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Abstract

This dissertation is an exploration of a group afl¥£ Years Practitioners’ perceptions of
gender. The current media and educational interdbe gendered brain suggests that
children’s learning might be differentiated accoglio their sex. Based on assumed
biological differences, approaches to the careemhutation of children could be
established on sex categories rather than on aidodl's needs. My focus here is to
explore understandings of gender to gain insigiat irow these might influence
practitioners’ expectations of children’s behaviand learning in the nursery
environment. The study is premised on the beliaf pnactitioners’ perceptions of gender
could result in self-fulfilling prophecies beingjproduced and (re)created. Binary
expectations could limit opportunities for childrene to stereotypical assumptions and
practices being employed. The dissertation adopuaauldian lens to identify practices
and perceptions that foreground children’s genddrsex categories and which do not
reflect child-centred approaches. A number of trepemeate the dissertation, including
the nature of gender, sexuality and play. The rebedata was collected from a group of
eight Early Years Practitioners who took part irefdiscussion sessions as well as from a
toy survey given to that group and a further 92ipi@ants. The findings indicate that
there is a belief among practitioners that genaigraicts upon learning, behaviour and
children’s play. In addition, there are clear iradions that the participants believe
children’s, especially boys’, early play behaviopredict their future sexual orientation.
The conclusions presented suggest that changhke tmtication and training of Early
Years Practitioners are required in order to rasareness of gender issues in nurseries. |
suggest that placing gender back on the trainiegpdag with the use of Dewey’s critical
thinking and Schon'’s reflection-on-action may suppgbanges to practice that could, in
turn, provide children with more equitable teachamgl learning experiences. Finally,
areas for further research are proposed that iigatstthe perceptions of gender as
understood by children and their parents.
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Chapter 1 — Intragttion and Rationale

1.1An old issue in a new era

‘All | want is a rich man to take care of me
Louise, 23 years old, nieca dfiend

Dressed pristinely in pink, Louise is a typicalrtg girl’ who has grown up in a society
that offers free education to all and that condaatis itself on providing equal
opportunities to both men and women. Yet incredgim@men are presented with images
that tell them that beauty, appearance and rekttips are what women should care about
in order to attract a mate who can look after thienrmecent years ‘equal but different’ has
become an accepted view of the sexes, where partand distinct needs, learning styles
and roles in society are believed to be innate.&ohthe arguments used to support these
perceptions emerge from previous discourses abeutdture of men and women, whilst

others are new and use modern technology to suggesitof these theories.

One manifestation of theory being used to illumen@imodern observation is the
explanation used to justify the current explosibpiok. The use of pink in the media,
fashion and toy industries, has increasingly caiegd, stereotyped and produced a
caricature of the desires of girls and women. nratiempt to explain this phenomenon
there has been an effort to prove that women’sramp@artiality to pink may be due to a
natural predisposition to be drawn to its hues fdttland Ling, 2007). This type of a
biological deterministic view of being female hasrged popularity and reinforces the
belief that biology determines capabilities andirdss In this dissertation | propose that
biological deterministic views have the potent@bktpport discriminatory practices where
differences are explained and often excused ag lo@itural. This can result in limited
views of both girls and boys, where stereotypesraistiepresentations of what it is to be
female and male are reinforced and sustained thrthegmedia, popular culture and even
education. As argued by Sadker and Zittleman (ZX)9many of the blatant sexist

practices of the past are gone, (but) sexism is not

1.2 Gender and education

Following Sadker and Zittleman (2009:51), thereraemy who would argue that ‘(g)irls

have not only achieved equality, but superiorityhey also highlight claims that equality
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has changed directions and that it is now boys arbdeing discriminated against (Sadker
and Zittleman, 2009). Accordingly, there is a catr®cus on a particular brand of pop-
science where it is postulated that establishedeyestereotypes and inequities are a thing
of the pastipid). There are claims, by some like Michael Guri@urfan and Stevens,
2010), that many gender stereotypes are creatathdewiimmutable biological differences
between male and females. These views have resulted adoption of some education
and nurturing approaches that target what are eldito be particular male and female
characteristics to support and maximise childr@otential. However, | would argue that
such biological deterministic views are a retrogratep that continues to reinforce

differences rather than celebrate and recognisissities.

According to Moi, (1999) biological determinism ictes that gender differences originate
from biological or evolutionary origins. Talbot (P0) suggests that the rise of feminism in
the 19" century provided a platform for traditional vieaswomen as deficit models of
men could be challenged. By the middle of th& @éntury the ‘nature versus nurture’
arguments became prominent. Some thinkers likeNldddings (1983) claimed that for
biological and social reasons women have a spest@in society: that of having,

nurturing and caring for children; whilst otheisdiJudith Butler (1993) claimed that
gender is a social construction that results inweods being created for human beings.
These arguments have continued to be debated enclaimed by some authors such as
Siegel (1997) that the third wave of feminism afgydrought with it apathy towards the
issue of gender equality. Further, Siegel (199aihts that the orthodox view of feminism
is outdated and irrelevant in today’s society. Saititudes have possibly contributed to a
resurgence of biological deterministic beliefs. @utly, popular culture appears to exploit
and accentuate differences, with some researdkerBaron-Cohen (2003) claiming that
the recent advances in brain technology explairobserved differences between male and
female brains. According to Schmidtz, (2010) thiglence has resulted in the adoption of
approaches that could be reinforcing and creaheglifference being observed. Schmidtz
(2010) explains that as experiences develop p#atioeurological pathways, different
teaching and nurturing approaches may be resperfsibivhat he has suggested are the

unsupported definitive claims being made aboug#redered brain.

Ironically, the very sector that is charged angted with the remedy and responsibility for
children’s development may, through the adoptiopsgudo-scientific practices or

[10]



blindness to practices, reproduce the old rhetbat boys and girls are immutably
different and require different educational expeces. Perceptions and theoriesvbly
differences exist between the sexes can have arfpdwéect on those who teach, care
and nurture children. Ruble et al. (2007), cautlaat theories can become truths that can
become self-fulfilling prophecies, as over timesthéruthcan become practices that are
so embedded that they often go unchallendéolw gender is done depends loow it is
perceived by those who influence and nurture chiltdr development in the world.
According to Lipsitz-Bem (1981, 1983, 1993) and tMaand Ruble (2004), children start
to develop gender schemas through their interaetnahrelationships during the first few
years of their lives. Research undertaken by Vamaetk and Peeters (2008) and
Hellman (2011) appears to indicate that childrequae culturally-related gender
behaviours not just in the home, but in early des#tings such as Early Years (hereafter

EY) provision.

1.3 Professional context and aim of the project

It is commonly observed that Early Years is thstfanvironment beyond the home where
children are institutionally socialised (Gestwiekid Bertrand, 2011). As such the pre-5
setting and the practitioners who interact anddorglationships with the children play a
role in developing, reinforcing and consolidatirgldren’s concepts of gender. Blaise
(2005) suggests that early years practitioners @XBn play a positive lasting role in
promoting authentic gender equality for childres.&university teacher, who teaches
EYPs, my interest in this area for research emerges my professional contact with
students. My students claim that they resporalitohildren at an individual level and that
gendering does not occur in the nursery environnigegpite this, in class and throughout
this research, they expressed the belief that aoglgyirls are different and that children’s
play naturally conforms to gender stereotypes. ddmements made by students also reflect
the findings of Condie et al. (2006):

(Dt is perhaps worth noting that in pre-5 eduaatihere children are allowed
to choose their activities, there was a perce@imongst teachers that boys
(and girls) tended to choose along gender steraatlyjmes.
(Condie et al., 2006:3)
Consequently, in this research | wished to engatemactitioners to discover how they
understood gender. | did not enter the procesitmc¢o have discovered that EYPs
exhibit gendered practices; rather | wanted to@ephow and why EYPs, like other

groups in society, ‘do’ gender. It is importantattknowledge that whilst gender is the
[11]



focus of this study, | would not want to suggestt thshould or could be studied as a
‘discrete’ issue, separate from other key systeaiggories or structures in society. |
acknowledge McCall’'s (2005:1771) caution of theniliations of gender as a single
analytical category’, noting that, of course, gandeersects with other aspects of being for
example: class, colour, ability, age, ethnicity agltbion. Collins (2000) claims that areas
of intersectionality reinforce and overlap with eaxther resulting in complex interactions
and intersections which lead to different expergsnand concepts of identity and that it is
the intersection of gender with these that can teadequalities. Whilst | did not adopt
the methodology of intersectionality to study thedationships among multiple dimensions
and modalities of social relationships and sud@ehations’ (Bhattacharya, 2012) in this
study, | nonetheless acknowledge its importancecklel return, in the final chapter, to
ways in which further research might be undertakbith builds from my focus on gender
and takes a more intersectional approach.

What | explore here is how the practitioners peregiender and how important they
viewed it to be: whether they were aware of respandifferently or having different
expectations for boys and girls. Through the exation of such questions | wished to
explore EYPs’ contribution to gendering in the preavironment. As educators | believe
that there is both a moral and professional dushtlenge opinions and behaviours that
discriminate. In order to do this, according to Newand Williams (2011), it is first
necessary to consider practices and reveal andiegamvhat is currently happening before

changes can be identified and implemented.

This research emerges from an interpretative pgmadivhere, following Burrell and
Morgan (1979), the participants’ perceptions ofdgrcan only be understood by talking
to them and encouraging them to discuss their expezs and give their opinions. To
reflect this approach, | have chosen to start eathe chapters presented here with
reference to what a range of voices—including tradge participants—say in relation to
specific topics investigated. | start my investigas for this research with an examination
of past and current theories of gender by considdriological deterministic views which

presume that biology and evolution determine desrel abilities.
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Chapter 2 — Biological determism — Defence and critique

2.1 The debate

‘No, mummy, that’s for boys’
(Seth, age 3)

Seth, my godson, on the evening before his thithdbay party, instructs his mother as to
what toys should go in the pink and blue party b&ysthe age of three Seth has clearly
developed a schema that determines that small pdaails are for boys and not for girls.
From this type of everyday conversation with yoghddren to debates about why ‘girls
are outperforming boys’ in education (see for exi@mprowne, 2011:217; Burusic et al.,
2012:525) it appears that gender does matter. Henyvéhwe issues that surround gender are

contentious and widely debated:

Men are different from women. They are equal onlthieir common
membership of the same species, humankind. To amaititat they are the
same in aptitude, skill or behaviour is to builsaziety based on a biological
and scientific lie.

(Moir and Jessel, 1989:5).

The biological deterministic view expressed heréMmyr and Jessel (1989) is reiterated in
both popular culture and academia amidst claimswbanen and men are fundamentally
and irrevocably distinct owing to biological difearces which also affect and determine
thinking, desires, communication and behaviour.sehgews are still as prevalent today as
they were over a hundred years ago, with authars as Baron-Cohen (2003), Gurian
(2002), Sax (2005) and Wolpert (2014) advocatiraj Hiological differences separate the
sexes. Others, like Eliot (2009) and Fine (2018yehargued that there is a
disproportionate emphasis placed on dissimilartties relate to what are relatively small
physical and reproductive physiological differenedsch determine male and female.
Further, it is claimed that the formation of gendecontinually ‘reconstructed in light of
normative conceptions’ of men and women (West anthi®rman, 1987:127), resulting in
stereotypes being rewritten and perpetuated depgmai social and cultural expectations
that are continually redefined in an ever-changiogety. Debates concerning gender
will be presented here over three chapters; tee({@hapter 2) will focus on biological
determinism, followed by Chapter 3, which will f@can the social construction of gender,

where | will suggest that gender is constructetharily by our relationships, experiences
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and connectedness to the culture and environmemtiich we live. In Chapter 4 | will
consider stereotypes, where | will examine how &yd colour often appear to confirm

society’s perceptions of gender.

In this chapter, the insights gained from the fwolleg discussion will uncover some of the
arguments that have shaped the beliefs that bi@émye determines and polarises human
capabilities. | will focus on arguments over thst laundred and fifty years that have been
used to challenge the call for equality betweersthees, with a specific focus on the
period associated with the rise of feminism. | ddintend to provide the reader with a full
account or history of the rise of feminism. Rathavjll focus on the biological arguments
used that justify human beings being defined by thielogical physiology. | will also
examine and discuss what has been called the ‘e&vrdinism’ (Walters, 2010:128),
which some suggest manifests culturally in an esiplo of pink that separates the sexes by
colour from the moment of birth (Eliot, 2009; Wa#te2010). Finally, I will discuss the
advances in technology that have, according to soesalted in scientific evidence
produced by functional magnetic resonance imadgM& () which establishes that males
and females have different capabilities and skidised on brain functions. This return to a
biological deterministic understanding of male &mmale could, as eloquently put by
Davies (1998:131), result in society ‘knitting bagk the unravelled world of the old
discourses with every pattern we thought we haguked undone’ . However, prior to
discussing biological determinism, | will initialgxamine understandings and views that
relate to the terms ‘gender’ and ‘sex’ as Meyerd(@Qlaims there is often confusion over

the distinction between them.

2.2 Gender and sex

From birth, the sex of a child—which is the ideictition of the baby as a boy or a girl
based on its genitalia or the possession of XX6rckromosomes—is probably the most
socially significant quality that is ascribed toydruman being. However, authors such as
Canning (2005) and Crawford (2006) note that agegpbas increasingly become
interested in discourses that examine humansnmstef being male or female, feminine or
masculine, or biological or social beings, the tser has become inadequate. Sex and
gender, as has been suggested by many includirgg(BRyL2:92), should be viewed as
interconnected but independent terms. The sexifitag®ns of females and males,
according to West and Zimmerman (1987:127), ddiumaans based on binary biological
[14]



criteria which are thought to be fixed, clearlyidetl and irrefutable. Biological
categorisation allows humans to be discussed mstef specific elements which relate to
physiological and genetic aspects of the body awdihworks. This differs from gender,
which according to Levy (1989:306) ‘...refers te gocial categorizing of individuals
based on social standards and ascriptions’ thatete¥mined and created by society. The
formation of gender is based on how we see oursébuad others) as conforming to
masculine and feminine types of behaviour (Fauseoh8g, 1985; Fox, 2001; Andersen et
al., 2005; West and Zimmerman, 2009). According fdethora of authors, for example
Rubin (1975), Rider (2005), Crawford (2006), Hy@8@7) and Matlin (2008), gender is a
social construction where there are particularucaltnorms and proscriptions in terms of
what is acceptable and what is unacceptable géyoleibehaviours and attitudes. As such,
gender is socially, culturally and racially bounthbelius and Wainer (2004:8) simply
state that ‘(i)f you know that the difference i9O%0 biological it's a sex difference.

Everything else must be considered a gender diftere

However, categorisation and terminology can of seundicate other politics at work. For
example, the Swedish botanist Carl Linnaeus (12@78) was the first to categorise
humans, along with other warm-blooded animals wkoevguckled at birth, as ‘mammals’.
The term emerged during the 18th century when tivasemove by doctors and officials to
promote breastfeeding by mothers, rather than westes. This push was, according to
Schiebinger, (1993:383), ‘in step with politicadignments undermining women'’s public
power’ where a restructuring of both child care #merole of women in society was being
designed. Therefore, the use of the term ‘mammételped to validated the place of
women in the home ‘to suckle and rear their owsmihg’ by categorising and

inculcating the term with gender laden associat{dnd:409). It is therefore with caution
that even scientific terminology should be usedaiitt due consideration of the clear,

distinction between sex and gender.

Meyer (2010) warns that the common use of ‘sex’ ‘gadder’ interchangeably can result
in the undervaluing of the terms as distinct arhsate concepts. Additionally, Ryle
(2012:195) comments that the link between sexl@slagical fact and gender as the social
embodiment of attitudes, behaviour and experietiwsare socially appropriate to a sex
category can be viewed as an over-simplificatidns Tebuttal is rooted to the assumption
that it is possible to distinguish between whadusgely biological and what is socially
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constructed. Eveline and Bacchi (2010) suggestthigaterm ‘gender’ can be understood
and performed differently in various societies antfures. They claim that unlike the term
‘sex’, ‘gender’ is not fixed. Connell (2002) and $¥end Zimmerman (1987) view gender
as an interactive societal construction. They atgaeoften the socialisation view of
gender, which will be discussed more fully in tlexinchapter, depicts children as passive
recipients of social norms and expectations, wgeraler is imposed upon them.
Accordingly, West and Zimmermaibid: 146) consider gender to be accomplished
through relationships and interactions in soci€gnder is not enforced, rather human
beings simultaneously express and create gendehwdsults in gender norms being

continued, replicated, developed and even altergehiticular societies (Connell, 2002).

Smith and Watson (1992) suggest that people de same control over the development
of their gender, both at a conscious and subcousdavel. Butler (1990:302) further
argues that human beings develop their genderigaiit action which is performed.
However, how this process will manifest itself vdkpend on the particular societal
expectations, the feedback and understanding ef®#md how this information is
assimilated into the individual’s and society’s soiousness. Butler (1990, 1993) argues
thatbothsex and gender are created and enacted througil sderactions and that
neither term is fixed. She argues that personality behaviour result in all humans being
gendered and that the norms that relate to phyapgaarance—qgirls have long hair, boys
do not wear pink—and the sex of the individual @signed and created through
socialisation. The normassociated with a person’s physical appearancéhandsex
category, also change depending on time and culesalting in associations relating to
sex being socially constructed. As such, ButleB)3laims that both ‘gender’ and ‘sex’
need to be understood as active terms where tleegoaditional and every changing. The
terms are therefore not fixed with clear and dedtoonstructions and definitions and they
should, according to Butleibfd), be used as verbs rather than nouns. This is becaus
according to Butler (1990, 1993), determining elyawhere biological influences end and
where behaviours that are influenced by culturersironment begin is not possible.
Therefore, what may be determined as a differetidbwable to a person’s sex may also

be influenced by their gender based on their cgjttace or ethnicity.

