changed their
pereeption of the Centre and its work. 15 claimed that
they Biad simply had thew positive feclings towards the
Centre and their understanding of its work confirmed.
The other 11 also had had their expectations
confirmed. As far as they were concerned the film had
simply contirmed then pereeption ot the Centre as ‘the
same as any other pre-school group” or *just another
creche’

Among all those who worhed in the Craigroy ston area,
the most common general pereeptions of voung
mothers who hved there was first that they were
women who lived with and under stress of all hinds.,
second that they lacked confidence both m themselves
and i life generally. The pressure on day care facilities
was enormous and the eritena for a place in a day care
centre orin fanialy day care were so stringent that large
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numbers who needed some support sumply could not
ectit

“Many get no break .. many are on therr own ..
there'sstress of all kinds . . often not enough to
warrant day care but they desperately need support’
(pre-school coordmator).

“Women here don'tlook for much ... they've no
confidence things will come to anything ... there are
major crises in ther lives happeming all the ume and
along with that go low income and poor housing’

(community worher).

“Many have little confidence in themselves . they
put their own limits and boundaries on where they
feel secure assistant headteacher, primary school).

Within this general picture. there was the suggestion
trom several quarters that while the Under-Fives
Centre mught attract women under personal stress, it
was unlikely to attract the least confident. partly
because of its setting in a school:

Programmes of schools attract onhy a certam tvpe
of person .. they are marginal to many ...

and pattly because of s image as a place where people
went to “do something for themselves™

‘Uinder-Fives women have made a conscrous
decision to do soniething .. they 've had to think 1t
through and make a comnutment’ (social worker)

“Thea're those interested i betteting themselves’
(teacher).

A few suspected that many of those who used the
Centre were etther not trom the arca or certamly were
not typical of it.

Trecognise so few —why " (teacher)
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T'd expected childien here to be like the Craigmiller
and Niddric children = they're not” (nursery nurse
student)

‘Asotdon’t come trom the arca . they're all well
spohken’,

Evenaf this were true, however, itwas not necessarily
seen as regrettable:

“Too many vulnerable people s wrong” (health
VIsitor)

*Some gatekeeping by the more affluent confident
women 1s inevitable ... is 1t not sometimes good?
(community worker)

Certainly some of the core group whe had used the
Centre and the school regularly over a period of time
reflected at least an outward confidence and assurance
far removed from the general picture of apathy and
mseeurity painted by those who knew the community
well, Whatever the pereeption of other people, at least
some of these mothers themselves claimed that therr
‘confidence’ was not the starung point but the result of
their involvement in the Centre and the school as a
whole

There were two obvious gaps amone the Centre's
users. the hirst was men, the second was teenage
mothers.

Of all the 106 children on the register m January 1986,
only one was sometimes brought by a father who
stayed to play with the child. A few fathers, it 1 true,
had attended the Centre and taken part in sts activities
mn the past. While no-one could deny the lack of fathers
at the Centre, perception of 1ts importance varied
greatly. As a broad generalisation 1t seemed that those
whH were most concerned about it were the
professtonal men: the admuastrators, teachers,
community workers. Those who saw it as regrettable
but ineviiable and a relatively low prionty for concern
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were the professtonal women Those who seemed 10
find 1t either irrelevant or were sometimes even hostile
to the idea of trying to imvolve more men were the
mothers themselves. Most felt that while men were
now more willing to play with and look after their
young children they were sull more likely to do this at
home than "in public” particularly in a place like a
nursery which was still seen as ‘women's work’
Mothers also felt that the presence of men in any great
number would change the Centre for them. A+ the very
leastit would no longer be the ‘relaxed” place they
enjoved.

As far as teenage mothers were concerned, it was
generally agreed that this was an expanding group, that
few of them used the Centre (or any other form of pre-
«chool provision), and that as a group they probably
had very particular and distinctive needs. But it was
also recognised that because of the Centre's school
setting it was probably difficult for teenagers to accept
it. As one teacher put it. ‘I'd say they need to distance
themselves for a year” The school student of 15 or 16
was perhaps. in one sense. little different from the
mother of 16 or 17. butin other ways there had 1o be a
total readjustment of perception and expectation on
evervbody's part. That took time.

We turn now to how the Under-Fives Centre was
siewed in the contest of other pre-school provision i
the arca.

i) The Under-Fives Centre and the education of
children

The education ot children was at the heart of the work
of the Under-Fives Centre. This was the perception of
the Centre staff themselves and 1t was certainly the
pereeption of most teachers mterviewed n the schools
in the arca who saw the Centre providing nursery
education on the tmes they provided it themselves but
with a wider age-group and with some emphasis on
adult classes. Most health visitors and social workers
too, although theu first concern was generally with the

~
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support and education m the broad sense as adable to
the mother. recognised also the quahity of educational
eaperiences provided for the ehildren.

There were. howeser. two groups who seemed in some
doubt about what the education of pre-sehool children
really meant. First. some of the mothers.

Certamly mothers were mlittle doubt about the
general quality of provision made fr children at the
Centre: all spoke warmly about how much their
children had Iearned. There was. however, some
uncertanty about what. more specifically. the
educanon of children was all about at this stage and
they assumed that thewr children would later need a
PFOPCE NUTSCEY.

In the same way., secondary staff were often hazy about
what the education” as distinet from the “care” of pre-
school ehildren meant. and the notions of
“babymindig” or lookmg after children’ were not
uncommon. Certainly those members of statf who had
contributed their own expertise to the work of the
Centre as specialists i music. art. outdoor education.
biology. ete. had beeome interested and more aware of
the meaning of nursery educaunon’, but for the great
majority whose mvolvement with the Centre was
mevitably spasmodic and largely second-hand.
misunderstandings not surprisingly persisted.

These misunderstandings and ambiguities weie often a
major source of trustration to the Under-Fives Centre
taft Like all profesaional staft in pre-school education
they resented but had learned to live wrth the general
image of thei role as ‘mundery” of children. In the
present study. for example. the teacher m the loeal
college of further education who 1an a pre-school
group fo1 the cldien of students and staff commented
wivly in the context of her own setting: “They don't
value nursery education (when the staft came across)
they were amazed to see that it was structured in any

)}
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“Fhe Under-Fives statt m Crangrovston had the added
frustration of reahsng that where the education of
children was ill-understood and perhaps undervalued,
the mam purpose and contribution of the Centre was
scen i terms of 1ts benefits to adults. This w as a major
frustration toa staff whose priorities and professional
background. despite ther commitment to parents,
were firmly rooted m the education of chitdien.

i) The Under-Fives Centre compared with other
forms of provision

Inevitably the Under-Fives Centre was compared with
other forms ot pre-school provision “Fwo members of
the secondary school staff who had had experience of
nursery educatton elsewhere were clearly impatient
with the image of the Centre as novel and mnnovatory.
o them it was “just hke any other nursery school” and
while some see it as different. Tdon't,

One mother whose chitd attended the Centie regularly
and who came from well outside the area would have
disagreed with that strongly. She had made
comparisons with other groups in her arca and
concluded-

‘Tve Tooked at things Tocally. but the Under-Fives
Centrers avery hard act to tollow'

Another mother agieed.

"Onee youve been to the Under-Fives Centie,
you're spoiled for gomg anvwhere else’,

Nevertheless, as we have ahready mdicated. many
mothers thought they nught send then childien
eventually to aproper nuisery’. This was because
nursery school would be a ‘traming for school” o1 1t
would give — em a chanee to meet those who would
eventually be their classmates i primary school
Some, however. fully intended also to mamtam their
conneetion with the Under-Fives Centre using 1t less
often but maintaining what they saw as an mportant
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link both for the children and themselves. In session
1985-1986 there were already a few who used the
Centre as well as a nursery class or playgroup, a
practice which some admmistrators were unhappy
with. The stafi i the Centre were ambivalent: they felt
it was legitimate as long as the ‘other” approach was
broadly similar to their own. but not otherwise. As far
as schools were concerned, often they did not know
that the child was attending the Under-Fives Centre as
well, but where they did know they seemed to accept it
unquestioningly.

Possibly the group who felt most strongly about the
Under-Fives Centre m relation to other groups were
the childminders. Several mentioned that the welcome
and support they got from the Under-Fives Centre was
uniques

*In the mother and toddier group | feel an outcast’,
‘Nurserles and plavgroups generally don't want us.

“The Under-Fives Centre 1s the only place | can go
and not feel I have horns’.

Some parents compared their own mvolvement at the
Centre with the role they saw themselves as having in
other greups. Those tesponsible for the development
ot education n the Region generally emphasise that
‘parent involvement is part of Regional policy for
every school and all schools should be working
towards this end. Certamly in the Craigroyston area it
15 clear that there aie both schools w hich have been
working towards parentinvolvement m a wide variety
of ways over many vears, and there are others where
the picture is very ditferent. These differences are
1eflected m the comments of Under-Fives mothets:

‘It's a gieat school and we can get mvolved as much
as we want = just like the Centre here’

‘At the nursery. T know all the hids” names. none of
the mothers.
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“They (teachers 1 the nursery, primary schoolj see
youas bringing therr work to them. Bring the child.,
admire the pictures. take them home’.