Moi (1999:32) states that ‘as soon as oppositidndtgical determinism has been
established, it really does not matter whetherwriges sex, gender or sexual difference’.
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The following discussion, which focuses on biol@jideterminism, challenges the
spectrum of views that biology alone determines hguerson thinks, behaves or
communicates. Following Mdibid), it could then be assumed that a definition is no
required here. However, for ease of distinctiothis dissertation the term ‘sex’ will be
based on biological differences and the term ‘geéndié refer to behaviours that relate to
the social responses that communicate culturallyadaonventions and social
interactions, acknowledging that these change tomer and that society continually
redefines them (Krieger, 2003; Holmes, 2009). Iditaah, the term ‘gender’, following
Butler (1990, 1993), will also be used as a verbgdnder—where this will refer to the
process of acquiring gender behaviours and asswtsads part of the socialisation
process. Where there is a blurring of the distondj these will, where possible, be

highlighted and discussed.

Deliberation over the distinctions between the tfsex’ and ‘gender’ has not always
been afforded such interest, as it was assumednieéd sex determined everything. Le
May Sheffield (2004) and Holmes (2009) note thastbitle advised that the significant
biological differences between men and women waueded on their reproductive
capabilities, which dictated that women and mendeghrate and different social roles and
zones. Male reproduction was viewed as being dicesfmrce and female reproduction
was seen as passive. This approach, by extensibasamoted by Classen (1998) and Le
May Sheffield, (2004) suggested that men and wonaehnaturally different positions in
the social order based on sex distinctions andtifums; men were for worldly and political
pursuits and women for domestic. The first susi@iguestioning of sex as a fixed
biological and social determining factor was during Enlightenment period, which
provided opportunities for the historical and pkdphical questioning of traditional,
political and social positions of men and womertcéyding to O'Brien (2009), the
discussions that emerged from this period creatduature and a language for
understanding the gendered organisations of soaretyprovided a starting point for the

first wave of feminism in 19th century.
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2.3 Biological determinism and the rise of feminism

Towards the end of the 19th century the United Horg, Western Europe and United
States were in the midst of the first wave of #mihist movement.This movement

sought rights for women that were equal to men,revkiee focus was on the political
empowerment for women; the ownership of properyadity in marriage and divorce, the
right to make legal decisions and, according te@®ffL988), the entry of women into what
had been traditionally viewed as male professi@asnpaigners such as Mary
Wollstonecraft (1759-1797), Elizabeth Garrett Arsber (1836-1917) and Elizabeth Cady
Stanton (1815-1902), supported by male politicatless such as John Stuart Mill (1806-
73) and John Ruskin (1819-1900), proposed rightsvonen in the economic, educational
and political spheres of society (Sanders, 1999 ZBhe demand for women to have rights
that were equal to men’s in a male-dominated spevas met with resistance (see for
example: Moi, 1999; Sanders, 1999; Whitehead, 20008 desire to maintain the status
guo found support in the rapidly expanding scientbmmunity, which presented its
understandings of the relationships and perceiviéetehces between men and women.

One of the scientific theories of the time thgi@osedly provided evidence of the natural
order between men and women was influenced cormrdibeby the work of Charles
Darwin— although it was Herbert Spencer (1820-13@3) not only popularised
Darwin’s work but also used Darwinian principlesiiake more radical claims, which
formed the basis of ‘biological determinism’ (LigsBem, 1993; Whitehead, 2002).
Confer et al. (2010) suggest that this conceptraited to use evolutionary principles to
explain and understand human behaviour and prontléebelief that human
characteristics and traits are natural, acquiredtherefore fixedsee for example: Jaggar,
1983; Fausto-Sterling, 1992; Stone, 2007). BioJagwas claimed, determines that
particular roles are assigned to all in societgluding gender and social status. The

The first wave of feminism was the first concergedup who worked for the reform of women's socral &gal inequalities in the
19" century (Offen, 1988).

Successes of the first wave of feminism in the UK (Parliament, online):
Property rights for married women that allowednth@ontrol over property and their finances:
v" Married Women's Property Act of 1870;
v" Women's Property Act 1882.
Introduction of rights to protect married women ahnelir children:
v' 1873 - Infant Custody Act theneeds of children should be considered for custody.
v/ 1878 - Matrimonial Causes Act - women experiencivagrimonial violence can apply for divorce.
The right for married women over the age of 30éable to vote:
v" Representation of the People Act, 1918.
Allowed women to gain some access to the prajasssuch as medicine (LeGates, 2001:227).
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destiny of each individual was believed to be Eaavn in a biologically destiny. This
concept, as discussed by Beauvoir (1949) and Vgg2€x10), dismissed or minimised both
environmental and social influences. It also faeouwhat was defined as natural roles and
behaviours which furthered the survival of the spemto the next generation, through
natural actions such as ‘mother-child bonding amttleearing’ (Lgland, 2008:187) and
where the position and role of women as discusgdaubBois (1981) could be defined

primarily through childbearing and nurturing acties.

Further justification of biological determinism carfifom Geddes and Thomson
(1890/2012), who proposed that there were bioldgidterences that created distinct and
specific roles for men and women. In many respéotgn be claimed that Geddes and
Thomson were the heirs of tradition, where theeecégar Aristotelian views presented and
further reinforced by modern scientific methodsass$essment, classification and
explanation. Their claim was that the human bodyaametabolic state’ which is

responsible for the differences between the sétesy argued that:

males are more active, energetic, eager, passiandteariable; the females
more passive, conservative, sluggish and stabMeles...are very frequently
the leaders in evolutionary progress...females tatiter to preserve the
constancy and integrity...(T)he more active malamsequently have a wider
range of experience, may have bigger brains andhare intelligent.

(Geddes and ThomsoR®013012: 270)

The belief that women were passive in their didgpmsiand that their intelligence could not
equal men’s would, according to Geddes and Thor(ls8®0/2012), account for their
physical and psychological weaknesses. This behef; advocated, supported ‘deep-
seated constitutional differencesdifl: 382) and reinforced the belief that women should
have no role in matters of state. This seminakveqpeared to confirm the need to
preserve the social and political status quo wkiatluded women, using the justification
that the natural order that ‘was decided amongtbhistoric Protozoa cannot be annulled
by an Act of Parliament’ (Geddes and Thomson, 18&@l in Moi, 1999:85).

Accordingly, women should not by their nature bierested in political matters.

These various forms of 19th century biological deiaism rationalised the view that
biological differences between men and women vateid traditionally different roles in
society, resulting in the confirmation, amongstesttliscriminatory practices, of the
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placement of women in a lower status than theilerncalinterparts. However, the central
tenets of these forms of biological determinismmid go undisputed. The pioneering
feminist anthropologist Margaret Mead (1901-1978hhghted that other cultures existed
and exhibited differences in the distribution didar and the definitions of the roles for
men and women (Greene, 2003). Mead, as noted bp&E94) and Greene (2003),
claimed that cultural conditioning determines hurbahaviour more than biological
factors, and she argued that gender differences maruniversal and therefore could not
be deemed natural. Mead, along with others sutheaghilosopher John Dewey (1859-
1952), argued that cultural expectations constndtdetermine how men and women
should behave. Sociological discourses that foltbwlaimed that humans are not passive,
but are rather actors who ‘reflect rather than eespby reflex’ (Musolf, 2009:311).
Accordingly, it was considered that the differeehhviours observed between the sexes
could be traced to learning through socialisatwnich is influenced by culture, ethnicity
and history, rather than being biologically detered. | will return to the discussion about

socialisation in the next chapter.

Dispelling, challenging and changing beliefs thainpoted ‘rigid separation of spheres
between men and women, and consequently...genelguatities’ (Hanlon, 2012:186) did
not succeed. While the first wave of feminism didka progress on the political front-by
the early 28§ century women in many western societies could aatkapply in certain
cases for divorce and custody of their childredjdtnot bring about equality or protect

women from being subordinated owing to perceiveddsierenceqibid).

The equality of women was viewed differently by mamthe first wave where there were
diverse views about the ultimate aim of female errgation (Pilcher and Whelehan,
2008). One of two major factions that existed wedational feminisn{Offen, 1988:137),
where women were seen to be ‘equal but differenthfmen and, once suffrage was
achieved, could get on with their womanly dutieb@ne as this was their biologically
determined role (Offen, 1988). By contrasgividualist feminisnsaw its mission as
achieving autonomy for women and reducing the teege women only in terms of child
bearing and rearing (Offen, 198&)dividualist feminisnwanted to achieve more in terms
of ‘Protective Legislation’ (Lewis and Davies, 198e) which according to Banks (1981)

would allow women to have equal rights to men boside and outside the home.

[20]



2.4 Wider social emancipation and second wave feniém

In the second part of the 20th century a new wadyeminism sought to challenge the
continuing social patriarchal structures. The Sdoatavée of feminism is a title ascribed
to the rise in feminist action, which took placeBtain, across Europe and America from
the late 1960s onwards until the late 1980s/ e8380s (Lober, 2010). The title, according
to Kavka (2012), is commonly used but should ngdlynthat there had been no feminist
activity between the first and second movemens. dicknowledged that this movement
was not one but many associations with many pafitscus: women’s legal rights,
women’s entry into occupations and professionsleae traditionally the domain of men,
elimination of sexual violence, sexual harassmamistitution, and pornography, including
the acceptance of sexual and sexist representatfamsmen (Mazur, 2002). Second wave
feminism sought to challenge embedded acceptanappréssion and exploitation, not
just those which affected women directly but thdegved from racial, social and sexual
subjugation (Gilmore, 2008; Lober, 2010). The mmeat was ‘a profusion of visions of

women’s liberation’ (Jaggar, 1983:4) and was ledgesive than first wave feminism.

The second movement aimed to tackle broader ighaaghe first but common to all the
elements was the understanding that the prevaglatigarchal social conditions needed to
change (Jaggar, 1983). There was, according toT&010), a need to address and alter
the long-held belief that men were the norm antltthey alone had characteristics that
were valued and that women by extension, were iteficdels, who were prey to their
emotions and hormones. This belief, well into tB8 @entury, was one of the strongest
obstacles to women’s progression and it underlthecassumption that women were seen
as being subjugated to men as part of the natwlal.oFrom this perspective it was
thought that activities such as bearing and nurguchildren were where women excelled.

A woman's purpose was to be a mother and this waptedetermined role. Tiger (1971)

3 Successes that emerged from the second wave afifem{UK): (UK Parliament, online)
v" Married Women'’s Property Act. 1964 - A woman wamiged to keep half the allowance given by herusgo
v Equal Pay Act 1970 became law in the United Kimgdalthough it did not take effect until 1975
In 1974 contraception become free for every oim the UK
v" Sex Discrimination Act 1975 makes it illegal todiminate against women in work, education anding. The
Employment Protection Act introduces statutory mrdtg provision and makes it illegal to sack a vambecause she is
pregnant
The Equal Opportunities Commission 1976 - getioupolice the equal pay act and sex discrimimagict.
Women can apply for a loan or credit in theunamame 1980.
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suggests that attempts to join a man’s world woesdilt in women being over stretched

and neglecting their real duties, of the home amailiy.

The association of women with their reproductivpatality resulted in an underpinning
biology which increasingly defined their social aapy. Le May Sheffield (2004) also
accuses Judeo-Christian religion of supporting@odoting patriarchal dominance.
Religions, she claims, have continued to endomsédétief that it is God's plan for men to
dominate over all the creatures of the earth, oioly women (for example: Clifford, 1992;
Gamble, 2001; Gallagher, 2003). Therefore, botigicel and science—often advisories—
both claimed and supported the governance of wamehe basis of biological
differences. The feminist movement sought to chgkeand correct this view. According
to Oakley (1985), sexism could not simply be comgddy giving women the same rights
as men; rather, there was a need for a restrugtofisociety and culture. Gender equality
constructed within the existing social paramet®akley suggested, would result in
women adopting male perspectives and attitudeshwkauld only reproduce further
inequalities. She believed that there was a need few balance in society where a new
perspective would take account of women'’s lives exjyakriences.

Oakley (1985) notes that two approaches to adargslsis perspective emerged during the
second wave of feminism, one of which was to eshlthe role and impact of
socialisation in constructing gender, a theme I sgtlurn to in the next chapter. Another
was to celebrate feminine qualities, voices angdgmmtives and to reshape the gendered
social order. This later branch of feminism wasnggentric’, positioning qualities such as
nurture, care, child rearing and sensitivity asgehe sites of women'’s strengths and
distinguishing them from men (Young 1985:181)prthposed that a women’s unique
ability to bear children endowed her with a patacwistinctive and natural inclination
towards care, nurture and bonding. Chodorow (199Bjgan (1982) and Noddings
(1984), in their different ways, suggest a corretabetween gender and particular
biological characteristics, where female sex antigedifferences result icarebeing
women'’s special realm. Nicholson (1994), howeveunters this view and suggests that
these perspectives are reflective of white midthschild-rearing practices that are
particularly placed in Western society. Otherif@sts (see for example: Scott, 1999)

challenged the view that women are predisposedaurticplar roles:
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It follows then that gender is the social organ@abf sexual difference. But
this does not mean that gender reflects or implésfered and natural
physical differences between women and men; rajheder is the knowledge
that establishes meanings for bodily differences.

Scott (1999:2)

Scott (1999) argued that defining women by thestdgy, even when these perspectives
promote positive and powerful ascriptions to theliies, would continue to reinforce
sexism and biological determinism. Oakley (1983eddhat the second wave of feminism
remained split over whether women’s sex and geoolgld be viewed as their unique
strength or whether both gender and sex differease®cial constructions would continue

to limit women'’s full participation in society.

The second wave did undoubtedly bring about sicguifi political improvements and a
move towards a more equitable society with the EBag Act (1970) and Sex
Discrimination Act (1975), to name but a few pragige changes. Indeed, as observed by
Lotz (2001), for some commentators these developresulted in a perception by some
that feminism was no longer relevant or necessacplse its objectives had been
obtained. For a new generation, and possibly aerade, the challenge to biological

determinism seemed to have no place or importance.

2.5 Third wave feminism and the reclamation of fenminity

The 1990s heralded the third wave of feminism, klsmwvn as post-feminism, although
according to Kavka (2012) the suggestion that tfierdnce is purely semantics is
contested. For some the use of ‘post’ suggesteathality had been achieved and that
there was no longer a place for feminism. Othesdleed post-feminism as a movement
where ‘desire and pleasure as well as anger tostuggles for justice’ continue to
challenge social norms (Heywood and Drake, 1997&)udi (1992) also suggested that
the term post-feminism describes an apathy towduel$eminist movement. She claims
that woman in the post-feminist era do not seebetmterested in the feminist aspirations
of equality and justice and there appears to bela spread impression, even among
women, that feminism is a thing of the past anabisonger relevant.

When being asked by a friend what area | wouldelsearching for my doctorate, the

response of gender was met wi@h | thought all that was dead and buried. It ibibof
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an old chestnut This view, Faludi (1992) suggests, is held bgniy and with feminism
being represented in the media as being no lorgp@npnt it is not particularly surprising.
The progress sought and gained by the previous ments has, according to Siegel
(1997), arguably resulted in many women viewingrtbptions as being equal to those of
their male counterparts and insisting that those sthl continue to raise feminism seen as

rather passe.

McRobbie (2004) optimistically suggests that ikithe result of many feminist
aspirations being successfully assimilated into t&fessociety. Sommer (1994) holds that
women should aim to achieve equality using thetexjsocietal structures rather than
aiming to deconstruct and build a new order siraeesy will eventually absorb and adopt
these aspirations. Forde (2007:120) however cerssithis to be ‘anti-feminist’ and
suggests that this will only benefit those womermwabe already advantaged by having
access to education and economic power. Fapg® (urther argues that Sommer’s
(1994) approach will result in any progress beiagditional on the current patriarchal
social structures. In order that real progressaderthere is a requirement to ‘dismantle the
power regimes of patriarchal gender relations’ ¢p2007:121). Brooks (1997) suggests
that post-feminism itself signposts a change inetp@nd in the manner in which
women'’s experiences and opportunities have alt@neldoeen assimilated in relation to a
progressive societal understanding of feminismooRs (bid: 1) claims that post-
feminism rather than suggesting the demise of fesmnsymbolises a course of ongoing

change in the conceptualisation of society and riesm.

One such change of attitude which has emergeckipdbt-feminist era is that women are
no longer condemned for choosing to enjoy and vidar bodies:

girl power (which) conveys an implicit rejection miany of the tenets
popularly identified with second wave feminism sashthe notion that the
beauty and fashion industry contributes to womebijgctification and
attempts to create alternatives to patriarchal p@eastructs.

(Gamble, 2001: 212)

The use of ‘girl’ in a post-feminist society is lomger viewed as a derogatory term; rather
it is viewed as promoting femininity and being akgl with confidence and power
(Gamble, 2001). Third wave feminism aspires t@lmeore racial and sexually diverse

movement where women can rebel socially using tgelrpower’ and their sexuality.
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However, authors such as Natalie Walters suggasatbng with ‘girl power’ and female
emancipation have come disturbing consequencegatitye sexualisation of girls (Walters,
2010:79) and a hypersexual culture which tendxpdoé& women in society who are the
most vulnerableilpid: 120). Walters raises concerns relating to a ceifichich promotes
and celebrates women'’s success and ambition ag b&inifested in perfect bodies,
generally accompanied with a flourish of pink whismo longer just considered a colour
used to distinguish between baby boys and gixsll return to the use of colour to

polarise male and females in Chapter 4.