These last two comments of course reflect schools
where teachers consider that what they term “too much
parentinvolvement will interfere with what they
percetve as their main prionity, working with childien,
This sentiment comes across clearly in the comment of
one teacher who, drawing what she perceved as a
contrast between her own setting and the Under-Fives
Centre declared:

*Our first priority is to ovr children’,
And by way of explanaton

"As long as a parent is in the room. the clhild is never
really independent’,

Health viators and soctal woikers made their own
comparisons. In contrast particularly to some of the
day care provision. the Under-Fives Centre was seen
as “positively rather than negatively oniented’. It was
seen as more flexible than any other group and. linked
to wiat. so more open 1o its users. The Family Care
Unit saw 1t as a stepping stone for some of its own
families where mothers who had come to the Unit
depressed and insecure had developed some of the
confidence and relative independence which they saw
as being necessary for users of the Under-Fives
Centre.

Fnally. in the course of Wendy Dignan's first visits to
otlier pre-school groups in the area cariy in 1981 there
had been some feeling that estabhished pre-school
groups were sceptical of the need for more provision
for under-fives and their families and were even
worried that the viability of their own groups might be
threatened (Working Party mmute 25.2.81). By 1983
there was no indication of this kind of thinking: the
Under-Fives Centre had established alegitimate place
for itself and, just as important. it was recognised as
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school students

playving an mercasigly important role within a growing
pre-school network.

We have alrcady 1emarked at several poimnts on how the
avpectations of the Under-Fives Cenue as a tramnimg
resouree for school students had over the years been
modified until. in 19851t was no longer a major
priofity for the Centre’s work, Here we simply report
briefly on some of the perceptions of why this had
happened.

It proved possible to talk to only three students. but
cven this small group represented avery wide range of
perceptions, One enjoyved every minute of her
mvolvement at the Centie: she had grown up in a home
where there were always cinldien around - her mother
was a childnunder m the arca: she liked childien and
related weli to them and she hoped one day to do a
nuisety nurse training. Another telt neither positively
nor negatively towards the Centrenit was "OK' the folk
were 'OK' the hids were ‘cheehy”. but she would go
back again. It had been "OK-

The third was more forthcoming and 1t was she.
perhaps. who provided the best clues about why the
experience was unsatisfactory to many. staff as well as
students, Virst, she was very voung - only 13,1t was
clear that she had hersclf quite enjoyed playing with
the equipment and materials at the Centre but she felt
that was “silly” for someone of her age. Most of the
children she found too young to relate to and she felt
best with the mature $-year-olds. On the other hand.
they could be cheeky. Inher terms there was not
cnough for her to do at the Under-Fives Centre and
vet she resented it when any of the staff suggested
something to her The central point seemed to be that
for her at least there was no sense of personal
achievement in working with very young children. In
contiast, she had thoroughly enjoyed a spell working
with old people beeause 'vou get 1o do their hair,

Staff had their own exptanations. First. and most
importtant. the students who came to the Centre were
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otten ol very fow abiity and they had ditheulty
whatever they did. Second. students on “communty”
courses wanted to get away from the environment of
the school. Third. either because there were often a lot
ol adults around in the Centre or because the number
of children could be unpredictably low, sometimes
there was notenough to do for students to feel that
they weie busily occupied

The Centre certainly had advantages. 7ac staff in the
Centie tried thiough courses, viats, et to interest the
students and to integrate thewr eaperience at the Centre
with other school work: it could be used as afirst
stage” for more difficult students: it could take students
for an odd hour, something not possible elsewhere.
Nevertheless, one member of the school statf who was
concerned with the placement of students on
community courses felt that the disadvantage of
unpredictable numbers outweighed the advantages
particularly as there was a wide variety of acceptable
alternatives in the arca. "What ook for s a busy
friendly place and there's plenty of those around here’,

Perceptions of the Under-  Comments in this section were confined almost
Fives Centre as part of the cntirely to school staff.
community school
When staff were ashed how important it was for a
commumty school to have an under-fives facility 43%
said it was “crucial’ “essential” or vital', 40% thatat was
very important, 17% that it was important’ or “usctul’

By tar the most common reason given was that it
provided an oppottumty for adults to attend classes:

‘Extiemely mportant ... as a teacher of adult classes
. the numbers would drop dramatcally it it didn't
CNIS

‘Somekind of creche tacility 1s necessary if adults
aic to have the opportumty to attend day classes”

IUs essential ... it provides the opportunity for
varents of under-fives to take advantage of the
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community school. They are at once our most
teceptive market and the least able to take
advantage of the school withoutats help®

Sinteen of the 46 respondents, however, made some
kind of comment which 1elated the Under-Fives
Centie to the concept of the community school as a
whole.

‘Its very mportant ... it gives the commumty
secondary school a central roie in the community”

It's very mportant in beginning the concept of the
parents’ role m education’,

‘It's doubtful if we could develop the community
school without it. The parents pass on mformation
in a wide net’.

And the headteacher putit most stiongly:

“The community school would have no meaning if
you shut that down’.

Many saw the community role which the Centre
actually plaved as very valuable. It had the atmosphere
created by the more positive aspects of communty: it
was 'warm” and “caring’ (‘the words came to me

because they use them' = assistant headteacher). The
adult involvement in the Centre, Wendy Dignan's
‘auidance’ role and her place in the continuing
education department were seen as important. It was
recognised that the Under-Fives mothers had become

a key group in the community school as a whole and
that they had spearheaded some of its developments.
Apparently small things such as mothers and young
chila. . having lunch with statf and school students in
the diming hall or mothers using what had once been the
school *staffroom’” were thought to have stamped the
mmage of the Centre on the school and it was an image
generally welcomed.

There were also the erities. Frist, some saw the Under-
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Fives Centie as occupying too pronmunent a place in
terms of the 1esourees and general image of the sehool.
privileged and favoured i way's the rest of the sehool
was not. One much-cited example was the mtroduction
n 1985 of a general system of pavment for all adult
activities 1n the school. Only the disabled. the
unemployed and those on social seeurity were exempt.
There was however no payment asked for the use of
the Under-Fives Centre. a point of principle on which
the Under-Fives staff felt strongly (although Under-
Fives parents did of course pay for other school
activitics with which they were involved). This
exemption of the Under-Fives Centre from what was a
hotly disputed development for the rest of the school
was seen by some as diseriminatory and yet another
example to them of the generally privileged position
which the Centre was thought to enjoy. Behind this
perception was perhaps the mistaken assumpuon on
the part of some staff that some of the 1esources spent
on the Under-Fives Centre could be diverted to the
rest of the school. But that. of course. would have been
out of the question anyway since the Under-Fives
Centre was separately and specifically funded by the
Van Leer Foundation. These critics. rightly or wrongly.
also felt that the Under-Fives Centre also attracted a
disproportionate share of visitors and attention from
the outside world

Second. there were those on the staff who had a
‘community” bias themselves and felt the Centre was
too insularz1t was not concerned enough with “ditficult
groups 1n the arca: it was too concerned with
preserving the nursery sehool” image. There was a
need for the Centre to play a more posiive
complementary role to some of the outreach activities
which were now an integral part of the commumity
school. Adult Basic Education was one example where
the Under-Fives Centre might be more involved and
there could be eloser working relatnonships with other
pre-sehool groups. Looking back over the first five
years of the Centre's life with satisfaction and
eontemplating its future. one of its strongest
supporters on the school staff also wondered uncasily
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if the Under-Frves Centre could become an “m-group.
‘Fd want it to be more radieal” he said. ‘Itstoo cosy

There was. however. an open acknowledgement that
the Under-Fives Centre shared some basic problems
with the rest of the schoolin trying to develop s
outreach work. This kind of approach did not come
casily to many teachers: schools as mstitunons still had
poor images for many adults: and many adults had to
surmount considerable psychological barriers of their
own betore anvtlung offered by schools was seen as
relevant to them. At the same time there was always
the danger that any outreach work could degenerate
mnto or be misinterpreted as “takeover™ instead of
‘reaching out” to community groups as groups sught
want. schools. anxtous to develop their community
role. sometimes conseiously often unconsciously
define therr cwn terms and reach out almost ke
magnets drawing community groups mto their own
network. This fear was eapressed explicitly by one pre-
school playleader in the present study. I don’t get 100
much encouragement to go 2cross there’, she said
“There might be a takcover ov the head”.

This chapter ] en has tried to show i broad terms
how Craigioy<.on Under-Fives Centre was seen by a
eross section of those who knew it from a variety of
perspectives. We turn now to « more theoretical
analvsis of the work of the Centre and try to relate
some of these perceptions to that analysis,
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Craigroyston Under-Fives Centie s about
‘development’: the development of children. adults,
families, the high school and ultimately the community
1tselt There was no way in which the present rescarch
i the time available could look at the longitudinal
devclopment of even any one of these and. in any casc.
to have looked at any one inisolation would have been
to deny the spirit of what the Centre is essentially
about. Instead. we look at the conditions in which the
posiive development. particularly of young children
and young families is most likely to take place and we
ask to what extent these operate in Craigroyston. (For
illustrative matenal we refer back to Chapter 2).

Some of the recent hiterature on the effects of ditferent
kinds of pre-school group eaperience provides us with
mportant new clues about the kinds of conditions
conducive to children’s development. Barbara Tizard
(1986). for example outlines recent research findings
on factors influencing the quahty of day care for young
children. Two main ponts emerge.

Firct she notes @ growing acceptance of the potenual
benefits for even very young children of having wider
social expenence of other childien and adults:

“The evidence suggests that from the first vear of life
children can benefit from a variety of social
contacts.

While bemng very careful not to overstate the case she
also acknowledges in the light of research evidence:

"Peer contacts can certainly give pleasure to young
children especially after the first vear of life,
Chaldren of the same age have something unique to
offer cach other winch parents and even siblings
cannot match. They are on an equal fooung to an
eatent which cannot be the case with adults or even
older children

Morcimportant. however. is Tizard's central point that
day caie for young children. whatever therr age. can
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anly be successtul to the extent that 1tis characterised
by “familiarity”. ‘responsneness” and “attachment’. By
familiarity she means continuing regular involvement
with the same adults and the same children (the
mportance of the latter. she argues. we probably
underestimate). ‘Responsiveness’ implies an ability and
motivation on the part of adults to respond intuitively
to children as individuals and interact with them on the
same basis (Responsiveness requires one-to-one
interacton’). ‘Attachment’ is the state achieved when a
reciprocal emotional bond is established between the
cluld and the caring adult as well as possibly with other
children. Familiarity. responsiveness and attachment
are closely related and inter-dependent. They are at
the heart of good day care. Tizard concludes:

... there are clear potential benefits for young
children from beig part of a social network which
includes adults other than their parents. children of
the same age and younger and older children.
Secondly ... these benefits are much greater if the
relationships within them are marked by
attachment, familiarity and responsivencss. These
characteristics not only make for greater sccurity for
the children but facilitate levels of activity and play
which may not be possible in their absence’.

The claim then 15 that not only are familiarity,
resnonsiveness and attachment essential for good child
care. but that without them higher levels of activity and
play may be impossible = an important factor for any
pre=school group which claims to have educational
ame.

Te what extent. then. might 1t be said that the Under-
Fives Centre met Tizard's criteria for good quality
child care? To what extent did 1t exemplify familiarity.
responsiveness and attachment?

There can be no doubt about responsiveness” and
‘attachment”. The “episodes” outhned m Chapter 2
reflectat least something of this: the unfailing
ndividual greeting to each child (episode A): the
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attempts to make children aware of one another as
individuals (episode 1y: the intuitive reaction to a
child's mood (episode Dy: the following of an
dividual child's interest (epivode N): these are the
essence of ‘responsiveness’ ‘Responsiveness” was., t0o.
the practical expression of an “attachment” which was
pervasive throughout the Centre. Bonds of ideny.
friendship. affection and mutual caring between adulis
and children, between children and between adults
were beyvond doubt to even a casual observer

‘Famuliarity” is perhaps the only concept which night
be queried for vome children in the Centre. There was
of course a basic familiarity in the shape of the
permanent staff and this was crucial. Two of the staff
had in fact been there right from the beginning.

What was much less predictable, however., was the
presence of other children or adults, given that the
freedom to "drop " was a major feature of the Centre.
Smnce there were many casual and short-term users this
may have raised problems of “familiarity” for some of
these children although it was never mentioned by
parents. Some aspects of the Centre’s work did, of
course, assume that there would be a commitment to
regular attendance (at, for example, swimming.
Jumping beans. outings., courses). It was clear that the
‘familiarity’ generated by these occasions or by regular
attendance i the playroom deseloped into friendship
patierns for both children and adults which were
obvious in the Centre itself and probably extended
mto wider networks in the outsde commumty as
relationships were built up The 1ssue of familianty”
remains a real one, however. for the casual user

Our conclusion so far. howesver, 15 that the Under-
Fives Centre doces. on present evidence. seem to meet
the main criteria of good quality child care and that
thatis the prerequisite for the next stage which is the
educational development of children. As we have
emphasised throughout. the Centre is about both the
education and care of children. and it was because
education was seen to be important that the onginal
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workimg party had been adamant that the Centie
should be under the leadership of a nursery teacher of
some eyperience Having established then that the
Under-Fives Centie provides good quality “care’, can
we equally argue that it provides good pie-sehool
‘education™

What s good pre-school education? That 1s a question
whose tull answer is well besond the scope of the
present study. but again we can idenufy some of the
generally aceepted prineiples and examme briefly
some of the current thinking in this tield

Ihe tradiional prmaples of pre-sehool education in
Britam were tirmily catablished through the proneers of
nuisery education, notably Margaret and Rachel
McMillan and Susan Isaacs Their work established a
commument in nursery education which has conunued
1o the present day. first 1o the all-round development
of children — their physical. emouonal. social and
magiatine grow thas well as therr language and
thinking skills: second to a model of children's Icarning
which emphasised the active exploration of their
environment and practical experienee of problem-
solving niself-chosen activiies. Pre-school Iearning
was encapsulated in the concept of educational play.

Several decades and untold research projects later.
these prnciples are still largely mtact although some of
their practical implications have been refined in terms
ot our growing knowledge of the psychology of
children’s learnig Two briet illustrauons must suffice
from recent work on the development of children's
thinking skills,

Margazet Donaldson £1978) i her senunal work on
the development of children’s reasoning. emphasises
the iportance of young children becoming aware of
therr own thought processes. what she terms their
1eflective awarenesy’
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“What 18 now at stahe. howeser 1s the ehild's more
genetal anareness of his own thought processes -
his self-anareness.

One of the cential 1oles of the adult then, will be to
encourage that process i play situations to elp
children articulate problems. plan and explore possible
solutions and examine the results of therr eftorts. As
Doualdson puts it

. alarge part of the teacher™s task may be to help
childien achieve efticient mner representations of
the problem they are expected to tackle’

Broadly simuilar kinds of findings seem to be coming
from the long-term work on American projects from
the sinties (Schwemhart ez af 1986) That too seems to
contirm that children learn best by the active
exploration of thewr environment through play in which
they will develop the confidence and understanding
which come from making things, relaung to others and
solving problems by then own etforts, At the same
time, however. 1t too suggests that to be cifecuve in the
long term. play must be “guided by an adult who will
help the child plan. convder alternatives and exanine
fater what took place. This seems to have much
common with Donaldson’s “refiective avareness’.

We return to the Under-Fives Centie, The variety of
‘episodes” outlined in Chapter 2 should mdicate the
Centre’s comnutment to the total deselopment of
children: the opportunities tor play to encourage
physical. social, language and cogmitive development,
Equally it <hould be obvious that the Centre ran 1ts
activities for childien in such a way that the principles
ot active leaming through play were simply taken for
granted. More particufarly. however. can st be argued
that the Centre exemphified the educational” principles
outlined above”

We believe that it can. For example, if we consider
episode E (Wendy's diseussion of the shis and the visit
to the Hillend ski slope with Alison and Peter) we see
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here the caretul artieulation of what that day had been
about. the recall of events and situations, the linking of
the day’s events with the pictures on the wall and the
present experience of standing m real skis but in an
imaginary world ot snow. Similarly. if we look at
eprsode K (Grace's discussion with the two "bakers’) we
see a discussion of the planning process necessary to
translate mgredients” through a recipe into "biscuits'.
the need for an “oven” and the possible consequences
of leaving biscuits in the oven for too long. These are of
course only two isolated examples of the sophisucated
Iearning made possible for voung children if therr
‘reflective awarenew” is encouraged. Equally
important, it must be stressed. is the reflective
awareness of adults who understand the process taking
place and who have the experience and knowledge to
capitalise on each opportunity as 1t arises. Of course
not every play activity lends itself to ths kind of
analysis or this kind of intervention on the part of
adults = nor <hould it As in so much work in pre-
school education. the essence of success isin
recognising opportunities for what they a:~

“The essence of the teacher's art lies in deciding
what help 1s needed m any given instance and how
this help may best be offered:

(Donaldson, 1978)

In short then. in terms of what is now known about the
deselopment ot children's learning, we are arguing that
we see i Craigroyston Under-Fives Centre a
icflection of sound educational principles in action as
these are commonly understood.

But we would go turther and link our diseusston of the
Under-Fives Centie with some contemporary writing
on the social context of young children’s learning, Even
mn 1978 Margaret Donaldson was saving that “personal
relations appear to torm the matix within which his
(the pre-«chool child's) learning takes place’. More
iccent work seem to have confirmed that statement
and added to it. Long-term Amciican evidence from
some pre-school projects of the sxties (e.g. Berrueta-




Clement e al. 1984) seems to suggest that pre-school
expetienee. far from bemg irrelevant as some sceptics
had previously claimed. did appear to have fairly
major (1f surprsing) effeets when these children
reached therr late teenage vears, Those who had
attended pre-school groups when compared with
control groups who had not. were less likely to have
needed remedial help inschool. were more likely to
have tound employment. were more mdependent
financially and had mote positive aspirations for their
future. In more conventional “school” terms, however,
there was no significant difference between the two
groups: school achievement and 1Q seores were
broadly similar. In other words. what seemed to have
happened was that children who had undergone
certain kinds of pre-school experience had benefited
because their attitudes to learnmg, their motivation
and their self-concepts had been influenced.

While Woodhead (1985) in his analysis of the cross-
cultural implications of these Ar rican studies for
British nursery education warns us against making
stmplistic assumptions. he too concedes that there are
portant lessons to be learned by examming the
soctal contextin which young children's learning takes
place:

.. in order to explain the effectiveness of pre-school
education we may need to look not only at the
characteristics of the programme and the
population to whom it was applied. but also at the
soctal context ot family and school processes both
during the period of intervention and durmg the
later stages of educauon’

Rutter (1985) makes essentially the same point:

“The long-term educational benefits from positive
school experiences stem less from what the childien
are specifically taught than from effects on
children’s attitudes to learning, their self-esteem and
on therr task orientation”.
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In a recent paper Sylva (1980} goes as L as to suggest
that

‘It might be usetul for those coneerned with caily
education to delve into the hteratuie on the
development of competence and copmg rather than
turmng agan and agam to developmental theories
on cognition and language’

Learning to cope with  This scems to be a potentially crueial (6f speculative)
stress  new stiand in our attempts to understand the essential

pruneiples of pre-sehool education, paiticularly for
those who Ine m disady antaged arcas, Itis not inany
sense that, for example, language or cognitive skills are
bemg devalued, but.itis suggested. it is the nature of
the social conteat m which those skills (and others) are
learned that determines then effectivencess, Itis the
evtent to which positine self-coneepts and motivation
are enhaneed winch makes the long-term benefits of
pie-school education possibie. Sylva (1986) reviewing
the above developments makes a point which is
particularly pertineni to the present study:

*It seems to me that ettective pre-sehool
programmes will be those which toster the
competence needed for copmg with stress’

Rutter (1981) had made the same kind of suggesuon
and had even suggested that not only might learning to
cope with stress m the early years promote resilienee in
the tace of stiess i later life, but the converse might

also be true

“Karly events may operate by alterimg sensitivities to
tiess ot inmodifving styles of coping which then

proteet them or predispose towards disorder in ater
lite only in the presence of later stress events.