2.6 A new behaviourism

Many of the behaviours which would have previousten considered chauvinistic and
sexist have been re-evaluated in the light of pastnist trends. Pink, girlieness, Bratz
dolls, fairies and princesses all have been assiediland accepted into modern
consumerism culture. Walk into any high streetdbgp or clothing store and you will be
greeted with a profusion of pink. McRobbie (2004) warns that ‘consumer culture’
where everything is gendered is prolific in chilaheeworlds. She claims that consumer
markets are using post-feminism as a vehicle tatereew markets by suggesting that this
approach empowers women through appealing to plagiicular predilections, as well as
arguing that pink or feminised products, includfeminised versions of existing
merchandise (for exampleegq which now comes in ‘girlie pink’), are all assaigd with
positive images of girls as being active, creatimd adventurous. Kane (2012) notes that
retailers claim that this tactic is to persuadésdo enter into a world that was previously
considered to be the domain of boys, yet still ness a powerfully gendered style. These
preferences have become so embedded in girls'reuttat there is a danger that they can
both penalise and limit what girls can become ahdtwhey might aspire to. Fine (2010)
cautions, that the flood of merchandise can hagesttect of providing little choice for

girls but to buy into becoming pink princesses ety are interested only in things
which are fluffy, pretty and which focus on thelrysical appearance to the detriment of

the development of other aspects of their being.

There is no question about ‘what is for girls’ amthat is for boys’ in clothing shops, toy
shops and even the University of Glasgow’s shogre/pink divides the sexes. From the

current advertising of ‘sexy pink’ Dulux paint, vehi assures young men that if they paint
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their rooms pink, they will get all the girls, toet pink lap dancing pole aimed at 7-11 year
olds which Tesco was forced to remove from the ®iark2006 (Fernandez, 2006), it
would appear that pink sells. Not only does pirnlk bait the media claim that girls being
drawn to pink is part of their natural make up.

2.6.1 Colour preferences

Whilst completing searches for this dissertaticarhe across claims that science had
‘proved’ that colour preference is biologically taired, with sensational headlines such
as ‘At last science discovers why blue is for boysgird really do prefer pink’
(Henderson, 2007). The announcement indicatedhkatnowexists concrete evidence
which provesthat women are drawn to pink due to biologicakd®ining factors.
However, following the sources cited, | found tbisclusion to be somewhat inaccurate.
A paper written by Hulbert and Ling (200'Biblogical components of sex differences in
color preferenceappears to have been used to give credibilityéoclaims made.
However, the information contained in this pieceasfearch has been inaccurately
extrapolated to claim that girls/women are biolajicdrawn towards pink and all that is

‘girlie’.

The research rather indicates that there couldhtzequired biological factor involved in
male and female colour preferences and speculséshis is based on evolutionary sex-
specific behaviours (Hulbert and Ling, 2007). TheaB study was conducted with 208
participants, 171 British and 37 Chinese. Thereevegual numbers of males and females
and the participants were aged 20-26. The tesiremfjthe participants to select coloured
triangles, which across the test allowed them togare eight standard colours at least
once. The results indicated that both male and letmave a partiality for bluish hues. In
addition, the test indicated that females show nobie preference for colours of a red and
yellow tinge. Hulbert and Ling (2007) also propdbat this sex difference arose from
sex-specific functional specializations in the ewioinary division of labour’ibid: 625).
Suggesting that women may have become drawn towelhd red colours as part of early
woman'’s gathering tasks where they had to leardemwtify ripe fruit or berries, Hulbert
and Ling (2007:625) also acknowledge that ‘cultwattext or individual experience’ may
have affected the results. The Chinese participagpsesenting 17% of the sample, come
from a culture where red is viewed as a lucky cobnd this could impact upon the

investigation, as the preference could be affebtedultural norms. The study does not
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make the sensationalist claim citedline TimegHenderson, 2007) and other websites.
Hulbert and Ling (2007) do claim their study sugge®lour preference may be innate but
they also accept that this preference could sigmifyltural preference as a result of
socialisation. In addition, as the study was sreadlle, further enquiry and replication on a
larger scale would have to be made before conelasian be drawn from it. One thing is,

however, clear: the authors do not claim that giresshardwired to prefer pink.

2.6.2 Brain differences

Interest in the possibility of hardwiring in thealom has become a focus in popular culture
in recent years. The market has been saturatedoatks which seek to resurrect the
argument for biological determinist ideas aboutdgerdifferences. Books in the public
domain such aslen are from Mars, Women are from Ve@say, 2005) to books aimed
at educationalists and parents IBeys and girls learn differently! A guide for teach

and parents: RevisedGuiran and Stevens, 2010) seek to explain tlgeafobiology in
shaping the workings of the human brain and thiencthat hardwiring is due to
evolutionary factors. From whether a woman cad eemnap to whether a man is capable
of providing the same level of care as the chitd@her, to why girls are outperforming
boys in schools, increasingly there is a beliet #ilethat is done and all that is desired is
explained as being hardwired in our brains. Soraencfunctional magnetic resonance
imaging supports what has always been known togslichology: that males and females

fundamentally differ owing to their contrasting lugy.

Functional magnetic resonance imaging, known monenconly as fMRI scanning,
produces images of the brain that show the chaindgeod oxygen levels relating to brain
activity. This imaging, according to Schoning et(2007), allows claims to be made about
cognitive activity. Results from fMRI do appearinalicate sex differences in the
development of the brain that appear to manifesdy @achildhood {bid), which could
possibly suggest that there are in fact innatedgdidifferences between male and female
brains. These differences, it has been proposetimeg researchers such as Baron-Cohen
et al. (2004) and Wolpert (2014), have developest tive course of evolution and could
have become incorporated into human developmdmreibtrough hormones that babies
are exposed to prenatally or through genetic difiees. Baron-Cohen (2003) goes so far
as to suggest that this variation results in theeldgment of two types of brain: male and

female. He claims that each sex develops diffarental processes that result in different
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systems being developed to synthesise informafiooording to Sax (2005:28), biology
and the brain explain everything: ‘girls and boxes so different from birth. Girls and boys
behave differently because their brains are wiiéidréntly’. It would therefore appear
that fMRI scans have provided the proof that masyehbeen looking for to show that
males and females are fundamentally different.

It could be argued that social progress has be@le imarelation to these biological
deterministic findings, in which women are viewedoging generally ‘equal but
different’:

Men and women apparently achieve similar IQ reswitis different brain
regions, suggesting that there is no singular uyidgrneuroanatomical
structure to general intelligence and that diffetgpes of brain designs may
manifest equivalent intellectual performance.

(Haier, et al., 2005:325)

Lenroot et al. (2007) noted that female and madénisrdiffer is areas such as size, white or
grey matter and images produced by fMRI scannihbas indeed been found that women
have smaller brains and there remains debate @tueéason for this. However, Kimmel
notes that in ‘the ratio of brain surface to bodsface,...men’s brains would ‘win’ but
...the ratio of brain weight to body weight, wombrains would appear superior’
(2000:31). Some attribute men’s bigger brains &rthenerally greater height (Fausto-
Sterling, 1992), but Blum claims ‘this does notrede account for the overall differences’
(1997:38). Rushton (1996) argues that the diffezsemoted relate to the inferiority of the
female brain. This opinion is contested and Blu8B({) claims it is an over-simplification
as women and men are able to achieve comparabiessmo standardised intelligence
tests. Haier et al. (2005) observed that whitedenat generally associated with women'’s
aptitude and grey matter relates to men’s but éxadty different parts of the brain are
used by the sexes remains unanswered. As sudatr, étail. ibid.) advocate caution when
drawing conclusions from their work and they statg further research in terms of
replication and observations needs to be underta&tare theory relating to why these

differences exist can be formulated.

Another factor which needs consideration, accortdin§chmidtz (2010), is the brain’s
plasticity* and malleability, as it appears that experiencésrims of the relationships and

environments in which a child is nurtured playgngicant role in the changes that occur

4 Plasticity refers to the brain's ability to chareg a result of experiences.
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in the brain’s neurological pathways over timehi@atz (bid: 70) claims that
experiences have profound effects on the brainchvban affect how it continues to

develop:

* experiences create particular constructions anggses in the brain.
* people who have similar experiences show similéimpays in the brain.
» brain plasticity is ‘highly dynamic’ in humans urpuberty and there remains

evidence of plasticity throughout adulthood.

These factors suggest that experiences resultiicgar pathways being formed in the
brain. If, as Millett (1971) famously argued, exipaces are fundamentally different for
girls and boys it is not surprising that males terdales show different brain patterns.
Many theorists, such as Baron-Cohen (2003), Gy#802) Sax (2005) and Wolpert
(2014), claim that the observed differences inltaen provide proof that the differences
are solely the result of inherited biological fastor as a result of evolutionary changes.
However, as observed by Eliot (2009), nurture eftirm of life experiences can become
nature, where biological or physiological changesuo in the brain and can be seen by
fMRI scans. | would therefore argue that the déferes boys and girls experience in their
socialisation may have a significant impact on whatbserved in terms of brain activity.
fMRI scans do appear to show that the brain coesria change in terms of its structures
and functions into adulthoodb({d:70). This suggests that neurological pathwaysate
fixed and that with exposure to new and differeqgeziences the brain can change, with

the possibility that if new experiences are introeiithen new pathways can be created.

Lehrer (2008) cautions that fMRI scans only alléw brain to be viewed in terms of
biological synaptic activity, and this could betrgsive in terms of interpreting what is
being seen. He observes that since synaptic acéilohe is not how the individual
experiences the world, fMRI scans do not show thelevpicture of the brain’s activity.
Lehrer (2008)rgues that what is seen and the significancehetthto the image may be
over-inflated or misinterpreted. An illustrationtbis point can be found in the work of
some researchers who scanned a dead Atlantic s¢Beanet et al., 2009). The subject—
the dead salmon—was shown photographs depictiogl@exhibiting various emotions
and ‘asked to determine what emotion the individughe photo must have been

experiencing’ ipid:2) The subsequent fMRI results found that twainics areas were
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observed to respond in the salmon’s central nerggstem during the empathising task.
The researchers deduced that either the salmocapable of post-mortem empathising,
or that there was a need to further develop thésisaf fMRI scan results. These
reflections resonate with Lehrer’s (2008) concetinsut what exactly is being observed
during fMRI scans and their associated interpretati

It is therefore only with prudence that conclusigsults should be drawn from fMRI
scans. Recent claims made by some (Gurian, 2068nB2ohen, 2003; Sax, 2005:
Wolpert, 2014) state that fMRI scanning provideBrdteve proof that the differences
observed in the male and female brain not onlyioonthat differences are innate but also
recommend different teaching and nurturing appreadar boys and girls. This advice

may in fact be creating and reinforcing many ofdbserved differences.

Despite a continual revisiting of biological detémiam to justify and explain differences
between males and females, there appears to hemevidence that the differences
observed in male and female behaviours, cognitigreferences are due wholly to
biology. In addition it has been suggested thdhére is a far greater range of differences
among males and among females than there is betwales and females’ (Kimmel,
2000:33). In the next chapter, | will discuss sal/éreoretical perspectives that relate to
and impact on how children acquire gender idetitgugh the process of social
construction. Schmidtz’s (2010:70) findings, sudmesthat experiences impact on the
development of neurological pathways in the brgive credence to the argument that
socialisation plays a significant role in brainrf@tion. This interpretation may explain
some of the biological differences recorded intbsaans. Thus, where fMRI scans show
differences in male and female brains and simiéiin brains of those of the same
gender, these could be the result of genderedipeadhat reinforce particular behaviours
and preferences. In the next chapter | will foongheories which suggest how girls learn

to understand what it is to be a girl and boysridarunderstand what it is to be a boy.
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Chapter 3The Social Construction of Gender

3.1 Introduction to social construction

‘Ask a female her favourite color, whatever age ishght be,
a kid, a girl, a teen, a woman or even a granme immediate
answer would be "pink™.

(Hubpagonline)

The profusion of pink in our society conditions sopeople to believe the above statement
is true. If told often enough that pink is the jereéd colour for girls and is the epitome of
femininity, then for some this becomes ‘a selfifliffg prophecy’ (see for example:

Tauber 1995:43, Eliot, 2009:15), and for thems itrue...qgirls prefer pink. To learn to
associate beliefs, behaviours and patterns witbraaek of thinking and then subsequently
assume that these are normal is social conditioogietal norms, customs and
ideologies are understood and learned in orderdbaial and cultural continuity is
attained’ (Pandit, 2009:37). According to Durkir®95), individuals learn what
behaviours, beliefs and skills are socially acdeptand necessary to appropriately
contribute to and interact with others in theirtmaar society. Harkness and Super
(1995:26) suggest that ‘children are shaped byhysical and social settings within

which they live, culturally regulated customs..dalturally based belief systems'.

Human beings are not born with preferences or gakather they learn to accept and
reject behaviours, beliefs and skills as they véa categorise reactions and responses to
their behaviour, all of which result in socialigati According to Kimmel (2000:87), ‘our
gendered identities are both voluntary...and caekreee neither make up the rules as we
go along, nor do we glide perfectly and effortlgssto pre-assigned roles’. As children
absorb and internally create frameworks that sighpocially acceptable responses,
behaviours can appear to be biologically or geabyipre-determined rather than learned
(Freed, 2003).

How exactly children internalise and learn whas ito be a girl or what it is to be a boy is
viewed differently by many theorists. In this chaptwill examine three major theories
that suggest how childrdearn gender. These theories will provide an insighd iie

impact and influence of social conditioning, whidn lead to the creation, perpetuation
and re-writing of stereotypes, thus providing cleldwith social cues about what it is to be
a girl or boy in western society. Thus ‘self-fuifilg prophec(ies)’ (Tauber, 1995; Jussim

[31]



et al., 2000; Eliot, 2009) relating to gender carckeated that promote the belief that men
and women are fundamentally different and therelfianee different prospects and roles in
society. However, before the examination of thebgat suggests how children learn
gender, | will begin by discussing the role of gexhe gender socialisation process, as no
discussion about gender can be undertaken witheutdnsideration of the ascription of a

child’s sex as this is where gendering begins.
3.2 Sex and gender

Determining if a child is male or female is basedlwe identification of specific

biological, physiological and genetic featuresiirobthe child. The ascription of male or
female will generally result in the life-long praseof shaping and reifying masculine and
feminine type behaviours in the society and cultarerhich the child belongs. However,
whilst most children are born without any sex amiiig for some, sex identification is not
straightforward. Identification of a child as felmar male depends on many criteria:
genital structures, hormones and deoxyribonucleit @NA), which encodes genetic
instructions for living creatures’ development dadctioning (Eliot, 2009). For a small
section of the world population, 2%-4% (Fausto-I8tgr 2000), there can be
inconsistencies that make this process difficuitsite initially viewing this percentage
as affecting relatively few people, | became avddrihe extent of how significant it is
when | realised that it is as common as Down Symér{Preves, 2003:3) or red hair (Ryle,
2012:123). Therefordisorders of sex developmdmMSD), whilst not common, affect
many children. For instance in a nursery of 400dcén, it can potentially affect as many
as 16 children. This highlighted for me that nbthildren | have encountered or will
encounter fall nicely into one of the binary categ® society assigns and assumes.

DSD can be defined as any congenital condition e/kiee development of chromosomal
or anatomical sex is atypical (Fausto-Sterling,®0Children born with DSD were in the
past often assigned a gender based primarily dhetescriteria ((Hughes et al., 2006;
Eliot, 2009). Meyer-Bahlburg (1998) describesdlsigning of gender to children with
DSD as generally following one of three approachée. first approach is that tie sex
which requires sex to be assigned based on patigehetic criteria. However, even this
approach is not always straightforward as somelamnl do not fall neatly into the binary
classification of XX or XY chromosomes. Dalke (3)0ndicates the presence or absence
of the Y chromosome will identify a child as makefemale. A child born with XXY

chromosomelinefelter Syndromds a male, despite the XX owing to the preserice o
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the Y chromosome (Kamischke, et al., 2003). Chiidyern with, for examplelurner
Syndrome-which results in the identification of XO chromoses—will therefore be
classified as female due to the absence of a Ynmobsome (Ryle, 2012). However, there
are certain conditions that even with the iderdiiien of chromosomes do not allow for
clear binary classification (Dalke, 2003). Them®tapproach identified by Meyer-
Bahlburg (1998) ishird gender,n which no initial gender is ascribed. For thddtthird
gender could be problematic in a world which exelely divides itself into two

categories. The final option @ptimal genderwhich Meyer-Bahlburg (1998) advocates as
he claims this ascription is best for the childisT$election relates to the potential future
reproductive functioning of the child and considaspects such as appearance and level of
surgical intervention. It is suggested that angmad procedures should involve
consideration of the child’s opinion and consevieyer-Bahlburg (2010:466)
acknowledges that ‘gender identity developmentpsyahological process, not just an
outcome determined by biological factors’. Howeweost children with DSD do consider
themselves to be completely male or female (Wisskewt al, 2012). For DSD children in
particular, the role of socialisation is signifit@s their ability to conform to the assigned
sex cannot be easily attributed to biology.

Discussion of DSD highlights the importance of abmfluences on what it is to be male
or female and masculine or feminine (Kessler an&kéfma, 1978; Hird, 2004; Holmes,
2007; Ryle, 2012). Millett suggests that once alsexbeen given to child this will result

in different life experience for the individual:

(s)ince patriarchy’s biological foundations apptabe so very insecure one
has some cause to admire the strength of socialisahich can continue a
universal condition...(where) male and female agdly two cultures and their
life experiences are utterly different.