'Stress™1s part of the human condition, but it is
particularly endemic in arcas which we choose to call

“disadvantaged’. It pre-school education can in any way
help childien and aduits cope with stress and its effects
this nught well turn out to be one of the most
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tundamental contitbutions which pre-schoot education
might make.

While such a concluston s, at the moment. highly
speculatine it seems that we can at least clavm that the
ocal context” of catly learning is tundamentally
mportant. But what kind of social context 1s most
conducive to the kind ot long-term learaing we have
described above? What are ‘competence” and “coping’
and how do they deveiop?

At this stage we have to achnowledge that our
knowledge s at best tudimentary and we arc torced to
1ely on some ot our intuitive judgments, The present
author would suggest that answers i the futare may
well be tound i explonng two main avenues. The tirst
is the relattonship befween the key features wentitied
by Tizard as indicators ot good ¢hild care (tamiliarity.
responsiveness and attachment) and those features of
good eduzation” outlined by Donaldson. We have
already explored these strands separately and at this
stage fotlow that particular avenue no further than 1o
suggest that one clue to the source of coping and
competence myoung childien may well lie within the
1elationship between “tamilianty . responsiveness’
“attachment” and “self-awareness” m its many
manifestations,

The other major avenue to explore s of course that of
patent and community involvementin pre-school
education It was the naive opumism of the sinties that
concentrated “input” in the pie-sehool vears would in
iselt have long-term benehits. Few would now aceept
that proposttion: instead they would emphastse the
importance of capitalising on the eapenences gamed m
those pre-school years. Woodhead (1985) uses more
theoretical language:

* the effect of catly mterventton on long-term
outcomes is also condittonal on mediating vanables
which reinforee and sustain that process’

In other words, the long-term value of pre-school
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evperience depends not oaly on the quality of that
experience but on its being sustained both by those
responsible for the child outside his pre-school group
and subsequently by those who take over responsibility
for lus education. 1t is here that we return to the
Under-Fives Centre and the role plaved by parents.

Although children were always central to the
Craigroyston philosophy there was of course a
commiutment bevorid them to therr parents and to the
wider commumiy. It ran on the principle that there was
a stiong mutual dependence between parent and child
which had important educational overtones and that in
the broad sense there was also an interdependent
relationship between famihies and the communitics of
which thev were part. In that belief the work of the
Centre was fnmly rooted in ecological principles, an
acceptance that:

‘human behaviour 18 explained not only by the
biological characteristics of the mdividual and the
mfluences assoctated with the immediate setting
contamig that person but aiso those exteinal
settings that have mdirect impact through their
cffects upon the mental health and gencral well-
being of the individual” (Cochran 1986).

In terms of the present study then, what s being
argued is that the education of children cannot be seen
1n wolation. no1 can that of therr parents. There is a
1eciprocal relationship between the two and thatn
turn 18 affected for good or 1ll directly and indirectly by
other factors in the community. We have therefore
chosen to base this part of the discussion on the
ceological model of human development outlined by
Brontenbienner (1979).

Brontenbrenner's position, as briefly as possible. is as
follow . Within the boundaries set by heredity, kuman
grow th and development depend on the individual's
interaction with his “ecological environment’. That
environment has three separate dimensions all reiated
to one another m a mestng’ structure, hike a set of
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Russian dolls. Atits heart are the prime’ or immediate
settings in which the individual lives most of his life:
the home, the school, the workplace. The second
dimension 1s the relationship between these prime
settings: this relationship is said to be “as decisive for
development as events taking place within a given
setting’. Third are the events taking place in settings in
which the developing person is not even present but
whicii inay ‘mpinge upon him: in the case of a young
child. for example. his parents’ place of employment.
Thus, m sumniary. the individual’s “ecological
environment’ is made up of ‘prime settings’, the
relationships between these settings. and events taking
place in settings which are important to him but in
which he plays no active part.

Bronfenbrenner goes further. Within the *prime
settings’, the key concept for development is
interaction’, particularly of pairs who are emotionally
important to cach other, for example, parent and child.
The quality of the interaction between these pairs is
crucial to the development of both since ... it appears
thatif one member of the pair undergocs a process of
development the other does also” He also argues that
the capacity of a “pair” to be effective 1n each other's
development depends on the presence and
participation of a third party: a spouse, relative. friend
or neighbour. Without that, or if the 'third party” plays
a disruptive role. the process breaks down: like a
three-legged stool it is upset if one leg is broken or
shorter than the others’ The same is true of settings:
they too are more likely to function etfectively in the
process of human development if there are social
interconnections between them. A final important
strand in Bronfenbrenner's argument at this stage is his
notion that a person’s ecological environment is what
that individual perceives 1t to be rather than what the
environment 'is’ as it is measured by any objective
eriteria.

What all this adds up to 15 a theory of environmental
interconnections and their impact on the forees
directly affezting psychological growth’. The study of
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human deselopment thus becomes essentially a study
of the influences of tirst, how individuals act. react and
mtetact within then own immediate “pume settings’;
second. how they change and are changed by these
settings: third, how they are attected by the
relationships between these settings and by the larger
contents ip which these settings are embedded: and
hinally how they 'see” therr own environment

It we follow this model to examine factors relevant to
the development of young mothets and theit pre-
school children. we must conclude that what we should
be examining are: first the opportumties which parents
and children have to interact, most crucially i the
home but also. importantly. i any pre-school group to
which the clild may belong.: second. the Iinks which
exrstbetween the home a.1d the group and the
mother’s place of work or learming (if relevant), third,
whether there is a“third party” available (spouse,
triend. eatended family) to support the mother and
child: fourth. the links between the home, the group
and other conimunity settings which may be important
1o the mother and child - for example, social and
health services, schools. voluntary group: fifth,
general commumty factors which may directly or
indirectly aftect the quality of the mother- child
1elationship = tor example. housing conditions.
transpott. play facilities. shopping opportunities: and,
fmally, how families *~ee” their environment.

It would be asking & Tot to expect any pre-school centre
1o contubute to all of these, butitis important to look
at the extent to which the Under-Fives Centre
operated within the kind ot fiamework which sees
these factors as important

Certainly there was no question that the mother/child
relationship was cential to the Cenue’s philosophy and
this brought “home” and “group” close together. G,
1oo that mothers and childien also had their own
mdividual opportunities to develop thes own mterests.
the Centre was exemplitving the point that their
mutual relationship was the stronger for the
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opportunitics they had to develop separately as well as
together Agan, for those mothers and children who
had no obvious "third party’ to support therr
relationship the Centre often provided this through the
help and understanding of the vtaff. Sometimes too it
was through the Centre that other “third parties’ were
identified as close personal friendships between
mothers developed.

Links between the Centre and other agencies (health.
social work, other pre-school groups, primary schools,
CIC.) Were uneven: some were strong, others tenuous,
but the network was expanding. Again, while there was
no direct ink between the work of the Centre and
wider community 1ssues such a housing, play facilities,
transport, etc. these were the kinds of issues which
were beginning to be discussed by those mothers who
attended the sociology class and tae discussion group
within the high school. Finally those mothers who were
most slrongly commutted to the Centre did claim that
their involvement there had helped them to “see” their
cnvironment differently: a new-found confidence had
helped them see themiselves and thir children in a new
light. and in sharing so much with other mothers they
had come to realise how much they had in common
with them, and the community itsclf. disadvantaged
though it undoubtedly was. was seen more posmvdv

There 18 certainly no suggestion that the Under-Fives
Centre had gone as far as it could on any of these
dimensions, nor were they equally developed (and we
shall return to that later), but at least it can be said that
the Centre worked on principles which on this analysis
were potentially supportive and conducive to the
deveiopment of children, mothers and young families.

We take Bronfenbrenner's analysis one stage further.
One of the key factors in human dey clopment. he
argues. and one of the marks of growing maturity 1 the
idividual's capacity to be ‘self-directing to take his
own decisions, to live his own life. However, the
capacity to value “self-direction’, and to be sclf-
directing oneself is found more in some sections of
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soctety than in others 1tis particularly linked to social
class’. Bronfenbrenner quotes the work of Kohn
(1977).

“The higher aperson’s social elass position, the
greater the likelihood that he will value self-
direction both for his children and himself ... The
lower a person’s soctal class position. the greater the
Iikelihood that he will value conformity to external
authonty and that he will behieve in following the
dictates of authority as the wisest perhaps the only
feasible course of action.

Kohn goes on to suggest that of the three factors
normally taken to comprise social class’ (in the
Amernican context). ‘occupation’, “education’ and
mcome’ the one by far most strongly linked to the
person’s commitment to self-direction is education.
The hypotliesisis

“The further one goes in scheol, the more likely one
would be to experience freedom from close
supervision. non-routinised flow, substantively
complex work and opportunity for sclf-direction’.