(1971:31-32)

Doing or performing gender according to Millett 7119, Butler (1993) and Gatens (1996)
constructs for the individual a particular viewtbé world that is not only based on, but
also re-creates, the binary sex categories whiddelthe human race. Kimmel (2000:45)
claims ‘biological differences provide the raw nmraks from which we begin to create our
identities within culture, within society’. HoweneRyle (2012) advises caution in
assuming that a normal or typicaicialisation of children exists. If a child’s belaur

fails to conform to gender-social expectationsamnms it could be falsely attributed to an

error in how the child has learned what it is tcald@oy or a girl. Musgrave (1967) explains
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that the socialisation processes—which can beenfted by many factors including; time,
place, race, religion, people—offers individualsltiple alternative pathways for
development. The influences and choices made éh result in a limiting of the possible
outcomes open to the individual in the future. ThHhere can be neormalas selections
will result in the outcomes being dependant oncti@ces made. The impact of
socialisation on how each individual does gendénesefore particular to them, as are the
circumstances that will affect how gender is perfed. According to Martin and
Halverson (1981), the process of socialisationregt birth with the identification of the
child as a boy or a girl. This ascription reliesrmrmative social information which

determines how each sex should behave, look, relsgah be treated.
3.3 It's a boy! It's a girl!

Gendering begins at birth and continues throughf@utEach child is taught the gender
scriptthat reifies their sex. Initially, adults will paen to the child their particular societal
knowledge about gender. This is done through titsidehaviours and actions towards
the child which reflect the adults’ own expectat@nd views of what it is to be a boy or a
girl. The complexity of social norms, where opimsovary about how boys or girls are
treated—some may encourage their girls to be &girls’ whilst others do not—results in
variations of expectations and responses. Howsweretal trends still have an influence
that result in some gendered practices being peajext whilst other practices change and

shift over time.

Children’s behaviours are thus confirmed or negatethe adults as being that of a boy or
of a girl (Eckert and McConnell, 2013). How oftesshit been heard that an adult will say,
in particular to a boy who has hurt himsetfh‘'stop being such a gi#’ | recently

observed a father on a bus proudly telling thoseraat him Connor is a real wee

boy...you don't like dolls, do you? They're forlginVe don't like girls, do & Since
engaging in this dissertation | have observedtiiie of interaction so often that | wonder
why | had never noticed it before. It appearsdamg all around and yet it is often not
guestioned or recognised. Gender socialisationpted by Eckert and McConnell (2013),
results in children learning social expectatiorat tre different for both sexes and that are
supported by obvious and oblique, intentional amdtentional influences from families,

friends, schools and the media.
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The adult role in the early gendering of childressvobserved by Smith and Lloyd (1978).
Their study found that adults responded to babifésrently if the gender of the baby was
known. Mothers were asked to play with babies sif@lar age to their own babies. The
babies were dressed arbitrarily in stereotypicathels and named as boys or girls. Smith
and Lloyd observed that the mothers responded, fdotkically and verbally, differently
depending on the believed gender of the child. drtilelren who appeared to be boys
received more physical interaction and those wheaged to be girls were soothed and
comforted. As observed by Snow, Jacklin and Maceo®y983, fathers similarly
responded in a gendered manner. They found tHatrkatend to be more boisterous and
engaged in rough-and-tumble play with their sormweler, their play was more sedate
and calm when playing with their daughters. Thisp ound that by the time of the
child’s first birthday, fathers encouraged theillaten, both boys and girls, to play with
toys which were considered to be gender approptiatddition, they tended to eschew
play which involved activities with toys of ‘the ppsite sex’ (Snow et al., 1983:32). These
studies would suggest that the adults induct afldinto their gender roles through social

interaction. However, exactly how this learningdslplace is widely debated.
3.4 Socialisation theories of gender

In this section I will focus on how children leagander by initially by considering two
prominent theories: Social Learning Theory (Bandu¥7), and Cognitive Learning
Theory (Kohlberg, 1966), which according to Hamg@009) are grounded in positivist
traditions where gender is considered as an exterality. This will then be followed by a
consideration of childhood as a social construatnelan interpretivist understanding of
gender, Gender Schema Theory (Martin and Halverdt@®il; Lipsitz-Bem, 1993)
proposes that the individual’s unique experiencesagnition determines how gender is
acquired. It should be noted that these theoriesar presented as solutions or as neat
categories that clearly signpost how gender is\egrRather, the theories discussed
demonstrate not only insights into how gender cuaed but also how ideas often overlap
and blend with each other, providing possible agpt®n of how concepts have
originated, built upon previous theories and sHitteer time. For this research project,
these theories are useful in examining, interpgegind providing possible explanations of

reported behaviours of children that demonstratatuths to be a boy or a girl.
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3.4.1 Social Learning Theory

In a world that is divided into two discrete cldigsitions, perceptions of gender are critical
to how communication with others occur. More oftean not, the first thing we observe
about someone we meet is whether they are maknwlé. However, many claim (see for
example: Leblanc, 2002; Holmes, 2007; Silversteith Brooks, 2010) that it was not until
the second wave of feminism in the 1970s that ibeudsions about the possible impact of
socialisation on the construction of gender begawhich women challenged the
traditionally held views that the differences betwenen and women were biologically

determined.

Social Learning Theory (SLT) was one concept thad wroposed to explain how children
learned gender. Not all aspects of SLT were new. Blilt upon the operant conditionihg
approaches proposed by Skinner (1904-1990) andoVéi878-1958), who, according to
Bolles (1979), argued that particular behaviourddde learned through reinforcement.
Bandura (1977) claimed that children learn by olaegrthe behaviours of others,

retaining what has been seen, experimenting antgttiiese behaviours out and being
motivated to reproduce such actions. Lott and Ma(d993) identified the process as
observing, modelling, labelling and reproducingehBviourism claimed that rewards and
punishments were crucial to the socialisation pgecas they produce the motivation
required to repeat the desired behaviour. Bandi8@6) suggested that when positive and
negative reinforcement of behaviours occur, chiided| start to assume similar type
behaviours that relate to their sex category. Rémeiand replication of this process in a
wide variety of situations allows socialisationtédie place. For example, if a child puts on
a fairy costume; the response from an adult wiluence whether an action is repeated:
whether the response ©h...don’t you look prettyor ‘Get that off Only girls wear fairy
costumesivill reinforce whether the behaviour is acceptaflla the basis of this type of
experience and that of Connor, who was told thgs bdon’t play with doll§ Mischel

(1970) claims learning what the correct action sthdwe will lead to an understanding of
the social consequences of behaviour. This, Band®&6) suggests, leads to new patterns

of behavioural expression and eventually to sajtistated behaviours.

® Operant conditioning was first termed as such kipr@ in 1953. He proposed that an individual'savigur could be modified by
using rewards and punishments. Operant conditiositige modification of voluntary behaviours—as apgd to reflexive reactions
such as salivation—that which can result in théviddal eventually self-regulating the behaviouhgSer and Kipp, 2010).
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Learning associated with gender confirms and eibehaviours associated with the
child’s sex. Reinforcement and motivation to regdesttaviours is dependent on the
reaction of those around the child (Snow et al831Eliot, 2009; Holmes, 2009; Ryles,
2012). A significant feature of SLT is the undenstiag that it ‘is not confined to the early
years but continues throughout life’ (Lott and Madu1993:99). Social learning inducts
children intorules of what it is to be male/female and masculine/feng. Observations
allow children to learn social and cultural behavsthat relate to gender and ‘because
other social categories interact with gender,llbfes that individual definitions of gender
change and evolve as a function of experience'’t(@&od Maluso, 1993:105). According to
Bandura (1986), as the child grows, observes, absand reproduces gender behaviour, it
becomes embedded and forms part of their idendigntity then becomes ‘forged,
expressed, maintained, and modified in the cru@bkocial life, as its contents undergo
the continual process of actual or imagined obsenvagudgment, and reaction by
audiences’ (Schlenker, 1985:68).

One of the major criticisms of SLT comes from Wastl Zimmerman (1987) who argue
that the child is viewed as passive in this sogsdion process. There appears to be a lack
of consideration for the child’s ability to evalaand categorise what they observed and
for the child to act autonomously. SLT considers¢hild solely as a recipient of societal
expectations. The theory suggests that the chiéd dot choose or modify what is
observed but rather that being rewarded or punishikdesult in the behaviour being
reproduced or not. The child’s cognition playdditbr no role. Whilst observation and
feedback do convey information to the child, SLEsloot reflect the complexity or
inconsistencies of the messages the child willivecgom the world around them. If, as
SLT suggests, children develop their understandirgender from the environment, it

fails to explain the variations in gendered attsidf those in the same society. It would
therefore appear that the environment cannot ledys@sponsible for children’s
development of gender. Rather, the child’s abttprocess, evaluate and attach meaning
to the information needs to be considered. Kolglf#®66) acknowledged the role of the
child’s ability to make sense out what they obsémvine development of gender with the

proposal of his Cognitive Development Theory.
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3.4.2 Cognitive Development Theory

Kohlberg (1966) built upon Piaget’s stagedodels of child development to explain his
theory of how children acquired gender. Accordimglohlberg’s Cognitive Development
Theory (CDT), children learn to gender type andarathnd their own gender identity
through a sequence of progressive, distinct, fstades of development. CDT defines
three distinct stages to gender role acquisitiabelling, stability, and constancy. Gender
acquisition, according to Kohlberg (1966), starthwender labelling and occurs
approximately at aged two to three years old. &fsllowed by gender stability, from
approximately three to seven years of age, wherehhd understands that their sex and
that of others remains the same. This stabilityeiserally based on superficial and external
appearances; boys have short hair and girls weér Riyle (2012) notes that it is at this
stage children actively seek and select from theiironment the behaviours, toys and

other artefacts consistent with their sex categibiig.at this age

children are gender detectives who search out ebest gender...who should
or should not engage in a particular activity, velan play with whom and why
boys and girls are different.

(Martin and e, 2004:67)

Archer and Lloyd (2002) noted that CDT gender camsy does not occur until the child is
around seven, when children become aware that@ex bt change, even if the outward
appearance or the behaviour is incongruent witlpéreon’s sex. Kohlberg claims that
children self-socialise after gender consistenagached (Shaffer and Kipp, 2010).

There are several criticisms of CDT. Shaffer (20&¥gues that children place controls
and appreciate their sex—and that of others—lorfigreékohlberg suggests. Children as
young as three are able to make gendered choioes &lys, games and behaviobefore
children reach gender constancy as described bibkah(Unger and Crawford, 1992;
Ryle, 2012). The reality of children exhibitingrgker awareness is exemplified by Seth in
Chapter 2, who at the age of three was not only@wahis own sex but had categorised
bouncy balls as toys played with by boys but nogioks. In addition, Kohlberg's (1966)

® Jean Piaget (1896 - 1980) proposed that childeethipugh particular stages in the same order stAljes need to be gone through; no
stage can be missed out - although some childrgmezer accomplish the later ones. Piaget did a¢bepthere were differences in
when and for how long it can take for children togress through the stages. Piaget claimed thatéges are universal regardless of
culture or environment: sensorimotor, preoperatia@ncrete operational, formal operational (Shadfed Kipp, 2019
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theory gives primacy to the child’s cognition aheit concepts of their world, which
suggests that the individual has exclusive comtrtthe shaping of their conduct and
choices, and excludes external influences, sugeagle, religion, or culture. A major
critique of Kohlberg’s work came from his colleagDarol Gilligan (1982), who in her
bookA different voicelaims that Kohlberg's work was androcentric. Shgues that
Kohlberg'’s theory derived from studying solely malgjects, thus endorsing the view that
men are the normGilligan claims that Kohlberg’s research on CD™ amoral
development omits aspects that reflect how ginigugh socialisation, learn gender and
their sense of morality. This restriction, shermsj results in his work being one
dimensional and not representative of all. Thesesions in his work—from the pronouns
used to the examples he selected to explain hisidse—also led others, for example
Quinn and Rohrbaugh (1981), to ask if CDT coulekfeally applied to both sexes to

explain how all children acquire gender awareness

SLT and CDT attribute the acquisition of gendespecific influences: environment and
cognition. Both theories emerge from a positivigbr@ach to research, which is a
deductive process that aims to test theory (Holloarad Wheeler, 2013). The danger of
taking a positivist approach to examining issuehisas how gender Isarnedlies in the
assumption that the social world can be seen obgdgt Rather, each child exists in a
specific culture and is exposed to a variety ofdigland values. As such, gender
socialisation requires an examination of the cogatif meaning in particular cultures.
Gaskins et al. (1992:7) suggest that:

the verbs acquire and learn, which we used eadrermisleading, for they
convey a unilateral transmission to the child, wherfact, children not only
select from and creatively use cultural resouregsalso contribute to the
production of culture.

Consequently, an interpretive approach is more reang, as it stresses the reality that
humans vary, are distinct from the physical wond é&at enquiries should focus on the
meaning of actions in cultural contexts (HollowaylaVheeler, 2013). Therefore whilst
SLT and CDT offer some insights into how childiearn gender, neither theory fully
addresses the complexity of the influences of $dathors nor do they express the

understandings and meanings that children thensalvach to these.

My research project involves the exploration of BY#hderstandings and perceptions of

gender and as such it sits in the interpretativagigm—this will be discussed in Chapter
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5—as | wish to explore with them their understagdfi and the meanings they attach to,
gender. This approach acknowledges that childaiety and the environment play roles
in the manner in which gender is constructed andnstructed. The lack of universality
perceived in the experiences of children demoregtraoth diversity in the understanding
of childhood and the contributions that childreartiselves make to its construction and
purpose. As such ‘(c)hildren are not just the passubjects of social structures and
processes’ (James and Prout 1997a:8). In orderderstand gender from this
perspective | will first examine how childhood isrpeived generally, as it, like gender,
has been rewritten and modified.

3.5 Aninterpretivist understanding of childhoodand gender

James and James (2004) note that childhood asad gbenomenon is separate from the
biological examination of child development. A lagical perspective on childhood tends
to come from a positivist position from which itpessible to identify universal and
general findings that can be applied to aspects asavhemmostchildren will walk or get
their teeth. In contrast to this, a social corgdtrsinot necessarily true in nature. It is
created and understood by society and has spedidis and expectations that can be
modified or developed depending on how society gharand evolves over time. The
social concept of childhood can be viewed as belrangeable: elements such as gender,
ethnicity and class will provide different expemes (see for example: James and James,
2004; Ryan, 2008; West et al., 2008).

Children are born into society, which has exisfngctices and traditions. As the child
grows, it learns to participate, reproduce andrdoute to these. As such, childhood is
constantly changing and there have been claimgtibeg has been a paradigmatic shift in
society’s understanding of the nature of childh{®gan, 2008). For example, John Locke
(1632-1704) proposed that children enter the wasldbula rasa—blank slates—and are
born withouinnate ideasand that who and what they become is determinesdysol
through their experiencg8aird and Kaufmann, 2008). This understandinghoidhood

is closely aligned with SLT as John Locke stroragyocated rewards and punishments to
reinforce desired behaviours. These views are itrast to more contemporary
perspectives where children are viewed as autonsragents, who not only derive
meaning but also contribute to the creation of nregaim their society (James and Prout,
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1997b; James and James, 2004). Such developmemrtédséered the belief that
‘children’s social relationships and cultures ativy of study in their own right, and not
just in respect to their social construction byleglJames and Prout, 1997b:4). This
ongoing shift in society’s view of childhood hasuéted in research involving children to
elicit an emic or insider perspective, thus allogvandeeper view of childhood to be

understood.

Childhood as a social construct can be seen agjaitdus concept its structure, potential
and recognised period—when it starts and finishdsarging according to the societies
that both create and recreate it. Montgomery, (2868hments that childhood has been
conceptualised in a variety of ways across timeiarsicieties. There appear to be many
inconsistencies in how children’s roles and statge been understood. Human children
are unique in the amount of time they take to bexphysically independent in relation to
other animals, as they are hyper-dependent onsafiwlhurture and care (Montgomery,
2009). Human children also have the capacity tmleaadapt to the values and cultures of
the environment into which they are born. Howetldg dependency upon adults also
results in the acceptance that children are exdlfiden full participation in the adult

world (ibid). James and James (2004) argue that childhooduluaal component of

many societies but it is not a universal one: ‘feparative and cross-cultural analysis
reveals a variety of childhoods rather than a siagld universal phenomenon’ (James and
Prout, 1997a:8). Viewing childhood as a social tats therefore offers an opportunity

for an interpretive examination of children’s liviesunderstand the complexity and role of
children in its construction. However, it shouldrimged that children’s participation in the
construction of their own world takes place witk tlecognition of their subordination to
adults and where the child’s understanding of vithatto be a child is impacted upon by
their interaction with adults who also have pre@wed ideas about what it is to be a child
(Brannen and O’Brien, 1995). Lipsitz-Bem’s (198183,1993) and Martin and
Halverston (1981) gender schema theory (GST), atiebo contribute to this examination
and understanding by describing how gender dewsop not only takes account of the
uniqueness and complexity of childhood, but alsortie of the child in its construction.
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3.5.1 Gender Schema Theory

Gender Schema Theory (GST) contains some feat@itestitothe CDT and SLT
approaches and seeks to explain gender acquissitime internal organisation and
clustering of information that relates to gendeapéitz-Bem, 1983). The theory suggests
how childrenlearn to gendein the society and culture in which they live thgh the
development of cognitive ‘schemas’. Siann (1994¢dsses how these schemas help the
child to rationalise both their cognitive understizng of the world and how it is
represented externally. Schemas can be underssdatkatal structures children use to
encode and process information’ (Siann, 19B). Lipsitz-Bem (1983) claims that
children of two to three years old will start tdate to binary categorisations of male and
female. Additionally, Martin and Halverson (1981ggest it is at this stage children
organise and attach meaning to the informationmkese This gendering process is
assumed to start when the child is able to classfjhimself as one of the binary
categories. Weinraub et al. (1984) observed thahédren advance in mobility and
cognition their awareness of gender increases g¢firobservation and the modelling of
actions of those of their own sex. The child beabtge to recognise her/his sex allows
her/him to develop an awareness of the genderasygres that exist in the surroundings.
Leinbach and Fagot (1993) suggest that the devedapof gender schemas can begin as
early as one year old, which is much earlier thaggested by Kohlberg.

Schemas provide the child with variamiptsabout their world. The child makes links to
past experiences to make sense and predict thenprasd the future. For example, the last
time Beth took a biscuit without asking, mum gaiss. Beth is then able based on past
experience, to predict that if she takes a bigoit without asking she will get told off
when mum finds out. Therefore the schemas or scpuvide information about the world
and offer a reference point to how things shouldt@ how to behave. In particular
relation to the creation of gender schemas, thd @hil assimilate information about
masculine or feminine behaviours, which accordmgipsitz-Bem (1983) are specific to
the environment and culture in which the child $iveevy and Fivush (1993) suggest that
the constructed gender schemas include informadiach) as what it means to be a
man/boy and woman/girl, as well as behaviouralgéde particular situations. GST
acknowledges cognitive, social and environmentzbifa in children’s acquisition of
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gender. Lipsitz-Bem (1981) asserts that sex caiegmn is a product of society's resolve
to maintain ‘gender dichotomy and gender-relatdthbmurs’ (bid: 355). Learning
gender, according to Lipsitz-Benid), is based on the sex-related associations that
children attach meaning to and learn. As in SLhawours will be responded to
positively or negatively by others, resulting i tthild determining if the behaviour
should be avoided or repeated. However, Lipsitz-BEd83)proposes that children will
not always conform to gender environmental nornestduthe creation ¢felf-schemathat
relate to how individuals perceive themselves. €fbgr the self-schemas and the
constructed gender schemas can result in the dbutting from the environmental
norms, or society’s ruleand the child evaluating situations or behavioaselol on their
own cognitive reasoning (Siann, 1994). For examplagy may observe that it is girls who
tend to dress up and that it is they who receistpe feedback from adults for this
activity. However, based on his self-schema, whétls him that he enjoys and has fun
dressing up, he may continue to play dress up tetip lack of positive feedback or in
some cases negative feedback. The evaluation adtasty by the child explains why
some children do not always conform to the nornpeeted by the adults. This
inconsistency will be discussed further in Chagter

Martin and Halverson (1981) also sought to undadsteow children acquire their
understanding of gender. Their work resonates thgih of Lipsitz-Bem’s (1981,1983) as
they proposed that gender schemas created byeahittivide the world into either ‘in-
group or out-group’ (Martin and Halverson, 1981:11ZIhey claimed that these schemas
will determine children’s selection of toys, bel@awi and choices of friends through the
classification of information based on the ‘in-gogutheir own sex group, or the ‘out-
group’, the other group. Martin and Halversorifsd) theory of ‘in-group/out-group’ is
similar in many ways to Lipsitz-Bem’s (1981) GS§,they suggest that children make ‘in-
group’ choices based on the gathering of infornmafiom their environment, ascribing
meaning to it and using their own individual evaiomas to determine what works for
them. According to Martin and Halverson (1981) Jat@n can also control and create not
only their own gender identity but are also ableetgulate and construct rules about the
‘other’ gender. Shaffer (2009:20) argues that ¢loisld explain why some children acquire
very different views, interests and skills as theyelop; it also explains why some
children—and adults—have flexible views towardsdgnroles and behaviours whilst
others have very fixed views. The constructionubdés may also provide some insight into
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why some people who live in the same society vaflydyender stereotypes and are critical
of sexism whilst others continue to reinforce aedoptuate the status quo (Swim and
Hyers, 2009).

It is also important to note that schemas are tsrmodified and reproduced in all areas
of children’s lives as a result of gender spedifieixisting in all institutions. Chappell,
(2011) notes that there is no setting that is allwmeutral space, including the nursery
environment. In all social interactions there agva gender spaces and institutional
habits where gender grammars and perceptionsgmdduced and (re)creataedid).
Whilst GST does go further than either SLT or CBuggesting how gender is acquired
and why there are differences in how gender is igtoed or expressed, there remain

questions unanswered that none of these theolllgsatidress.

3.5.2 Socialisation theories, gender and societyimitations

It is widely documented that children can, throeglnitive processes and interaction

with their environment, search for, make sensatéch meaning to and create gender
rules in their social worlds (for example, Froskalet2003; Martin and Ruble, 2004;
Montgomery, 2005). In addition it is possible fpeeciate that children can regulate and
construct not only their own gender identity bug also able to create rules about the other
gender (Martin and Halverson, 1981). GST recogrirgesnal, external and children’s

own individual factors in the creation of their @nstanding of gender. However, Lipsitz-
Bem (1983, 1993) asks why children—and subsequediljts—categorise themselves
around gender rather than other organising featiurels as religion or skin or eye colour.
Additionally, Haralambos and Holborn (2004) alsk e related question of why

masculinity and femininity are valued differently gociety.

One explanation is given by Lipsitz-Bem (1983) ledrsvho suggests that society at a
collective level constructs the organisational eyst evident in the world at any time. This
rationalisation resonates with Talcott Parsons®iti of ‘structural functionalism’.
Parsons proposed this theory in opposition to lgickd determinism in the 1950s
(Stainton Rogers and Stainton Rogers, 2001). Fyrtieesuggested the differences
between men’s and women’s social practices anditad developed primarily because
‘these differences are manifestations of humankicdpacity to co-operate for the

common good’ipid:42) and reflect the needs of society at a giveetiThis interpretation
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possibly provides some explanation for the pergetnaf male supremacy, as the
formation of specific and different social roles foen and women in the past supported
the survival of the species. Kimmel (2000:96) aggtiat the structure of society produced
‘(d)ifferent structured experiences’, which in tuhas ‘produce(d) the gender differences
which we often attribute to people’. Thus the stwoed social roles for the survival of the
species have created the perceived differenceebatmen and women. As these
differences are no longer required for survival] anorder to create a fair and just society,
stereotypes that attribute outdated gender difteemeed to be understood with the
intention of breaking them down to provide equgb@mpunities for all.

In the next section | will discuss the creatiorantl impact of stereotypes on gender
acquisition in order that in Chapter 4 | am ablexamine specific stereotypes—colour
and toys—to consider the messages that they camneyow they might contribute to the

development of gender identity.

3.6 Stereotypes

Stereotypes, according to Cardwell (1996), aresleebout a group or category of people
that are predetermined and over-simplified in thead world. The origin of the word
stereotype comes frostereosa Greek word meaning ‘hard’ or ‘firm’. It was@uted by
the print industry to distinguish between movabtey type, individual letters and
characters and the introduction in the 18th cenvfiry letter press plate (Stirling, 1906).
The stereotype plate was developed for newspap@mgy by setting the letter type into
columns, to create a frame. This allowed multientical copies to be created, and could
be used on the printing press for long periodsnoé tand for extensive print runs such as
the Bible or textbooks (Robertson, 2012).

The term stereotype is thought to have been fpgli@d in a social science context by
Walter Lippman in his booRublic Opinion,when he suggests that a stereotype was a
‘picture in the head’ (1922:31) which is ‘acquifedm earlier experiences and carried
over into judgement of later ones’ (1922:157). Adiag to Lippman, the social
environment is complex yet ‘we have to act in #ratironment, we have to reconstruct it
on a simpler model before we can mange withbid(20). Thus, a perceived social reality
that tends to be simplistic is created from a mixtof the real world and from personal
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ideas which are influenced by the individual's exgeces and values. Lippman (1922)
suggested that stereotypes are typically expressibreality about particular groups—
women, Jews, blacks. The stereotypical representateated by society can, through
society’s acceptance of it, imprint itself ontolityaas a type of shorthand, a simplification
of attributes or behaviours. Lippman (1922pgests that acceptance of these
oversimplifications transforms society to fit thereotype, much like the stereotype plate

printing onto the paper.

However, whilst Lippman’s analogy conveys the ie&ateciprocity of reality and beliefs,
it fails to acknowledge that whilst some stereotypee fixed, like the print plate, other
stereotypes can be modified, changed or recreatiarh new stereotypes. For instance in
the case of gender, in the 1960/1970s most advertslevision depicted mothers waving
the family off in the morning as she returned to h@usework. Nowadays mothers are
stereotypically portrayed as having to both wor#l have ultimate responsibility for the
family and home where they know best: from the chaf nappies to where mum has
gone to shop. Both these types of adverts port@yen in particular roles but the
stereotypical image of motherhood conveyed anddles allocated have changed,
suggesting that stereotypes are not fixed and eanduified over time. Contemporary
stereotypes often tend to depict men and womeacdsl but different’; however, Branisa
et al. (2010) argue that this consequently attenpitsde the asymmetry of stereotypes,
which reflect a binary world that is differentiatby power. The ‘equal but different’
myth suggests a balance between male and female Wieepicture of supremacy of
males is balanced by females being the bedrockaéty. Works such abhe Hand that
Rocks the Cradl@Vallace, 1865) suggest that women are the underiynsurpassed
force that supports men’s opportunities for wothdege. This view is also reflected in the
phrase popularised during the second wave of femimn America—behind every good
man there is a good womasthat could be argued patronisingly suggests tlamhean’s
social contribution is achieved through supportimg exploits of men. These principles
andscriptscreate an asymmetry of gender that is not compieamgor balanced and is
arguably unfairly constructed. According to Brardjg2010) this asymmetry results in the
perpetuation of stereotypes that depict men ageaatid ambitious and women as
decorative and supportive, thus legitimising sgtseihequality. Whilst it is recognised
that there are social practices that disfavour pitnese are larger and more persistent

narratives in which girls are seen as playing msumial rolesibid).
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3.6.1 Stereotypes and gender

Stereotypes do persist and gender stereotypearticydar, reflect and create beliefs about
what it is to be male or female. Associated whibse stereotypes are physical and
psychological attributes; for example, physicallgnaen could be linked with having long
hair, being small, and wearing makeup, whilst psyaically she could be associated

with being emotional, weak, and nurturing. Theségrstereotypically predict particular
activities and interests (Golombok and Fivush, 20@Htting into the stereotype is a
process that starts from birth, with many aduksting children differently from the outset
(this will be discussed further in Chapter 4), tm¢he assumed nature associated with the
gender of the child (Golombok and Fivush, 2001).

3.6.2 How children learn gender stereotypes

Children’s recognition of gender stereotypes apptadevelop around the time that
children recognise that humans are classifiedtimtocategories, which according to many
theorists is around two years old (see for exanidedura, 1977; Martin and Halverson,
1983; Lipsitz-Bem, 1983, 1993; Golombok and Fiviadn1). Martin and Halverson
(1983) suggest that children are inclined, throtighcreation of schemas, to recall
information that is reliable and consistent witbrebtypes. Martin (1993) suggests that
children appear to recognise different elementsdbatribute to stereotypes over a period
of time: they first learn about how boys and gdioisk—boys have short hair and girls have
long hair—followed by learning about gender asdedaoles and behaviours: women
care, men fix things. Golombok and Fivush (2001@&m that children between the ages
of three and six are more inclined to stereotyperstand Levy et al. (2000) state that by
the age of six children have clear fixed ideas aldat traits are associated with the
sexes. Children first create distinctions whichassociated with the behaviour for the ‘in-
group’, their own sex, before learning the ‘outgpbstereotypes (Martin, 1993:185).
According to Martin and Halverson (1983), this argeovides children with a sense of
belonging and security, where, as part of the hioug’, the child is able to associate with
those who are like him/her. Plotnik and Kouyoumj{a@10) suggest that children
understand and anticipate the world in which thnes by simplifying it through the

creation of schemas, which contain stereotypidakrmation about each gender.
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It has also been argued that stereotypes suppmdlgshared meanings that justify and
legitimise particular practices and socially sigraht structures (Jost and Banaji, 1994).
Further, Rudman and Glick (2008) propose that thezeexplicit and implicit ways to
learn stereotypes. Implicitly, stereotypes catelaened through continuous exposure to
gendered practices where associations are uncaisscimbsorbed through social
interactions. However, children can also be expésekplicit and open endorsement of
traditional beliefs about men and womésid). If girls are told they as a collective are not
good at maths, or that boys’ lack of communicatoa natural expression of their sex
category, then these stereotypes becwateswhich, as Lippman’s (1922) analogy

suggests, imprint themselves on society as reality.

Gender stereotypes not only provide informationualbdhat males and females are like,
they also provide a set of rules about social etgpens and prescribe tihdeal behaviours
for each gender. However, insofar as most sterestgpeate distinct groups with
boundaries and disconnections, leading to averdietvgeen sectors in societies and

cultures, gender stereotypes uniquely do not wisabk to do this.

3.6.3 Uniqueness of gender stereotypes

Gender stereotypes can create ‘artificial bounddoebehaviour and personality,
including expression of sexuality and portrayasex roles’ (Newton and Williams,
2011:199). As Talbot (2010) comments, females ludtes been considered as the
‘other’, as a deficit model to maleness in patriarchal $eseMaleness is often upheld as
the ‘cultural ideal’, from the use of ‘man’ whersdussing all humans, to the default
assumption that those in authority will be malen@Bmon, 2005:6). However, whilst gender
stereotypes do create scripts that divide and atptre sexes, there is also a unique aspect
of connectivity that is fostered between the sexieieh does not exist in other forms of
stereotyping. This connectivity is where the othatsibutes are not entirely devalued.
Connectivity is fostered at a social level: despdatrary messages about the nature of
males and females, interdependence is encourapddreéd often engage in shared
activities where they ‘play houseand ‘mummies and daddie$aturing opposite but
complimentary rolesThese behaviours are often reinforced explicitlg anplicitly by
adults as they promote future expectations anddremativemodels of behaviour. It is
therefore feasible that this pairing of the sexes@osite and complementary could
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suggest a rehearsal for later life. Arguably,aggested by Kellett (2010), this type of

play situates childhood in the paradigm of adulivaiting. As argued by Thorne (1993),
what the child will become is controlled by adudterkeepers, who through their
responses to children’s particular behaviours seeletermine the final product. Children
are encouraged by adults to learn socially expeubechs whereby opposite traits are
found to be attractive in the other but are notilsirly valued in the same gender and are in
fact often viewed as unacceptable. Failing to eonfto these norms can often be the
source of many adults’ concerns and focus; behavithat do not conform to the model
may cause anxiety for some, in particular fathmséxample: Lobel and Menashri, 1993;
Archer and Lloyd, 2002).

3.6.4 Stereotypes: crossing the boundaries

In general, society overtly discourages effemimaitgissytype behaviour in boys.
Conversely, as noted by Archer and Lloyd (2002)Jstimot necessarily encouraged, a girl
being classified as a ‘tomboy’ is tolerated. Mane¢?002) observed that boys use
derogatory terms against other boys as early aslpoel, if it is deemed that their choice
of play is toogirlie, yet girls’ ‘tomboy’ behaviour is not so closely regulated. This cattra
suggests that boys’ behaviour is more clearly @effifixed and gender exclusive: ‘clearly
an essential element in becoming masculine is bexpnot-feminine, whilst girls can be
feminine without having to prove that they are matsculine’ {pid, 2002:52). Antill

(1987) established that adults, parents in pagicalssumed that cross-gender play in
boys, more than in girls, was an indicator of hoexoslity. | have found that whilst it is
not uncommon for women to openly claim that theyememboys growing up, | have yet
to meet a heterosexual man who would readily ddfiaearly behaviour as being that of a
sissy It is suggested by Connell (2002) that, as bogsore likely to be subjected to
overt and stronger peer pressure to conform toeyesqubropriate behaviours than girls
are, boys from an early age consider other boyib#xig feminised behaviour to be
aberrant.

According to Karniol (2011), adults will use andnferce specific types of gender play in
order to distinguish between male and female apm@igpsocial cues. It is claimed that
‘(d)olls, especially fashion dolls, and action figa are probably the most gender-
stereotyped of all children’s toys’ (Karniol, 20122). McNiff (1982) notes that girls are
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often reported as preferring Barbie and Bratz gplks whilst boys will happily play with
superhero figures. Nevertheless, according to MEr8R9), it is important that these toys
for boys are not called dolls. These figures ateroviewed as being associated with
violence, which is a male characteristic, whilsliglare generally associated with girls and
demonstrate nurturing attributes (Blakemore andii@sn2005).