The argument is that the more one experiences
opportuntties for scif-direction the more one valucs it
for oneself and one’s chitdren and the more productive
the mteraction in the individual's prime scttings.

Where all this links to the Under-Fives Centre is that it
1s at east arguable that those who clearly gained so
much from the Centre were those who had
experienced or were experiencing education in a new
light. For those who attended classes, for example,
there was, perhaps for the first time, freedom from
close supervision, some "hon-routinised flow” and
relatively complex work, all factors conducive to the
developnient of “self-direction’. That brought
enormous personal satisfaction and a new perception
of themsclves as people.

This is a point perhaps particularly relevant to young
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women in disadvantaged arcas There s a growing
literature dating from the mid-seventies (Biown et al
1975, Richman 1974) on the particularly high levels of
stress and neurcticism among working class women
with pre-school children, and in the present study we
have already remarked on how often stress and poor
self-image amonyg women were highlighted by those
who worked in the arca. We also noted that self-help
groups had sprung up to try to combat dependency on
tranquihser drugs. This is of course a lighly complex
issue with no casy analysis in terms of cause and effect
and certainly no casy solution, but some writers (see
for example. Hunt 1980} have suggested that it may be
atleastin part related to the dependency and
conformity which may be gencerated by motherhood:
dependency on the male financially and socially,
conformuty to his timetable, expectations and
deasions. In such a context the opportunity to be self-
directing in however small a way may be a young
mother’s lifeline.

This then may give us the main clue to why the Under-
Fives Centre meant so much to those who used it
regularly. In the best sense it provided critical
opportunities for the mother, for the child and for the
mother-child relationship to further their own
development. While 1t s probably true that those who
attended classes felt this most keenly. it was true of
many motefto alesser degree. Opportunities simply
to learn to be “their own person”and to value
themselves as they knew they were valued at the
Centre, were the first step along what might be for
them a much longer road to “self-direction.

Fmally. Bronfenbrenner argues thatatis crucial 1o
human development that individuals get involved in
what he calls ‘complex molar activities (i.e. activities
that are deliberately planned and go on over along
period of time) in social settings where the balance of
power is favourable to the developing person. In the
Under-Fives Centre there was no question that the
whole context was well structured. that all activities
were thoroughly planncd and that parents were
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encouraged to be actnely mvolved trom start to finish.
‘There was no question that the powerta! hand of the
professionals was always there, usually unobtrusively
in the background. butin the last analysis power lay
with the parents since there was never any compulsion
on anvone to take part i a given activity or even to
attend on a regular basis While there were many
practical problems associated with the Centre’s
fleaibility of approach it may be that ultimately it was
the ey te its success because it recognised where
power lay and what the long-term development of
children, patents, familics and communities was all
about.

Having analysed the psychological principles of pre-
school education firstin terms of chidd developmient
and second m terms of ecological theory we now bring
the tho strands of the analvsis together. Whatis the
link between the two?

Earlier in this chapter we concluded that pre-school
education is mostlikely to be effective by influencing
motivation. self-concept and confidence in chiidren
but that (1o quote Woodhcad again):

... the effect of carly intervention on long-term
outcomes 1s also conditional on mediating variables
which reinforce and sustain that process.

We would suggest that the ‘mediating variables” are
those features of the ecological environment described
by Bronfenbrenner. They ate the critical factors in the
long-term. In other words. pre-school cducation even
of the tiaditionally “best” kind can only be effective if it
also takes account of: opportunities for “self-direction’
in both children and mothers: links with other pre-
school and community agencies; the totai contextin
which young families lead their lives; the next
educational stage to which children with their parents
will progress.

This last point 1s a cructal one. There is no suggestion
that the nursery schools ot certainly the primary

’
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schools to which Under-Fives childien and theu
parents will progress should operate in the same way
as the Centre stselt. That would be both impractical
and unwise since there has to be a “weaning away”
process Butunless the same prneinles are aceepted
then the eftects of the Centre miay be largely lost. The
‘process of the Linder-Fives Centre must continue to
be remtorced it its effeets are to be sustained”. This 1y
a huge task but one winch mast be taken seriously by
evervone concerned.

In conclusion. then st will be clear that we are reflecting
aery positive image ot the Under-Fives Centie at this
stage of its development: We are not claiming that
there are notimportant questions to be asked. nor are
we pretending that the practice of the Under-Fives
Centre s always successful, that there is not falure and
frustration as well as success and satisfaction nor that
the ‘principles” which we have idenufied are unfailingly
evident in practice. That would be unrealistic. What we
are claiming s that the principles on which the Centre
18 based are sound. that the approach is innovatory,
that the practice is often exeiting - and that m a
tundamental sense. people care.

What then are the ‘important questions” which need to
be raised? We highlight two: one which we would raise
ourselves. the other a question which seems to
encapsulate the few erous critictsms which others
made of the Centie

Our own question concerns eontinuity, We have
already allude] to this several times but it is because
we see itas central: contimuity within the Centre staelt
as well as continuty between the work of the Centie,
primary schools and the high school itself.

The question ot continuity in the Centre revolves
round the spasmodic attendance of children and
parents and the high turnover of families. We have
alrcady seen that any lack of contnwity here s the
price paid for the tlexibility. lack of rules’, and the
achnowledgement of the basic principle that the power
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to make decisions about the nature of her involvement
with the Centre lies with the parent. In our terms itis a
price well worth paying in the context of the Under-
Fives Centre but its corollary must be that parents
should be encouraged (as they are) to build m
continuity through regular patterns of attendance as
they see appropriate. Equally. it is crucially important
that there should be continuity in terms of the
permanent staff. This does exist at the moment, but
with the many opportunities now being aired for the
Centie to develop. itis easy to see the danger of the
staff being pulled in so many directions that the
fundamental continuity which they provide is lost. If
‘outreach” work. links with nursery and primary
schools. ete. are to be taken seriously then staffing may
need to be increased.

Our conclusion then s, for all the reasons outlined
above. that links between the Centre and nursery and
primary schools need to be strengthened. Equally, the
Centre must be and must be seen to be an integral part
of the work of he high school. A total and sustained
educational environment for familics depends on all
sectors working together as part of the same
continuous process.

Our approach has, of course, been psychologically-
based and 1t has emphasised the development of
individual children. parents and families. Certainly not
everyone would agree with that analysis nor the
premtises upon which it is built. For example those
whose developmental theory 1s genetically-based and
whose fundamental premise is that *behaviour
develops in a patterned and highly predictable way and
can be evaluated by means of simple. basic test
situations’ (Ames ez ol 1980) would dismiss its strongly
environmental and interactive emphasis. Equally those
who take a more sociologically-based perspective
would probably argue that its emphasis on individual
or family development is inappropriate. Community
schools and those associated with them, they would
argue, should be more concerned with identifying
chsadvantaged groups and reaching out to thein, The
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task as they see it is not to help individuals out of
disadvantage but to eradicate disadvantage itself. The
ultimate aim of an educational se1vice 1s to nelp a
community setits ,wn priorities and increasingly take
rx.sponslhlhly or itsell.

This 1s the other important question’ which we would
highlight: how to accommodate both the mdividually-
oriented psvehological interactive emphasis based
largely on a traditional model of professional teaching
dlongmdc the more radical, outreaching. group and
commumity emphasis which others would want. There
Is an uncasy tenston between the two which the present
author shares. Can we have both without
compromising either? That is the classic dilemma of
those who work in disadvantaged areas through the
medium of state schools.

Craigroyston Under-Fives Centre illustrates the
dilemma very well. For example, we noted carlier
examples of where individuals who had found interests
and self-confidence through their involvement in the
Centre had then become committed to working on
behalf of the community, but it is also true that it was
refatively common for Under-Fives mothers who lived
in the vicinity of the school to talk of sending their
children to primary schools outside the arca. thereby
implicitly rejecting their ‘community’. Again while
there was no question that many users of the Centre
had learned to take their own initiatives and many
contributed a lot to the life of the Centre, it was still
true that 1ts major activities were fairly heavily
dependent on professional leadership although that
leadership was often unobtrusive and the relationships
1t encouraged were always informl and casy.

There is another interesting facet of this dilemma in
Craigroyston and it comes from the Centre's base
being in a secondary school. That has all kinds of
advantages which we would not want to minimise but it
also produces a potential problem. Given that most of
the staff in the high school have no pretensions to
understanding in any fundamental sense what the
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Major contribution

education of young children isabout. thete iva
temptation for them to want the Under-Fives Centie to
be a main tocus for the school's outreach programme:
the Centre staft. on (he other hand. would put their
emphasis on mdividual children and fanuhes which 1s
where then professional 1oots lie. We would not want
to exaggerate this distinetion: it is merely one of
emphass butitis certamly there. Tronically tooaf the
Centie builds up its links with other nursery schools
and prmary schools its problem there will be exactly
the opposite: how to convinee at least some ol them
that outicach work and a commumty focus are an
mtegral part of the education of young children.

There is no casy answer to these dilemmas. but the
present author believes that the Crargroyston Under-
Fives Centie.af it tecogmises the tensions and the
reasons for them, 1« inan excellent position to
contiibute to our understanding of how they might be
iesolved. The reason for this is simply that it has a staff
ot exceptional ability and now six years of hard-won
evperience. What is probably necessary is a greater
commitment on the part of the Under-Frees staff to
working with community education staft both in and
outside the school on behalf of commumty groups: at
the same tume there must also be a greater
commitment on the party of community and high
school staff to understanding the “individual
onentation” of the Centre. In many ways. of course. this
tension 1s reflected at every levet of the school system
m deprived areas. The excitement and potential of a
partnership between community education and
‘under-fives” is that the latter 1s not constrained by the
many regulations and expectations that confound
change in the compulsory sector.