Further, Skodol (2005: 52) observed that ‘parea&srsmore concerned about appropriate
gender role behavior with boys than with girls’ gradents will actively prohibit some
behaviours in order to get boys to conform to vithay consider to be gender appropriate
behaviour (Skodol, 2005.). By the time childreaate early preschool—age three—there
is evidence of avoidance of toys, children andhdetof thavronggender; however, as
noted by Eliot (2009), the children are still relaty tolerant of other children’s gender
behaviour. It could be argued that children of #ae are more focused on their own world
than the behaviour of others. By four, Elliot (2D@&ims, there are signs of rigidity and
early policing of mainly boys’ gender play by othwys, but it is not until about six that
teasing related to sexualigyused by children to challenge cross-gender bhetes:

Renold (2001) noted that boys who exhibit feminisetlaviours are often teased and incur
derisive comments such sissyor poof In contrast, girls who do not adhere to the gend
normsdo not tend to be subjected to the same deroghtonpphobic taunts. Renold
further observed that children of primary schoa affen target males who appear to
exhibit behaviours that are identified with femglelities where it can ‘throw into doubt a
boy’s heterosexuality thereby creating the potéfiathese behaviour and practices to be
“homosexualized” (2001:376). According to Marind Halverston (1981) these
heteronormative associations appear to emergearedap as children become more
aware of the binary sex categories and begin tatiilgevith their own sex type. These
features and behaviours are carried out and pedlcitnstheir interactions with others. As
children learn to associate with their own sex thegome motivated by same-sex (in-

group) and rejected opposite-sex (out-group) stgpes and expectations.

Martin and Ruble (2009) suggest that it is at tteegchool age that children start to imitate
observed adult roles. Children’s imaginative plati@pates adult relationships, which
often reflect stories and programmes, and wherne tisean expectation of two people of
the opposite sex beimgumanddad. Orenstein (2006) claims that play behaviours will
also reflect media trends; for example, many gidsently conform to therincessculture
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where girls are encouraged to await tipgince Kimmel (2005) argues that there are
many who suggest that early nonconformity to thgeseder roles, especially in boys, will
produce homosexuality, but it has been found‘thast boys who report such behavior
turn out to be heterosexual’ (Kimmel, 2005:17). pesthis, misperceptions persist, where
assumptions are made that centre on particulaciased behaviours. This can result in
particular masculine and feminine behaviours begaiged and promoted, and where
exaggerated, almost caricatured gender behavianrbe observedhid). One such
example of this could be the current trend fotlahgs pink being associated with
exaggerated femininity.

This study seeks to examine how adults interpegt twn and the children’s interactions,
to determine if gender is a salient factor in at@fds behaviours in the pre-5 environment.
The investigation includes the examination of wkethe practitioners are aware of
children creating, strengthening or resisting stgfges. To understand why these
stereotypes persist and result in social divisidns,necessary to examine research into
some of the social practices that continue to gagte them. In the next chapter | will
examine and discuss previous pertinent researctogs and colour preferences that often
appear to confirm and endorse gender stereotyples.examination of colour, in

particular pink, comes from the current commerfwalis on pink and toys, as these are
often the main sources for promoting early childelepment, as well as being a particular
focus that emerged during the research discussitresexamination of these two areas
will help identify key aspects of gender stereoty/fieat possibly reproduce and perpetuate

beliefs and behaviours associated with gender.
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Chapter 4 — Stereotypes: Toys, Colour drEarly Years

My wee girl has just turned three and she knowsheycolour of toys. She
will say that it is a boys' toy or if it is clothasit is blue, she'll say that's
boys' clothes there. And she's been saying that Woee while.

RBDG3)

4.1 Perceptions of toys and colour

Visit any toy store and it is obvious that toys elesarly labelled for girls and boys: dolls
are for girls and construction toys are designed&ys. Many parents, as evidenced by
RP3’s comment, report that children learn earljfewwhat colours and what toys are
associated with what sex. It is even suggestedefample, Alexander and Hines, 2002)
that the gender differences in toys and colourscelsanade by children can be seen in
non-human primates. In this chapter, | will sudgdleat the acquisition of toy and colour
preferences, which some believed to be inhereirifigrdnt for boys and girls because of
their early emergence in children’s developmem, lma understood in relation to the

socialisation theories previously discussed in @ra}.

Socialisation theories speculate that gender rekabiours in children are learned (see
Chapter 3). The following discussion of childreplay and colour choices suggests that
not only are stereotypes evident in children’s @resice of toys and colours but there
appears to be evidence that adults influence atichas control the choices made.

In this chapter | will discuss the pre-5 environtgmough a Foucauldian lens,
considering the role of practitioners in the gerstaialisation of children as the nursery is
the first environment beyond the home where childnecounter society. | will argue that
EYPs play an important and significant role in hawvildren learn and develop male and
female qualities. In addition, | will suggest tlE&Ps’ attitudes towards gender contribute

to how children learn to be a boy or a girl, whislthe premise for this research project.

4.2 Children and toys

In undertaking the reading for this dissertatiofgund a plethora of research that
consistently reports that boys have a strong peats for masculine toys and girls
generally have a preference for feminine toys,caith it has been found that girls are

more inclined to play across the gender categ¢itesexample, Hassett et al., 2008;
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Williams and Pleil, 2008; Servin, et al., 1999; &kt al., 2010). A range of studies found
that girls tend to be less rigid in their preferenand are more inclined to select toys that
transcend the intended gendering by manufactui@reXample, Maccoby and Jacklin,
1987; Singer and Singer, 1990; Raag and RackB®8). Martin (1995) suggests that the
girls’ toys and activities can develop a stigmaloys, but boys’ toys and games are not
similarly stigmatised for girls. Thus boys are aftiscouraged from playing with toys
designed for girls and any breach will be more ilgabted by othersin keeping with

these findings, Bradbard and Endsley (1983) ndtatildoys’ avoidance of girls’ toys
increases with age and also appears to becomeprevalent when they are aware that
they are being observed. Pasterski et al. (2@5)d that in regards to cross-gender toy
play, boys specifically get given much clearer amate frequent redirection by parents and
by other boys. Singer and Singer (1990) observatbys were also more inclined to
choose toys consistent with gender stereotypes.

Research by Martin et al. (1995:1453) asked predadathildren to rate whether they and
others would like and classify ‘unfamiliar, non-sigped’ toys. They noted that the
children were able to indicate their own preferanaed apply gender labels to the toys to
suggest how others would respond to the toyspgdeared that if a toy was labelled for the
other gender, this would reduce the appeal ofdf€ilbid). It has been previously noted
that children tend to classify toys that they ldsetoys that would engage others of their
sex (for example, Martin and Halverson, 1981; Cala al., 1989; Schor, 2004). Martin
et al. (1995) observed that children draw on stgpes to explain the toy choices made by
other children for instance: it is pink, so onlylgjiplay with it or if it is noisy, it is for

boys. Therefore the attribution of specific steypatal gender features aids the
identification of the toy as being for a boy orid.g

Blakemore and Centres (2005) conducted a studywnittergraduate students who were
asked to classify toys as for boys, girls or b&ttem this they were able to establish five
groups: ‘strongly feminine, moderately feminineutral, moderately masculine, strongly
masculine’ (bid: 621). After the toys had been categorised bysthdents, the features of
the toys selected were subsequently identified updeicular headings. The results appear
to indicate that the masculine type toys are mai@ent, competitive, exciting and
dangerous’ whilst girls’ toys tend to have quaéiteich as ‘physical attractiveness,
nurturance and domestic’ (Blakemore and Centre35:826). It was found that the toys
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that were viewed as extremely gendered contriblessito the children’s ‘optimal
development’ and that toys that were deemed toweage a variety of developmental
skills were neutral or for boys (Blakemore and @est2005:61p It is important to note
that it was adults and not children in this studyoveategorised the toys. Often adults will
select and, in many cases, control the toys thitreh are given. This control can lead to
a perpetuation of particular categories, such asedtic and nurturing toys for females and
action toys for boys. | would suggest that the reaiance of particular stereotypes limits

play and developmental experiences for both bogsyais.

It is plausible that children, as suggested byitzpgBem (1983), learn and develop gender
schemas based, at least in part, on the toys tieegiv'en and those labelled for their
gender. These schemas then explain and ratiothésgender choices that they and others
make. However, there are research findings intlolidn’s gender type play that appear to
confirm the belief that gender toy choices are rstand may have evolutionary origins.
There are some who have claimed that specificaatyufes appeal differently to the sexes
(for example, Alexander and Hines, 2002; Hassedt.eP008; Williams and Pleil, 2008).
Biological or hormonal origins for toy preferenseme argue, are supported by studies
that show that girls who have a condition calahgenital Adrenal Hyperplasia (CAH), in
which the female baby (CAH also affects male babigt there is no evidence that it
impacts on their play behaviour) has been giveawanexposure to preatal male
hormones in the womb, show tendencies to play witat are considered to be boys' toys
(for example, Frisen et al., 2002; Pasterski .e28l05; Eliot, 2009). Frisen et al. (2002)
investigated the exposure and impact of prenaté hmamone on the development of the
female human brain and they claim that it did depehale-typed behaviour. However,
they also acknowledged that the severity of CAHrthtlalways correlate with the level of
male-type behaviour observed and that it was plestilat other factors such as the child’s
social circumstances could influence the levelsasfaviour. Thus, while girls with CAH
do show indications that gender-type behaviouraddel influenced by pre-natal androgen
exposure, Hassett et al. (2008) state that itigassible to completely rule out other
factors, such as socialisation.

In addition to this research, Alexander and Hirg30@) claim that evolution has resulted
in the male and female brains developing diffegestl that they are attracted to different
features. They assert that ‘there is evidencethigaprimate brain has evolved specialized
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recognition systems for categoriesdi:474) and that these systems are different for snale
and females. Alexander and Hines (20§&ye vervet monkeys a car, a cuddly dog, a
book, a ball, a doll and pot. The amount of timat the monkeys were seen to play with
the toys, it is claimed, reflected similar gendiaypreferences in boys and girls. The male
monkeys appeared to prefer the car and the balttenfmale vervets the pot and the doll.
It was noted that both males and female monkeygeglavith ‘gender neutral’ items (a
cuddly dog and a book with pictures) for the samopertion of time. Alexander and Hines

(ibid:467) suggest that these variations in toy choice

may have evolved from differential selection pressibased on the different
behavioral roles of males and females, and thdvedmbject feature
preferences may contribute to present day sexdatiprphic toy preferences
in children.
This and other such studies (Hassett et al., 200ams and Pleil, 2008) appear to
support the influences of sex on gender-typed tefepences: ‘toy choice may reflect
evolved sex differences in activity preferencesproharily resulting from socialization
processes’ (Hassett et al., 2008:362). Such caodsidhrave led to suggestions that there
are innate factors that draw each of the sexeartacplar but different features of toys.
The main criticism of this type of research witlnpattes is that the car, ball, doll and pot
are understood from a human social constructiowmnt, with gender associations
having been ascribed by humans. As such, therbeao guarantee that the primates
share a similar understanding of these objects)gigs, whether male or female, do not
cook food and so the association of a pot withnaale domestic role therefore is
incongruent. In addition, since the motor car masvolutionary terms been a recent
invention, it is unclear why a car should be asstec with males rather than females.
Hines did subsequently publish further work on gerahd, in 2010 along with Jadva and
Golombok, published research that acknowledgepdbsible role of socialisation in the

choices that children make:

...the sex similarities in infants' preferencesdolors and shapes suggest that

any subsequent sex differences in these preferenagsirise from

socialization or cognitive gender development nathan inborn factors.
(Jadva et al., 2010:1261)

The claims that children choose and play with patéir gendered toys is not disputed

here, rather, | question the reason for the cha€ésys. Whilst, as outlined above, it has

been argued that evolution and biology determiaé ¢hildren are drawn to particular
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features, | argue that the environment that istetefor and surrounds the child plays a
significant role in determining what toys the chiidl be attracted to, and subsequently
will consistently play with. Lipsitz-Bem’s (1983gder schema theory—as discussed in
Chapter 3—would suggest that by exposing childogpatrticular experiences they are able
to create categories and schemas that will helgriohte how they respond and behave.
According to Freed (2003), the environment and syp®to particular normsill provide
children with information to construct and recrelagdaviours and preferences, often

resulting in these appearing to be natural ratien tearned.

4.3 The gendered environment

The environment that surrounds the child, accortingndersen and Taylor (2007),
conveys messages about norms and expectatiohs) itan provide a sense of security,
familiarity and predictability. Pomerleau et al9@D) observed the environment created for
120 girls and boys: the children were aged 5, IB2thmonths, and each group had 20
boys and 20 girls. They noted that girls and baa Very different rooms: boys had
‘sports equipment, tools and large and small vekiclgirls had more dolls, fictional
characters, child’s furniture and other toys fomipalation’ (bid: 359). Both sexes also
hadsootherghat were gender co-ordinated. Everything famtiathe child appears to
involve gender differences, resulting in the ci@abf two different gendered
environments in terms of colours, toys and pictutlass setting the scene for future
divisions. Additionally, it was noted that clothiulifferentiated the sexes, with girls
wearing pink and multicoloured clothes and boysliteg to wear blue, red and white
clothing. Other studies also confirm that paremts/jgle children with toys according to
their sex. Snow et al.’s (1983) study found thétdéas would give a doll to their daughters
but were unlikely to give it to their sons. Snowakts (1983) and Smith and Lloyd’s
(1978) research into parental behaviour—as discuss€hapter 3—indicates that the
most significant and important feature which deiess adults’ initial responses to any
child is their sex. This environmental socialisatis possibly the first step towards the
creation of two worlds and it could be argued, fetsscene for two very different life
experiences and, as Millett (1971) suggested, esdato distinct cultures.
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4.3.1 The environment and socialisation

Socialisation of children occurs on all fronts,nréhe environment in which they live and
sleep, to what they wear and what they play witdw adults respond and treat them.
Following the socialisation theories discussed lagter 3, observations, reinforcement
and modelling of gender behaviours from the monoéthe birth will result in the creation
of schemas (Martin and Havelson, 1981, Lipsitz-B&883) that dictate choices,
preferences and stereotypes to which the childaitidich meaning. Subsequently, children
will conform to societal norms and expectations|uding the toys they play with and
colours they prefer. For instance, if a girl is stamtly exposed to pink, this becomes
familiar and normathrough the experience she is given; from the shysplays with to

the profusion of pink that she faces in toy shajthes shops and in the media.

4.4 The significance of colour

Toys are designed for boys and girls in many déffiéways. Perhaps the most obvious and
exploited feature currently is colour (for exampleBue and DelLoache, 2011). Auster
and Mansbach (2012) found that in the Disney Stoteurs such as red, black, brown and
grey are used in the design of action figures, ttoogon toys, vehicles and weapons
which are marketed and targeted at boys. In canpasple and pink toys are targeted at
girls, and tend to fall into nurturing, appeararaeative or domestic categories. This
research had some findings that were similar t&@teore and Centres’ (2005) work
which found that toys that claimed to be gendetnaéwere generally designed to appeal
to boys and appeared to have been colourbedys’ colours. This marketing is perhaps
due to consistent findings that suggest that boysreore likely to be stigmatized for cross-
gender play than girls, who are less troubled aptaying across the gender divide (for
example : Martin et al.,1990; Hassett et al., 2008liams and Pleil, 2008; Jadva, et al.,
2010). Thus the use bbys’colours to sell toys may appeal to a wider manketvever,

as will be discussed in more detail later, degpii toys which are often considered to be
for boys—construction and science toys—have regd&tomepinkified for example
Legohas become pink apparently to attract girls, wihiaked on the above research is not
necessary. So perhaps cynically this could be ueagea commercial endeavour to sell

more products by perpetuating the belief that tieeenatural predilection by boys and
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girls to be attracted to particular features aridws in order to generate more profit

through more sales.

The use of colour has always had significance doregy to create or indicate a gender
divide or make a social statement. The cost arfctdlify in acquiring or fixing particular
colours to fabrics or materials in the past oftesutted in the wearing or use of colours by
those with power or money (Gardener and Kleinet,020Until relatively recently, the
dyeing process was patrticularly difficult. Accordito Brunello (1973), the status of
sporting particular colours related more to théyand the difficulty of the production of
the dye rather than the colour itself. Whilst thersxe many available pigments that could
create colours, the problem was that fabrics waooldretain the colour or they would fade
after washing or exposure to sunlight. Consequetitly resulted in dyes being costly and
scarceipid). Some colours gained significance and in pddigwolours such as purple
and red were associated with wealth and powerdédgr and Kleiner (2010) discuss the
historical significance of purple as it was oftasaciated with royalty and was expensive
to produce. Another dye which was also prized thascolour red whose first recorded
use, according to Robinson (1969:25), was in 17€7 Burulyanov (2009) noted that the
Romans in particular prized red and purple dyesak not until the third century that it
was possible to make blue dyes and by then it was possible to produce inexpensive
purples or redsii§id). Brunello (1973) noted that in the Middle Agesotir continued to
emphasise a contrast between the rich and the t@obright coloured clothes were worn
by those in power and the drabber colours wereakaurs worn by the lower classes
whose clothes tended to be dyed in yellow, greehrasset. It was not until the creation of
synthetic dyes in the mid T@entury that it was possible to produce more videsaw

cost dyes that produced a wider variety of colairgothing {bid).

Throughout this extensive period of history, thappears to be no assumption that either
sex had a predisposition to be drawn to a partiadbur—as discussed in Chapter 2.
Although colours such as red and blue were oftenaated with hot and cold
respectively, according to Classen (1998:65), nahadpositive association with heat,
which in turn,made men intelligent, courageous, and forthrightiese associations were
in contrast to women, who were viewed as cold, Wwhitade women unintelligent, timid,
and deceitful’ (Classen, 1998:6%)olour, and its association with gender, in pre-
modernity, related to masculine and feminine giggliand the assumed nature and
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temperature of men and womehbiqd). These conjectures about the disposition of wome
assumed that the physical differences between me&mamen were mirrored in
psychological differences. This view, as discusagdhapter 2, has contributed to many
stereotypes being perpetuated and to the beliethbee are fundamental diametric
differences between men and women, which even tedggest that women and men have
different nurturing roles and approaches to leayiigee for example: Noddings, 1984;
Baron-Cohen, 2003). These have in turn helped ibaéd to the creation of new
stereotypes and beliefs (see Chapter 2); for exarntipe belief that women are naturally
drawn to colours, in particular pink, because afletronary factors.