Despite all the problems and ditemmas then. on our
analysis Craigroyston Under-Fives Centre is making a
major contrtbution to the development of children,
parents and familics in the area and this has cumulative
benetits for the school as a whole and the cominunity
itself. Beyond that. the present author sees the
Craigrovston Under-Fives Centre as also having the
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potential to contribute on a wider tront to ow

undersianding of two hey contemporaty issuesin

cducation. The first is the one outlined above: the |
tension between the “individual® and “commumity” focus |
Creducation in deprived areas. The second is the
nature of pre-school education. As we pointed out
catlicr, at the heart of the Under-Fives Centreis a
tradditional model of nwisery education, adapted and
elaborated in term of “fanmly education’.

There isin Scotland in the 1980s a very strong impetus
towards rethinking pre-school education in the context
of what communitics are about and what they want of
an cducational service, The most radical rethinking to
date along these lines has come from Strathclyde
Region (SRC 1984}, The Under-Fives Centre i
Craigroyston High School is uniquely placed to
contribute to what will be a long-term debate about the
commumty role of pre-school educanon in general and
nursery education in particular. That is an exciting if
daunting task and one which Craigioysten Under-
Fives Centre is well capable of tackling.
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It should be clear from the discussion ot the preceding
chapter that the present author sees a very strong case
for continuiug support for the Craigroyston Under-
Fives Centre. Itis in a unique position to contribute
not only to the practical concerns of the immediate
Craigroyston community. but to the thinking of wider
groups concerned with the development of community
schools and pre-school education. It is within that
general positive framework that this final chapter
draws together some of the main practical and
theoretical issues and looks at their implications for
the future development of the Centre itself. It
concludes by looking brefly at how the Craigroyston
experience might be used in planning similar provision
elsewhere.

The play room itself and the outdoor play area are well
equipped and. in terms of space. quite adequate for
most activities related to children’s play. Certainly the
best use is made of the facilities as they exist. However,
four aspects of the physical accommodation need to be
looked at.

First, the playroom 1< not entirely suitable for very
voung children (certainly under 11/2) partly because of
its size and partly because of the constant “busyness’ of
older children. This is a particular problem when the
parent is absent. The staff recognise this and have tried
to encourage mothers with very young children simply
to *drop " for a short ime and remain with their
children at timies when they know the Centre will be
quict. However tliis is not an adequate long-term
answer. There is a need for a small room which could
be set aside for babies and young toddlers and even
then the numbers should be kept small.

Second. linked to the first point, the toilet/washing
accommodation is inadequate. particularly for the
younger children but even for the older ones. Both the
facilities themselves and their location leave much to
be desired.
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Users: Children

Third, there 1s a need for mote adequate storage
accommodation,

Finally. there is a pressing need for some adult privacy.
The parents’ room is ideal for informal chat and smail
group mectings, but there is nowhere to which staff or
parents can retreat for a private discussion or even a
few minutes alone. In a setting where stress and severe
personal problems are an inirinsic part of daily living,
1t1s very important that this kind of facility should be
available.

The length and pattern of attendance that suits cach
child and family is always an individual matter and it
should be worked out by trial, error and negotiation,
However. two age-groups raise particular questions.
First, as already indicated (above), given present
accommodation and facilities, the Centre cannot easily
provide for babies and young toddlers. Second, at the
other end of the age-range. it is important to look
closely at the pattern of attendance of “rising fives'.
Again, there is no one right answer and the Under-
Fives Centre may be entirely right for some, but for
others, particularly if they have attended over a period
of years it may not. despite its efforts, be able to

provide as much as they need. In some cases there may
come a point where the mother’s need to identify with
the Centre through the child may have to take second
place to the child's need for new experiences and wider
horizons.

It is also important to look at the pattern of attendance
of children particularly those over three. While the
principle of flexibility and choice is fundamental (see
Chapter 4) it is also important that parents should be
persuaded of the importance of giving children as far
as possible a regular pattern of attendance and the
educational continuity which comes from a sense of
security and predictability in their pre-school
experiences,

Finally. however. on the positive side, it is important to
note that the Under-Fives Centre is providing
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Parents

Teenage mothers

something almost unique (eertanly in its scope) for
children around the age of two plus and their mothers.
This is a stage where children are learning so much,
where they are making great demands on adults. where
there 1s both huge potential and huge frustration - and
very little community support. Educational provision,
in the broad sense. for children and their parents at
ths stage may well be one of the major gaps n our
provision.

Itis very important that the *Under-Fives” Centre
remains just that and that there are flexible
opportunities for every age groap. Getting the balance
right for the individual child and for the Centre as a
whole involves a lot of judgment. insight and skill. It
must involve staff and parents together.

It is clear that parent users of the Centre are almost
exclusively mothers. It1s probably inevitable that the
majority will always be mothers but 1t is at the very
least regrettable that there are so few fathers around.
This 15 not the place to debate the likely influence of
two possibly contradhctory factors relating to the
father™s role in child care in areas such as Craigroyston:
on the one hand the social class and cultural
constraints on men playing a public role in child care,
on the other the high numbers of unemployed men
with time on their hands. Difficult though it may be to
persuade men to become involved publicly with their
pre-school children itis plainly important, and it may
well be that this should be one of the major priorities
for the future. Like other developments, however. it
should come inite own time and in its own way. It may
well come through the development of “family sessions’
already being considered for the school as a whole, or
perhaps more particularly through practical activities
such as outings where men might have a specific role to
play.

In the same way. it 15 worth considering whether the
Centre could do more to attract a large™ number of
teenage mothers. There is an obvious need here but at
least three factors should be considered carefully
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Changing function

betore this 15 seen as a priority area tor development.
First there is a limit to how much one centre ean do
and 1t has to be recognised that no one type of
provision is right for everyone. Second. teenagers for a
variety of legitimate reasons often need “space’ from
their recent experience of school. Third, the particular
needs of teenage mothers have been recognised by
other organisations m the area and it may be more
appropriate for the Under-Fives Centre to give
mdirect support to them 1ather than take direet
responsibility itself. On the other hand. it is clear from
talling to some of the “guidance” staff in the school that
they and others maintain very strong relationships with
some ex-sche ol students who even as young mothers
or fathers want to retain some form of identity with the
school. For them, links with the Under-Fives Centre
may provide a natural and produetive focus in the
school both for their children and for themselves.

Turning now to the actual mothers who used the
Centie. itis important to consider whether 1ts image’
as being used predominantly by those who live outwith
the area 15 justified. In the earliest days the users of the
Centre came almost exelusively from the area wself
because the irst contacts were made through local
pre=school groups and by home visiting, Howener., as
the opportumties offered by the school became known
further aficld. the Centre did attract a considerable
number from outwith the area who wanted to take
advantage of school classes. Fts the image of this latter
group which has persisted. but on our evidence.
mercasingly. it has become less aceurate as the image
ot the Centre’s users as a whole partly beeause many in
this group have now moved on and partly because the
role of the Centre has diversified.

Whatis probably true is that the role of the Centre as a
place to leave children for parents to attend classes
attracted those whosc primary motivation was the
classes themselves, who needed no external
encouragement and who saw the qualty of the Centre
itself largely as an added "bonus’, More recently the
Centre has attracted those whose motivation was
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unspecified. even unconscious. some who would never
attend classes. others who would only Jlearn” to want
classes through preliminary experience of the Centre
itself. In short, where the Centre’s original function was
an instrumental one. making attendance at classes
possible, increasingly 1t has acted as part of an
educational process in which school classes might or
might not be a further stage. This changing function is
reflected in a changing clientele. At the same time it is
still true that a large proportion of Under-Fives users
who attend classes do come from outside the
immediate area. Partly because. as we have seen
(Chapter 2). it is those who attend classes who are the
most regular users of the Centre. and partly because
they are the most *visible” users of the Centre in the
sci:00l as a whole. it is they who reflect its image. It is
not : n accurate image of Centre users as a total group,
but it 1s an image perpetuated by the dominance of a
key group of mothers and reflected for example in the
recent video of the Centre.

Finally we turn. briefly. to the very large group of users
who ‘drop in" perhaps once or twice but never return.
In somre cases they may simply not want what the
Centre offers. in other cases it may well be that they
need a personal, individual support which even the
Under-Fives Centre with all the efforts it makes cannot
offer. Some are brought once by a health visitor or
social worker but that is probably not enough. It is
particularly noticeable that many single parents come
once or twice and don’t return. but conversely a high
proportion of single parents are also among the most
regular users. Presumably we see here a reflection both
of the ininal difficulty and the potential satisfaction
which single parents can experience at the Centre.
Clearly there is here a rele for someone who could
take particular responsibility for introducing and
supporting new parents in their first weeks at the
Centre. This point has in fact been accepted in
principle. but scarcity of resources has meant that the
para-professional recently appointed has had te be
given the more general responsibility of supporting all
adult students who attend the school. It is to be hoped
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and flexibility

that introducing and supporting new parents
particularly single parents in the Under-Fives Centre
could be at least part of that remit.

The programme of the Under-Fives Centre1s based on
three principles. First it firmly rooted in the
traditional child-centred curniculum of nursery
education: second. it is moving eplicitly but gradually
towards a model of family cducation which recognises
and tries to reconcile the needs of children. of parents
and of children and parents together: third. the
development of the programme has been relatively
slow — it has grown out of experience and perceived
need. The working out of the programme has not been
unproblematic but most agree that in the main the
Centre’s programme objectives have been met. There
are rwo queries: first, whether the programme is too
muct Centre-based and not sufficiently concerned or
resourced to provide more “outreach’ to the
community itself; second, whether the programme
should be extended beyond the conventional school
year particularly over the summer ho'iday. There is
certainly a case to be made for both these possibie
developments butf they are to come they should
develop as part of the natural evolution of the Centre
and as the result of widely-based discussions (see
below).