4.5 Pinkification

Girls do prefer pink and boys will choose bluejtsappears that children do prefer colours
that conform to adult stereotypical categories.uGial. (2006) asked boys and girls who
were aged from three to 12 years old to select ttieee favourite colours’ from a colour
chart created in a stereotypical manner. They fabatboys selected blue to pink whereas
girls chose pink to blue. Picariello et al. (198330 noted that when preschoolers were
asked to choose their preferred coloured felt pgnfa choice of six coloured pigs, which
were coloured either stereotypically masculine yniatue, brown, maroon) or feminine
colours (light pink, bright pink, lavender), thiildren chose in a predictable gendered
stereotypical fashion. However, this contrasthwiudies of pre-verbal children which
found that children as young as two months shoveedatable gender variation in their
preference to stare at colours (see for exampéldfin et al., 2010; Jadva et al., 2010). It
Is possible that the plethora of research (Pidarglal., 1990; Chiu et al., 2006; LoBue
and DelLoache, 2011; Auster and Mansbach, 2012)hahiggests the absence of sex
difference in babies’ and toddlers’ preferencescfdours, considered with the findings
that older children exhibit gendered colour setawi indicates that children leatrese

colour preferences.

Gender colour inclinations appear to emerge ay eartwo years of age, which is
consistent with socialisation theories that ackmalgk that children start to see themselves
as either male or female around this age (LipsgémB1983). This parallel suggests that
the ability to categorise objects and colours deyehlt the same time as children learn to
create gender schemas and stereotypes, rathdoehmninnately present. In addition, as
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discussed previously, cultural and historical erpteons for preferences for colours such
as red and purple were linked more to adult powdn@ealth rather than having any
biological or evolutionary basis. This supports bieéief that colour preferences are

socially acquired.

4.5.1 Pink and clothes

One of the many decisions to be made on learniagettbaby has been born is what colour
of clothes to buy. In terms of the associatiomieein colour and clothing, Paoletti (2012)
states that in the focentury young children’s clothing was generallytnal and sex
differences were not emphasised. Her studiesatelithat both boys and girls were
dressed in dresses or skirts until approximateky @r six years of age. The only difference
noted was that the dresses buttoned up differemblys buttoned up the front and girls up
the back. It was not until | discovered this thetdalled a favourite phrase of my Gran’s
when she thought | was up to something. She wayldd® you think | button up the

back? evidently asking do you think | am stup®i This had been a common phrase in her

childhood and denoted gendered attitudes of wharh sure she was unaware.

Paoletti (1987) proposes various reasons for tsi@hcal lack of distinction between girls’
and boys’ clothing. One possibility was that cleldmwere viewed more as a homogenous
group, where their gender was not considered aidgffactor until the child reached the
age of six. Another suggestion was that young obiildvere often viewed as less
important than adults and that the clothing wornrgnts was more noteworthy of their
age rather than their gender (Paoletti, 2012). oAtiag to Postman (1962), the
philosopher Erasmus, at the end of th& ¢éntury, suggested that children should be
dressed and treated differently from adults. fiassible that during the post-enlightenment
era, when a more romantic view of childhood wasptet, and when young children were
viewed as innocent beings (James and James, 20@4; R008), that white was adopted
to reflect their purity. However, it is also podsithat there was a more practical rather
than philosophical dimension to dressing boys ard i the same clothes. Clothes were
homemade and expensive for many families, it wasefore expedient for clothes to be of
a standard colour, white, which allowed them tdleached and be used again without
fading, regardless of the number or sex of thedohil.
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The combination of mass manufacturing of clothimghie mid-18' century, which allowed
people to buy readymade clothes, and the invewti@miline dyes, which provided a
wider choice of coloured materials, led to a changatitudes towards clothing and
emerging trends. However, whilst colour differenagse often associated with male and
female adults, it was not until later that theydrae associated with children. As noted
above, Classen (1998) explains that the colours wien linked to the perceivedture

of adult males and females rather than having aega@ation with children. Therefore at
this time, red and its derivatives such as pinkewaore associated with males rather than
females. During the Regency period the term ‘pifthe ton’ was used to denote a
gentleman of good hygiene habits (Riley, onlinkeg term appears to come from the
French indicating a man of fashiabil). In addition, blue was often associated with the
Virgin Mary, thus traditionally connecting femalegh the colour blue (Classen, 1998).
Paoletti (2012) suggests that there was no agmaeskeasus or particular gender
significance applied to pink and blue for babieslyunst before the First World War. She
suggests that it was not until the 1920s that itiedern "tradition” of dressing infant boys
in blue and girls in pink had just begun to be pgapPaoletti, 1987:143). In addition, the
advice offered was not consistent and was genetfadlyeverse of today’s trend, with pink
being the colour often advocated for boys rathanthirls: ‘(i)f you like the color note on
the little one’s garments, use pink for the boy bha for the girl’ (Frassanito and
Pettorini, 2008:881). Maglaty, (2011, online) rotkat in 1927Timemagazine published
the colours being promoted by American stores &yskand girls. She claims that many of
the large department stores across America adpis&dor boys. Paoletti (2012)
maintains that it was not until the 1940s that @nkl blue were consistently assigned to
girls and boys. Maglaty (2011, online) sugges#s this was due to retailers responding to
the trend set by the customers.

This trend continued until the 1960s and 1970s wHaring the second wave of feminism,
pink fell out of fashion. As part of the call fequality between men and women, parents
attempted to bring children up in a gender ne@n&ironment by dressing children in
similar, unisex clothes (Daily Mail Reporter, 2013aoletti (2012) also notes that in the
1970s thesears, Roebuck and Comparatalogue pictured no pink toddler clothing. Itswva
not until the mid-1980s, with the third wave of fimmsm, that pink was ‘reclaimed’ as part
of the focus orGGirl Power and consumerism (Chapter 2). This created a pataeloveen
pink depicting the innocence of childhood with gess and tiaras and pink representing
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adult feminine empowerment, often closely relatedexualisation (Abrams, 2010;
Walters, 2010).

4.6 Is there a problem with pink?

Pink is onlya colour, so can it truly be damaging to encouthgecurrent trend for girls to
grow up in a pink world? As Walters (2010:129) ales, ‘(w)hat should be the freedom
to choose a bit of pink often feels more like apérative to drown in a sea of pink’. It is
not pink itself that it is the problem, but ratlieis the amount of it and what it represents,
specifically the type of claim at the opening ofapter 3 where there is the belief that half
of the world’s population fits nicely under a pinkbrella. Kimmel (2000) questions why
there is an insistence by some to define all fesi@éhe same way since there are fewer
differences between the sexes than amongst themiségssed in the previous chapter,
there is a current tendency to socialise girlhalelief that pink, princesses, girlieness,
appearance, caring and relationships are the lwhitging female. What can be endearing
and harmless for a little girl dressing up as agqess with all the pink trappings can
become more harmful when she sees this continaediynd her and starts to believe that
this is what she should want and it is all sheaspire to be. The profusion of pink,
compounded with the images of princesses and cadbiith other factors, can lead girls
to feel that they have the choice of being pretiy B2Eminine, needing to be taken care
of—an aspiration of Louise in Chapter 1—or theg ba independent, intelligent and
ambitious. My concern in today’s society is thagh beliefs are seen as mutually

exclusive and therefore limiting.

Perhaps more worrying there is an insidious aspigaink in which it is associated with
the early sexualisation of children. The United gdom (UK) Government repolietting
children be children: Independent review of the nmrtialisation and sexualisation of
childhood(Bailey, 2011) addresses four main themes to sighport parents in reducing
the promotion of early sexualisation of childreheTreport discusses concerns relating to
clothes that are targeted at children and are nogpjate such as ‘bras (padded or not),
bikinis, short skirts, high-heeled shoes, garmeuitis suggestive slogans, or the use of
fabrics and designs that have connotations of aguibality’ {bid:42). The report also
raises the issue of stereotyping, specificallyH®y¢ommercial world, noting that that there
are very specific and restricted images of whiat ib be a girl or a boy. The report
highlights concerns about the messages that areeged about what children ‘need in
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order to fulfil those gender roles’ (Bailey, 2012)4Specific reference is made to the
persistent gendered colouring of accessories fitdren. It is acknowledged that emphasis
is placed on the use of largely pink for girls v8hiboys are offered a wider selection
although they too are often limited to blue/camagé colours. Toys and games are also
discussed, recognising that there is an active cential encouragement to aim particular
gender stereotypes at girls and boys: make ups,dalhion design for girls: and cars,

guns, action-figures targeted at boysd:42).

The report focuses mainly on the early sexualisatiogirls and, disappointingly, it at
times appears to dismiss or underestimate the oamcelating to the effects of
stereotyping for both girls and boys. | would ar¢ju@ these issues are often related and
that narrow definitions of femininity and masculjnare created through stereotypical
clothes and products. As discussed by Fine (2840)Orenstein (2011), this trend can
result in some children either spending their ligesstantly trying to live up to impossible
idealised images or failing to achieve these and tiving with constant feelings of failure

and alienation.

4.6.1 The pink effect

Despite the plethora of research into the effettgeader stereotyping, including gender
and colour, toys, and environment, the full extefrthese practices still needs further
investigation. Walters (2010:145) asks if ‘(w)ersund girls with pink, we buy them pink
clothes, we give them pink bedrooms, can we berisagif they are readier to say they
like pink?’ In addition, as discussed in Chapteth2re appears to be a media drive to
provethat the perceived preference for pink by girlslfeut and Ling, 2007) is biological,
often the coverage of this issue is sensationaseldoverstated (Henderson, 2007; Wrenn,
2012). The reporting in the popular media resultghis information entering into popular
culture and becomingue. Media interest and the current social obsession piitk have
resulted in théexaggerated femininity (which) often goes unquestth..seen as purely
natural...(where) women are often assumed to hamedifferent talents and skills from
the men around them’ (Walters, 2010:229) . Thewobtoding of children is not harmless
as it can, along with other factors such as cultune: expectations, create self-fulfilling

prophecies that can limit what girls and boys ar@ @an be.
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Socialisation theories suggest that the absorpti@endered stereotypical behaviours and
customs can result in children conforming to thekpar blue template created for them by
the social environment, culture and by those iir ih@mediate surroundings. Behaviours
that do not conform to stereotypes can on occdseoviewed as abnormal or socially
punished through exclusion. Petersen and Hyde {20afh that these behaviours can also
be invisible or deliberately ignored, making steéyees difficult to destroy. Pringle (1986:
16) argues that ‘the gender role is psychologicadiiermined first by parental and then by
wider society’s expectations’. Alarmed by mediersbtypes, concerned parents Emma
and Abi Moore in 2008 started tRenk Stinkgonline) campaign to counteract and

challenge the overwhelming influence of pink.

4.6.2 Challenge to pink

The objective of th@ink Stinksnovement is to highlight and control the overwhaln
emphasis on pink products that are marketed fts.Jihe campaign’s focus is to stress
and challenge imposed stereotypes associated withas they claim it places limits on
girls. In December 201 amleysbecame one of the first stores to stop classiftied
departments by colour: blue and pink for boys and.gHowever, what is perhaps less
well publicised is that whilst the floors may nager be colour co-ordinated, the products
still come in blue and pink (William, 2011). Anethcampaign set up by concerned
parents is théet toys be toys campaiganline), who announced that they had made
progress wittBootsandMorrisonsagreeing to take down the boys and girls toys signs
their storesNextalso agreed not to have ‘boys stuff’ on their @agkg and likewise
Tescosaid that it would remove the label ‘boys’ toyofn a chemistry seArgos,in May
2013, also took down their gendered webpages jerdad replaced them with the
categorising of toys by age and topics for play:ifigtance science and creativity.
However, a closer inspection of the science categioows that it contains toys such as a
bright pinkPerfume Lal{Argos (a), online)lt could be argued that this in itself is not
problematic, but it becomes perhaps more concemiven all the pink products in this
category relate to appearance and converselyit@®/Stience is Magior the microscope,
which come in blue, promote investigation and ergiion. Thus, the gendered packaging
of the products promotes different types of adgegitIn a similar patteriArgos’ creative
toys such aslingles BlingandCreation Studiacwome in purple, pink and lavender, whilst
Disney Pixar Cars 2ndKlip Kitz Mini Kitz Assortmentome in dark red and blue and are
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evidently for boys. Whilst all of these stores h#aleen steps in the right direction to adjust

the obvious gendering of products, it is clear nat@nges are necessary.

At the empirical stage of this research, when iseu$sion focused on toystiendsby
Lego( a new line launched in 2012) was used as a sp¢aiking point. The product has

many themes, one of which announces:

Join Olivia, Stephanie, Emma, Mia and Andrea as foesids in Heartlake
City. Hang out in the cool City Park Cafe, exploré&tephanie's car or take
care of your pets at the Heartlake Vet. With thre fjirls and an exciting world
waiting for you, every day is filled with fun, advieire and friendship!

Argis online)

Legois widely acclaimed as the most successful toyldwade and traditionally has been
viewed as a creative construction toy. However Jdkest addition to its rangEriends
appears to have a very narrow focus where gendeasypes of appearance, friendship
and pets—which could be associated with nurturararebeing promoted. The various
play environments offered are set in the beautipparthe vets and the bakery. The toys’
promoters claim the environments will develop girsagination by tapping into their
interests. This view could suggest that manufacsurensider girls’ imaginations to be

limited to these types of key themes.

TheFriendsfigures also reinforce connections to female appezg, as thedeegofigures
have small waists and breast shapes, which sufgyeate sexualisation. Cartoon and toy
representations of women as sexual beings areematliara Croftwas promoted as an
action figure and was clearly a heroine charabigrnonetheless was visually sexualised
and mainly targeted at a male audience. A reaamtaversy oveBrave(lger, online)has
become an online campaign in response to Disnedtawing of Merida, the female
character. The red hair rebel has been includedhat Orenstein (2006, online) in the
New York Timedescribes as their ‘Disney Princess line up’himfilm Merida is

portrayed as a young woman who objects to beiagied off is disinterested in her
appearance and prefers adventure and freedom tageand domesticity. However, she
has been redesigned visually to fit with the mdeengrous traditional view of a Disney
Princess. Merida has gone from being defiant, inddpnt and strong to coquettish and
alluring. The campaign questions why Merida’s @ppece has changed. Her dress is now

low cut and off the shoulder, and she has a mdiretewomanly figure with a small
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waist. Her face has lost its child-like quality wthe addition of high cheek bones, and her
unruly hair, which reflected her character, hamtteened and tidied. The need to change
the character demonstrates the continued limitelddealised view of what it is to be a

girl. This can result in a cluster of metaphoriaasumptions about what women can be,
where colour is a contributing feature. Howevechschanges also relate to other themes
that promote particular connotations where fematemtial is restricted and then
replicated, limiting the acceptable images of worard the spectrum of what it is to be

female.

This pattern is replicated in many commercial dstletn WHSmiths children’s section,
there is a specific section for girls, where theksotend to be in pink with many sparkly
covers. The topics of these stories appear tontieell to fairies, princesses, creativity, and
themes of care and friendships. Once again thex@amforcement of traditional
stereotypes where communication, creativity ané pne really what girls are innately
drawn towards. Likewise, children’s television, ating to Chorley (2011), lacks strong
female characters. He cites a study in 2007 thatddhat approximately two-thirds of the
main characters on children's TV in the UK wereemgle reports that such trends by TV
producers tend to reiterate the mantra that theyaly responding to market forces and

choices made by children.

As discussed in Chapter 2, the explanation ofteargfor the pink phenomena is that girls
are biologically predisposed to despidlie pink things. The disturbing aspect of such
casual acceptance of these assumptions is thaetieé that they are natural, thus making
them resistant to change. To question these asgumapequires that the notion of
girlienessto be examined. What dogslienessconsist of? The term to most people does
not immediately bring to mind neurological scietstisr a potential astronaut for the
NASA (National Aeronautics and Space Administratiprogramme; it is rarely associated
with high academic qualifications or an independerd self-reliant woman. Rather, it
tends to imply a female who is subordinate to atleerd often taken care of, as represented
in the opening comment of this dissertation’s radie, where Louisa’s aspiration is to find
‘a man to take care of herThese perceptions have become part of modercuaye and
are often assumed to be natural, which can le&tindness toward the need for change or
a complacency that accepts that nothing should-aw+ée done.
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In Chapter 3, I highlighted the fact that childrespond to and learn from their
environment. If, as theories of socialisation sgjgchildren develop schemas which
reflect what is familiar and consistent, | wouldjae that if girls and boys are given
consistent images that present them in particugarswthey will learn to accept these as
normal. The question that Fines (2010:209) asksvs can ‘children ignore gender when
they continually watch it, hear it, see it, aretiok in it, sleep in it, eat off it?’ Everything
around the child reinforces the great divide ofsbres and this confirms in children’s
minds—and adults’ minds—that this division is imgamt. For things to change it is
necessary that children are exposed to and encaditagnteract with different types of

toys, books and characters to encourage distiddtgrent types of play and learning.