Development m any direction raises guestions about
optimum size and prioritics and about the balance
between structure and flexibility. To take the last point
first. there can be little doubt that part of the success of
the Centre has been thatit operates within a total
school ethos which encourages tlexibility and creative
risk-taking within recognised boundaries. Within that
setting it has developed its own initiatives within an
implicit structure which brings predictability and
security and allows the Centre’s objectives to be met.
At the same time it allows rules and regulations to be
Kept to a minimum, there is no overt pressure on
familics to conform and new activities can always be
considered. Itis no mean task to achieve this kind of
balance: it is part of the professionalism of the staff.

109 Aiﬂls




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

School students

Links with other pre-
school groups

Questions of flexibihity lead to questions of wize and
scope since flexibihty brings its own rishs. Flexibilty of
attendance, for example, could resultin unmanageable
numbers if the “pool” of users 18 too large, and too
mch diversification of purpose could lead 1o a loss of
identity. When one looks at a successtul venture itis
always tempting to suggest wavs 1n whicl it might
eapand. In the case of the Under-Fives Centre this
must be watched carefully as there can be little doubt
that 1ts success owes much to the fact that it i still
possible for a small group of «taff working togetherin a
linuted setting to know every family and every member
of that family by name how ever spasmodic their
attendance. Those who in the present study thought of
the Centre as thome” would be unlikely to feel that way
if the “family” had ever forgotten who they were.

The pomt has already been made severai times that the
imolvement of school students is. for a variety of
reasons, probably one of the weakest features of the
Centre and one which reeds rethimking. Strategics for
consideration might be

a) making work at the Centre open to school students
of all levels of ability

by asking regular uscrs of the Centre to “adopt’ a school
student. letting him, her get to know the family as a
whole as well as the clnld in the context of the
Centre:

¢) planning a vanety of specific practical tashs in
relation to voung children both in and outside the
Centre so that students completng them will feel a
sense of personal achievement.

Cratgroyston Under-Fives Centre s part of a wide
networh of pre-school provision in the area, wad one of
the priorities in the neat stage of development should
be to establish elearly understood relationships within
that network. This process is already begun with the
establishment of the mini CFUF. Linking with other
groups is particularly important for the Under-Fives
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Centre since some of its children will also be using
other forms of provision. The most common reason
for this “double attendance” 1s that once their clildren
reach three plus. many parents want them to attend
nuisery classes as ‘preparation” for school, but at the
same time they want to retain their relationship with
tlie Centre cither for therr own pracuical purposes in
attending classes or simply because both parent and
child have established a personal identity witli the
Centre. The presentauthor 1s somewhat uneasy about
“double attendance” but accepts that for many it scems
to 'work’ Three factors. however, seem 1o be
important. First, it should be clear that onc of the
forms of provision is the ‘main’ focus for the child.
Scecond. the two should be compatible. the same broad
principles and behefs relating to the care and
cducation of young children operating in both. Third.
as far as possible, cach should know about the other
and some attempt, however small, should be made to
relate the child's (and parent'sy experience in the two
forms of provision.

The link between pre-school and school education 15
vital. While the Under-Fives Centie's base in a
secondary school tends to identify it with that sector. it
15 essential that links with primary schools should be
forged. That is no casy task for all kinds of reasons. not
Icast those related to ditferent priorities and different
approaches to the education of young children.
Resolving some of these differences is a matter not
simply for individual groups or schools but also for
those at a higher level responsible for the development
of carly education as a whole.

As far as links with the high school are concerned. it
was of course part of the original concept that the
Under-Fives Centre should be an integral part of the
community school. That principle has never been
queried cither by the Under-Fives staff and parents or
by the great majority of secondary school staff. The
present rescarch showed (Chapter 3) that the Centre
was certainly perceived as an important element in the
commumty school but it also identified three main
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fuctors which led to its being seen i some senses as
apait and different.

First, the Under-Fives Centre was seen by some as
protected’ and “insulated” in 1« way the rest of the
school was not. Some of this feeling. it seemed, related
to the fact that in contrast to all other adult activities,
no payment was required for use of the Under-Fives
Centre (although Under-Fives parents of course paid
for other activities in the same way as everyone else),
and it probably also related to the Under-Fives Centre
being a particular focus for the interests of the Bernard
van Leer Foundation. However. there were other
reasons. One was the image of pre-school education as
a“soft option’ in an arca where the pressures and stress
of working with teenagers were considerable. To
believe this was to misunderstand the nature of pre-
school education and to underestimate seriously the
continuing strain involved in working with fanulies,
however yvoung, under stress. Until the functions and
processes involved in the Under-Fives Centre are
better understood by the majority of staff, there is little
chance of it being an integral part of the community
school in any fundamental sense.

Second. it may be that the image of the Centre as
‘insular’ relates in part to changes in its “policy-making”
structure over the years. While the original working
party was composed entirely of school staff, by 1985 it
was composed entirely ot Centre parents and staff.
While moves in this general direction are obviously to
be applauded. it may be that they have gone too far
and there is some need to redress the balance. It may
also be that the Under-Fives Centre has some
responsibility to ensure that its links and relationships
with other school-based groups are mutually
nnderstood and mutually supportive.

Third, and most important. is the different ideological
perceptions of ‘community schooling” a'ready referred
to m Chapter 4. For a nunority of school staff the
priority of any section of a school which calls itsclf a
‘community school’ is a programme of “outreach’; for
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other statt, including those in the Under-Fives Centre.
that comes second to meeting the needs of individual
children and familics and the internal aims of the
institution itself. In that sense the Under-Fives Centre
15 at the moment part of the commumty school on
what some would see as a limited definition of what a
community school is.

As we see it the issue of how to relate respectively to
primary schools and to the lugh school poses
completely different problems. In the primary schools
1tis how to sustain the parent and community focus
developed in the pre-school years: in the high school it
is how to develop the adult links within the school
without moving from the ceptral principle that an
under-fives centre is essentially about the needs of
children.

Craigroyston Under-Fives Centre represents one ot
the many alternative forms ot pre-school provision all
offering their own emphasis and priorities to meet
different kinds of needs. As a centre it is itselt unique
and offers no blueprint. Nevertheless it shows clearly
the potential of under-fives provision in a community-
based secondary school and has much to offer those
planring similar provision in disadvantaged areas. The
main pomts which it can offer from its experience are:

a) an under-tives centre should develop according to
the needs of its own community and in the light of
existing provision:

b) it should develop at its own pace and in the light ot
s own experience:

¢) it should establisl, itself hom the beginning as part
of a pre-school network linked to primary schools in
the arca:

d) it should be professionally run with para-
professional help and staff should be of a high
calibre and with a strong commitment to
encouraging uscers to take responsibility themselves:
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¢) flexibility of attendance should be possible buat there
should be a structure to the progiamme with clear
aims and objectives. and parents should be
cncouraged to attend with their children on a
tegular bavis:

) rules and regulations should be minimal and there
should be no overt pressure on families to conform:;

¢) there should be a continuing anaty<is of the relative
needs of children. of parents, and of children and
paients togethetr.

h) there should be a regular programme of *key
activities” as well as opportunities for informal
dropping in’,

1) 1t important to establish a“core group” of users:

1 lmks with school students are important but have to
be carefully momtoired:

k) many users will need continuing sapport and
chcouragement:

an under-tives centre is unlihely to be successful in
any secondary school = it must be a school
committed to promoting the principles of
community scheoling and pre-school education and
1cady to sce its under-fives centre as an integral part
of the overall aims and policy of the school.

Summary of main policy A) Craigroyston Under-Fives Centre is a rare
recommendations example of where the education of pre-school

children and their parents separately and together
has been provided successfully within one
institution. In its relatively brief existence it has
established a solid foundation of experience on
wluch it has yet much to build. In terms of its
contribution to its own community. to
Craigroyston High School and more widely to
educational tlunking about both community and
pre-school education. 1t is an establishment with
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which Lothian Region should be well saustied
and which 1t would be very mach mits own
interests to continue 1o support.

‘The accommodation and facilities available m the
Undei-TFives Centre should be examined to see
where it night be possibie o impiove: 1)
provision for childien aged 1" > or under, 2) toilet
and washing facilitics, 3) storage tacilities: 4)
opportunitics for pinacy tor adults,

While the Under-Fives Centie should i principle
be open to parents with childien of every age
under five, particularly close serutiny should be
given to its appropriateness tor children under

1" : (and numbeis should be nunmal)y and those
taing fiveswbh  ave attended tor some tine. On
the other hand. the Centre has highlighted again
the enormous social need for provision for young
mothers with children ot two plus More
specitically it has shown the educational potential
of working with mothers and children at this
stage: Thisisa point which could. perhaps. be
raised more generally,

While it is entisely right that it should be parents
who decide how often they and their children will
attend the Centre, some continuity is essential for
children. This issue must be diseussed with
paients (as itis) and there must be continuity ot
statf. Given that there are giowing demands on
staff time this balance must be monitored
carefully.

The decision to ensure that the Under-Fives
Centre was professionally run was a wisc one.
The quality of its educational leadership has been
partof the key to its success. Itis, however, part of
that professionalism that it should in the next
stage encourage users to take more tesponsiothty
themselves for the development of the Centre's
activities.




I

H)

A}

K)

Elk\l‘c 116

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

In the nent stage, attention should be given to how
Under-Fives staft and users might work 1n
collaboration with community education staff
towards an expanding outicach programme,

While accepting the predominance of mothers as
varers of pre-school children, the Under-Fives
Centre should 1n the next stage make a deliberate
effort to look at *family education® and the role
within that of the father.

The relationship between the Under-Fives Centre
and school students is an important one and
needs some rethinking. While giving school
students experience of young children and
families should probably always be the priority,
there is also a case to be made for joint activities,
¢.g. discussion sessions, involving older school
students and Under-Fives parents together.

Many parents will not continue to use the Centre
without continuing personal support and
encouragement. Consideration should be given to
the appointment of a para-professional to fulfil
this function,

Craigroyston Under-Fives Centre is part of a pre-
school network and has itself been instrumental
in strengthening that network by initiating a *mini
CFUF" i the area. However much remains to be
done to make the Centre more widely known
within the network and to create links with other
pre-school groups particularly where children
attending the Centre are also involved in another
group. Under-Fives pareats themselves might
take the initiative here perhaps through the use of
the recently completed video.

Links with primary schoot are crucial, partly
because it is in the nearby primary schools that all
other "nursery” education is provided (see J
above). It is also very important, however, that
there should be a growing dialogue between the
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pre-school and the compulsory sectors on how
family and community factors should be used to
promote the education of young children.
Continuity is essential. The responsibility for this
‘dialogue’ goes well beyond those immediately
responsible for individual groups and schools.

L) The Under-Fives Centre has shown the potential
of a pre-school/family facility within a secondary
school. not only because it offers practical
educational opportunities and facilities for both
children and parents. but also because it offers a
wide variety of human resources. At the same
time a pre-school centre can itself provide an
‘educational resource for the school not only in
terms of school students but also because it can
provide a leavening influence in an institution
dominated by the interests. concerns and
problems of auolescents. Itis an experiment
which might be repeated but with caution and
only if two major considerations are met: first that
the basic principles of pre-school education are
accepted by all staff. and the education of young
children 1s seen as being just as important as the
education of secondary school students; second.
that the secondary school itself operates on the
principles of community schooling.

And finally:

In one of the carly minu_~ of the original working
party. concern was expressed that Craigroyston
Under-Fives Centre had to find a way to be innovatory
and that wonld not be easy. As we saw from the
comments in our opening paragraph. as an innovation
it has provoked many different reactions for rer sons
we have tried to explain. But innovatory and exciting it
certainly has been. It wasn't easy - but it happened. It
has been no mean feat.
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Appendix A:

Appendix B:
Appendix C(1):

Appendix C(2)

Appendix D:

Appendix E:

The five appendices attached to the onginal 1eport
have not been reproduced here for space reasons. The
titles and contents are listed below and any reader
interested n recerving copies of any or all ot them may
apply to the Bernisd van Leer Foundation.

The children and their parents

Contains ten tables and a chart which give details of
housing area: ages of children attending the Centre:
average attendances at Centre: length of tizne attended:
which adults bring the children to the Centre: numbers
of childven from two-parent and one-parent families:
ininial reasons for adults coming to the Centre:
regularity of adults” attendance at a number of
different activities: numbers attending the Centre over
a five-month period in 1983,

Yatterns of attendance (example of one week)

Patterns of adult involvement — instiuctions tor
completing Form C2

Patterns ot adult involvement - tindings trom the
completed forms

Questonnaire to High Scehool staff
Individual interviews

Lists the persons interviewed in the course ot the
evaluation tescarch
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*Case studies are never fimshed, only left’ (Walker
1980) They are portrayals of situanons bounded by
their own unique circums*ances in time. Despite the
implicaton that case studies are essentially about the
‘past’ or a very temporary ‘present’, those like the one
presented in this paper should have the potential to
reach out to the future since they may identify issues
which readers will recognise in a different form in their
own context. Certainly. itis hoped that those involved
in the provision of early childhood care and education
will have recognised some issues relevant to their own
thinking and future work.

For those with a parucular interest in the evaluation of
community-based projects there are also two
methodological questions which caused me some
concern and which, at this stage, I now want to share.
This 15 a "postscript’, nota ‘postmortem’, so the
questions are simply stated and left for the reader to
consider.

First, in any study which has a clear community
orientation, can one assume that ‘community’
perspectives, ‘community” concerns are reftected in the
cumulative experience of individuals? In the
Craigroyston study. I based my interpretation largely
on the experience of talking with individuals although
some group observaton was also mvolved. I suspect
that was not enough.

Second, one has to ask how legitimate it is to claim to
pursue a democratic style of evaluation within a setting
which is essentially bureaucratic and hierarchical
(Walker 1980). Schools, even community schools, are
hierarchical and accountable within a bureaucratic
system and this is inevitably reflected in the
consultation and negotiating processes of any
evaluation which is linked to schools. But is 1t
‘inevitable'? Are there other strategies which could
make the evaluation of projects like Craigroyston's
Under-Fives Centre more democratic? Are there ways
in which the wider groups of participants in the action
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could be moie genuinely pairt of the evaluation process
itselt?

I do not see these problems as fundamental flawsin the
Cragroyston evaluation. rather dilemmas which others
involved 1 similar work must face. At the end of the
first chapter of Part I of this paper. 1 suggested that it
was unrealistic to expect too much of evaluation and
that one of its main purposes might be simply to
contribute to the diszussion of 1ssues. That is nota
modest aim. especially when the potential number
mnvolved exists on the scale represented by the Bernard
Van Leer Foundation. For. in the last resort. what
matters is not the tindings of any particular evaluation
but how we can share our evaluation expericences
towards the goal of making better provision for young
childien and their families throughout the world.

(Postserpy)

Walker R (1980) Lhe Conduct of Lducanonal Case Studres.
Lilucs, Theoryand Procedwres in Doekerell W B and
Hamilton D, (eds) Rethpihing Fducatnonal Research London:
Hodder and Stoughton
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Early Childhood Care and Education: the Challenge
by Walier Barker

The firstin a series of Occasional Papers addiessing
1ssues of major importance to policy-makers,
practitioners and acadc ues concerned with meeimg
ine educational and developmental needs of
disadvantaged children. Published January 1987 in
Eoglish.

Meeting the Needs of Young Children: Policy
Alternatives by Glen Nmicit and Marta Arango
with Lydia Hearn

The second Occasional Papet reviews conventional.
mstthition-based approaches to the care and education
of young children m disadvantaged socicties and
proposes the development of alternative, low-cost
strategies which tahe account of family and community
tesources and involvement as the starting point for
such programmes. Published Apnl 1987 in English.

Children at the Margin: a challenge for parents,
community and professionals

Summary report and conchisions of the Third Eastern
Hemisphere Seminar held in Newcastle, Australia in
November 1987, Published February 1988 in English.

The Parent as Prime Educator: Changing Patterns of
Parenthood

Summary report and conchisions ot the Fourth
Western Hemisphere Seminar held in Lima, Peru in
May 1986 Published September 1986 in English,
Spanish and Portuguese,

Newsletter
Published quarterly (Janwary, April. July, October )m
Engh<h

Boletin Informativo

A Spanish-language selection of articles which have
appeared in the Newsletter. The 1987 edition contains
articles from 1986 Newdletters and the articles m the
1988 edion appeared in Newsletters number 45 to
48.
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Current Programme

Contam.. bnef deseriptions of major projects
supported by the Foundation. Published annually in
English.

Alternatives in Early Childhood Care and Education:
Report of the Bernard van Leer Foundation, 1984-
1985

The Foundation’s first Bienmal Report provides a
succmct account of the Foundation’s work during
1984 and 1985, The 80 page report includes feature
articles on six projects in Kenya, Malaysia, Israel, The
Netherlands, Sweden and Peru. Published November
1986 in English.

The work of the Bernard van Leer Foundation/La
labor de la Fundacién Bernard van Leer

An introductory leaflet about the anms and work of the
Foundation. Published May 1987 in Enghsh and
Spanish.

Interested individuals and organisations wishing to
1eceive copices free of charge should write to the
Publications and Media Unit of the Foundation.
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THETOUNDATION
(contmued from iside tront cover)

- Funds can be made avatlable tor projects organised and
mplemented by publie authorities, academic, non-
governmental. or voluntary msututions,

- Grants are not made to individuals not for general support
o organisations. The Foundation does not provide grants
tor study. research or travel, No grants are made in
response to general appeals.

= The Foundation recognises that projects m 1t field of work
tequire tune to develop and implement rew approaches
Grants are normally made in eveles of toee vears, The
long-term sustamability of a projeet *+ an important
considerationin the apprasal of proposals

= The Foundation does not presenibe a nigid tormufa for
proposals Potential applicants are advised to subnut an
outhne before prepanng a detaled document.

- Decrsons regarding the tund 12 of mayor projects are the
responsibility of the Foundatiens Board o Trustees No
communment can be given priot 1o approval of a project by
the Trustees.

Board of Trustees

J Kremers (Netherlands) Charrman, P Zusman (Istael) Viee
Chatrman: Mre M C Benton (USA). W W Cross (USA): V
Halberstadt (Netherlands): L M. Kretzers (Netherlands),
PJJ Rich (France) 1 Samién (Sweden)

Administration

W H Welling. Exceutive Ditector (to 31 December 1988)
M C E van Gendt Executne Diector (rom | January
[V8Y)

Frsenhowerlaan 156, The Hague

PO Boxa 8233
2508 EH The Hague
I'he Netherlands

Telephone (070) 51 20 40
Cables, LEFREUND The Hague
Telex. 33678 bvlth nl

Fav (170) 50 2373
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