To change these perceptions there is a need tieebalthe culture where feminine
stereotypes result in fixed gender boundaries ifts gnd subsequently women. This does
not mean that there is a need or even a desianfandrogynous society, where femininity
is restricted or dismissed; rather, it is the npsesentation of women'’s interests,
appearance, potential and capabilities that neelds thanged. It is important to note that
as boys and girls are often viewed as the antghaddseach other, these restrictions on
females where girls and women are presented aly sole dimensional also result in
corresponding restrictions on how boys should biseiewed. The qualities that are often
stereotypically viewed as being particular to wormeare and empathy—should be
promoted across all of society so that ‘we entepdd with more freedom, not less,
because then those behaviours traditionally assacwgith masculinity and femininity
could become real choices for each individual’ (¥&ta, 2010:230). This world would

present positive images of maleness, as well aalérass.

If, as noted by Muller and Goldberg (1980), childi®y the age of five expect adults to
behave differently towards them depending on whdtiey are boys and girls, it is
necessary for adults to consider how they respotiget youngest children in our society.
As discussed in Chapter 2, if nurture can becom@@dEliot, 2009) it is important that
children are exposed as early as possible to extpEss that are not restricted to the
stereotypes discussed above. One such area efystiat should consider how adults
respond to and treat children is the pre-5 sektowever, prior to this consideration, it is
necessary to examine the structure and place ofufsery as a society that exerts a power
on the development of gender.
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4.7 Biopolitics in the nursery

The nursery is an environment that is subject tbraflects the norms of society at any
given time and place. In addition, the nurserytexs a space in its own right with clearly
defined grammars and customs. Gendered socieatalsaoe(re)produced and (re)created
in the nursery. In order to analyse and uncowveirterplay of the gender dynamics
evident in the nursery, a Foucauldian frameworlpsi&b provide an understanding of the
politics, including the power relationships thatogte there and will be used in the
framework detailed in Chapter 6 and 7 to analysemasent the data collected. Initially,
here, | outline why a Foucauldian framework was lexygd, with particular reference to
issues of power and its operation.

Attention to Foucault was motivated by his attemtio the body and to sexuality as
cultural constructs and to what he offered by wiaattention to power, including the way
in which ‘modern power operates in a capillary faatthroughout the social body’ and,

S0, ‘is best grasped in its concrete and locakeffand in the everyday practices which
sustain and reproduce power relations’ (Armstr@@§5: Section 3). Taking, as | do, a
socially constructed view of gender, Foucault's-assentialist approach to the body
resonated with my views on sex and gender as diddtion of disciplinary power. Whilst
reluctant to accept that the participants in mggtand the children they refer to, could be
reduced to ‘docile bodies’, | was taken by the ittest they and we, all of us, are or think
we are under surveillance and that our behaviowlsa#titudes may be regulated,
controlled and disciplined in subtle, almost inisi and frequently unconscious ways that
result in a sense of what is and is not ‘normatl desirable. For Foucault, ‘a key struggle
in the present is against the tendency of nornmagiziisciplinary power to tie individuals

to their identities in constraining ways’ (Armstggr2005, Section 4). For this study, |
wanted to explore ways in which the participantghthhave become ‘docile’ in the face of
such normalizing disciplinary power with particutaspect to gender. | was also interested
to see if the participants, or the children thescdssed, did or could subvert the ‘normal’
and resist the regimes of power of gender, stepgagyand attitudes that could restrict and
define identity according to sex. Butler draws lba Foucauldian concept of ‘the
constituted character of identity’, suggests Ararsty (2005:Section 4), ‘to politicize the

processes through which stereotypical forms of olasz and feminine identity are
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produced’ and to demonstrate ‘the role played Bycal norms in regulating how we

embody or perform our gender identities’.

Importantly for my study, Foucault’s (2003) biopmmis, offers a post-structural approach
to understanding why and how society, as a meanadmtaining its survival, exerts
power to produce, regulate, govern and create aisnirhere people are both self-
regulated and perpetrate universal norms. Keyisopitocess is the cyclical nature of
culture, in which societal ruleme taught to populatiornvgho will learn and create self-
governance of the models and, subsequently, tbasle to others. As alluded to above,
Foucault (2003) proposed that in order to undedstanrd challenge injustices there is a
need to examine bodies of knowledge and truthegimese are not permanent or stable
and can be changed. Adopting a Foucauldian biopalliens to examine practitioners’
perceptions of gender may reveal dimorphic gendena that are (re)produced and
(re)created in the participants’ nurseries. Thiotigs lens it may be possible to determine
if care and education, through the particular gramsnand norms of the setting, expose
children to gender partitioning by the promotiorn &elf-regulation of truths or Foucault’s
regime of truth, ‘the types of discourse it acceptd makes function as true’ (Foucault,
2000:131).

The discourse of the nursery means that childrersianultaneously divided and united as
a population. The population in any nursery is sabjo the same curriculum - although
differentiations will be evident - and the childrare also segregated and supported in the
learning and recognition of their own sex. As diksd by Martin and Ruble (2009), this
occurs when the child’s own sex is recognised asrtfgroup and where the others in the
population are seen as the out-gro@pildren learn that two worlds exist and that ¢hase
immutable: there is a prohibitive acknowledgemaéat variance is understood and
responded to as aberrant. Foucault’s (1977) ‘pacapt in which individuals learn to
self-regulate their behaviours to conform to s@tiebntrols and expectations, was adapted
from the social utilitarian theorist Jeremy Bentfai748-1832) approach to discipline
based on the Panopticon prison design. Foucauliedphese principles to all societies
and suggested that such restrictions operatedigr o maintain social order and control.
The concept was based on the panoptican prisobelisfthat they were being observed -
even if they were not - which resulted in them comrfing to and internalising particular
disciplinary behaviours in order to avoid punishmdime perceived control over the

[69]



subjects resulted in them beginning to self-regulaeir behaviour. In applying this
analogy to the nursery environment, the assumjitimat the EYPs in the nursery
communicate to the children particular genderedesbnd practices and then the children
will adopt these and reproduce these. In ordekpboee this influence further, it is
necessary to consider the role of the nursery@naractitioners in supporting the

development of gender in the pre-5 environment.

4.8 The role of early years education and care

Having explored the possible sources of genderisitigm and factors that influence how
gender is learned, | now intend to discuss theabjgre-5 practitioners in contributing to
the gendering of children. As noted by O’Brierakt(2000), girls and boys learn and
think about being male and female differently ispense to the ways in which these
qualities are presented to them in social cont&stwicki and Bertrand (2011) claim that
the nursery environment is the first sustained entar, beyond the home, where children
experience society’s expectations about gendesush, EYPs play an important role in
the schemas and stereotypes that children devBlogw(e, 2004; Robson, 2012).
Fundamental in this process, according to Erdervdalfigang (2004), is the practitioners’
own beliefs and attitudes about gender because,thbmg with other factors as discussed
above, play a significant role in what childrenrteaHilliard and Liben (2010) suggest
that children quickly absorb and replicate the gead opinions of the adults around them
and they then start to organise themselves acaptdithese gender defined categories.
Thus, practices and resources in the playroomezhtlb gender stereotypes and divisions
that produce two distinct cultures for boys andsgifhis can, after even short exposure,
strengthen gender beliefs and subsequently lesegegation and a variance of
expectations (Hilliard and Liben, 2010).

Children’s entry into the education and care systnording to Laevers and Verboven
(2000), results in gender differences extendingl@idg more openly expressed. They
observed that play quickly conforms to widely hgéhder stereotypes, with girls playing
with creative activities whilst boys tend to plajtwphysical activities. It was noted that
girls generally had ‘lower self-esteem, (were) midependent, calmer, but verbally more
fluent...(m)ost boys...(were) noisier, more aggkessand...take more initiatives and like to
play the bossibid:27). Laevers and Verboven (2000:28) further note tinaphysical
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materials that are used to support learning anglgdften continue to depict traditional
stereotypes. They conclude that all materials sbedld be selected with care and caution
to avoid re-emphasising these. Another site ofigang is the structure and organisation
of the setting. Early Years, internationally, iprafession which is predominately female,
often as a result of care being viewed as the dowfavomen and the pay and conditions
often not rewarding enough to attract male praxctérs (see for example :Ailwood, 2006;
Davis, 2011: Peeters, 2013). Moss (2003) notesttispredominantly women who
provide professional childcare and that in educatnmre broadly the age of the child
correlates to the percentage of women in that avgla,early years being staffed by 97.5%
women compared to 55% in the secondary sector. Henwdoss makes the case for the

inclusion of males in early years by stating:

The fact that boys and girls are different in samag's and choose different
games and activities gives different challengatése employed — both
female and male. The daily pedagogic work must takse differences into
account if the needs of both boys and girls alfgetaovered.

(8% 2003: slide 9)

I would argue that this view of equality in Earlgats in fact perpetuates the belief that
boys and girls have different and separate neetdsiit is not in the scope of this
dissertation to discuss the role of men in childagaore fully, | would suggest that
regardless of the sex of staff, it is more imparthat children are treated at an individual

level rather than their sex dictating how their@lepment and behaviours are considered.

A significant area of interest for me is the int#i@ns between adults and children,
specifically interactions where adults treat argpomnd to children differently because of
their sex. According to Laevers and Verboven (2B8)) adults respond to boys more
often and tend to present them with more challemgutivities than they do girlg{d).
Dobbs et al. (2004) observed that those who work&d's often value girls’ behaviour
more highly than boys’ behaviour. This suggeststti@adults in the pre-5 sector treat
boys and girls as distinct homogenous groups withere are different expectations and
norms based on the children’s sex category. Ifithike case, it would appear that those
who work in the pre-5 settings could be contribgtio the reinforcement of traditional

stereotypes.
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A study by ArlemalmHagsér (2010) of the pre-school environment id&stifelations and
interactions as the most important factors in kitihg and supporting the development of
gender schemas. The study identifies four themegemdered interactions:

« ‘distinctions’- it is claimed that children realiigat masculinity is viewed by adults
as superior, with boys getting more attention fisiaff than girls.

» ‘stability’ - this is where gender stereotypeswasculine and feminine are
reinforced through children/staff interactions.

« ‘fellowship’ - children and staff help and care &ach other. This, it is claimed, is
often the site for reinforcing traditional stergudg whereareis done by women.

* ‘behaviours’ - children observe other childrensladults’ behaviours, often
trying them out, practising them, challenging aesisting them. These
behaviours—see Chapter 3—can result in the refataum, replication and
modification of gender stereotypes.

(adapted from Arlemalriagsér; 2010:519)

It would appear from this research, and othé, the relationships in the playroom

result in the adults’ understanding and considenadf gender being conveyed to the
children, who can quickly absorb and recreate t{sa for example: Laevers and
Verboven, 2000; Browne, 2004; Dobbs et al., 200deralmHagsér, 2010; Hilliard and
Lisben, 2010; Robson, 2012). It has been founddftah the messages conveyed by adults
to children conform to many of the stereotypes algeader. This input can, along with
other external factors, result in the perpetuatems replication of gendered expectations
and behaviours. These highlight that the sex diila ¢s not only an important factor, but

in fact one that will shape their treatment anat@len society’s order.

In 2005, a gender study by Blaise found that ptiackers can bring about changes to
gender stereotypes and norms through proactivevarigons. She proposed that EYPs
should actively challenge stereotypes and encouragenventional dialogues, where
stories or play themes present non-traditionalssadowing discussions to follow. This
approach, she claims, creates opportunities wherehildren are able to view themselves
as members of the human race and not solely asanfdenale. Providing alternatives to
stereotypes could offer a variety of scripts fatdren to learn and choose from. If, as
suggested by Paechter (2007), practitioners praamd@onments that encourage all

children to be involved in all activities, free fnostereotypical definitions of gender roles,
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this will support children’s development outwithngier constraints. However, as Erden
and Wolfgang (2004) suggest, the beliefs and dg#Lof practitioners play an important
role in what children learn about gender. If gerstereotypes are to be rewritten, it will
require more than the provision of non-stereotypiesources. A starting point for any
change is to heighten awareness with those involrddchildren so that they become
aware of their own beliefs and behaviours, whicly ima limiting opportunities and be
determining specific play behaviours. It is fronesglk understandings and concerns that this
study was initiated. In the next chapter, | wikdiss the methodology and methods used

to explore a group of EYPs’ understanding anduattéis towards gender.
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Chapter-tMethodology and Methods

5.1 Positioning the research

‘....but asking people what they think, isn’t reallylressearch’

Anne, my sisté?h.D. in Microbiology.

There are many types of research and all researblage their own attitudes and beliefs
about how to undertake it. Often, researchers doome different perspectives and, as
indicated in the comment above, commonly view resedifferently. Positivist
researchers like my sister whose words provideGhgpter’s epigraph, often come from
the field of science and believe that findings fraesearch should be impartial with data
regarded as valid only if it can be discerned fexternal and apparently objective
observations (Guba and Lincoln, 1994). In contnastresearch project did not rely on
such observations and neither did it seek to estabausal relationships. Rather,
following Holloway and Wheeler (2013), | soughtexplore the experiences and
perception of EYPs in relation to gender where nregnand understandings could be

attached to these in order to illuminate viewsearidgr from their practices.

In this Chapter | will present the methods emptbieinvestigate a group of EYPS’

views of gender and include details of the selegtimcess of the participants, the
discussion group protocols applied, the methodmafysis and ethical considerations
relating to the research. However, prior to engagirthis study it was necessary to ensure
that the conceptual and methodological approaath@sted were congruent with the
circumstances and reason for the research underfgkeaver and Olson, 2006) and so,
initially, I shall outline these methodological égons which required a framework, often

referred to as a paradigm, to be identified.

5.2 The paradigm

According to Hairston (1982), no one paradigm igdse¢han another. Weaver and Olson
(2006) propose that the selected framework is digr@ron the research being undertaken

and the philosophical positioning of the projecll depend on the specific question being

" in conversation.
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investigated. Following Naslund (2002), the chamta paradigm also helps to support the
selection of compatible methods and in turn sugg@sproaches for project design. It will
also, according to Mackenzie and Knipe (2006),dat# how the data can be collected,
analysed, and how the results can be presentedrdér to identify a suitable paradigm, it
was necessary to first considiee study at the levels of ontology, epistemology a
axiology, as suggested by Burrell and Morgan (1%r@) Oates (2006). This consideration
allowed me to articulate my own assumptions abloeiproject prior to its commencement,
as paradigms not only frame the theories and miesiof the research but, also, embed
and bring to consciousness the researcher’s asgms@ind principles in relation to the
project (Weaver and Olson, 2006). For exampleid hat expect to uncover one universal
view of gender held by the practitioners involvétie views expressed would depend on
the participants’ experiences and they would ltifferent views affected by various
factors (Wand and Weber, 1993).Thus ontologicallthis project | assumed that the
practitioners’ reality of gender would not be fixaad that their individual experiences,
and the meanings they attached to these, wouldndiete ‘truths’ for them. Accordingly,
and epistemologically, it would be possible, thiougteractions and discussions, to
construct knowledge which would help to understaog the participants perceived
gender. Participants’ experience of practice, thieaumstances and their relationships,

would all impact on their perceptions and opinions

Following Krueger and Casey (2000) and Fern (200450 recognised that the views
offered by the participants would be the views theyld be willing to share or contribute
to the discussion and that the opinions presesaatti contradict, change or be modified
during the research period. From these understgsithe ontology and epistemology of
the research were identified and | concludedttiite would be no universal opinion
offered, but rather ‘a set of beliefs and feelingsut the world and how it should be
understood’ (Guba, 1990:33) would emerge. | wasonbt prepared for multiple
perspectives which would produce numerous truthb&znd Lincoln, 1994; Schultz and
Hatch, 1996) but | also recognised that a diversamof individuals would provide
disparate data. Following Somekh and Lewin (2008%) axiological position held that
the participants’ experiences would be valued arydpsresentation of their opinions or
experiences would be honourably reported in cml@rovide a fair representation of
what was said. This also conforms to the ethicabwmterations of this project, which will
be further discussed below.
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From these understandings, the project locates intarpretative reality, which
acknowledges that the explanations and analysendiwy the participants, and by me as
the researcher, are based in particular situagiadscome from individual experiences and
perceptions (Putman, 1983; Schutz and Luckmanr8)198 similar project, even

adopting the same paradigm, method and topic, woaidechecessarily replicate the
findings presented owing to individual emphasis difi@rent directions taken. Rather, the
project represents issues, opinions, and obsensa#ind experience of the EYPs and
neither seeks, nor claims representativeness arglesability. In the next section, |
present how the interpretative paradigm appliesipally to my own research project in
which discussion groups were used as the primadyfoo investigation and, following
Holloway and Wheeler (2013), the data producediatadpreted were used to ‘uncover’

understandings of gender.

5.2.1 The interpretative paradigm

In the interpretative paradigm | adopted, the pgréints’ understanding of gender could
best be gained and understood by talking to thbyngbtaining first-hand knowledge of
the subject under investigation’ (Burrell and Marga979:6) in order to discern what they
think, what they have experienced and how theypnét these experiences. A noteworthy
aspect of this paradigm is that the project coblahge and evolve as features surface that
the preliminary proposal did not anticipate (Deraivdl Lincoln, 1994; Schultz and Hatch,
1996; Holloway and Wheeler, 2013). As will be dissed in the methods section of this
chapter (5.3), this did happen, as the discusdiem ook new directions. For example, a
toy survey had not been originally anticipatedWwas introduced as a result of the
discussion. At the outset of this project, it wapexted that only qualitative data would be
collected and analysed and, as described by CahKrimer (2010), words rather than
numbers would be used to describe the outcomesettmwas indicated above, the
introduction of a toy survey contributed a new dnsien which involved the use of basic
guantitative data with, as suggested by JohnsorCandtensen (2011), numbers and basic
frequencies used to illustrate trends. This walifrther discussed in the methods section
below. In keeping with this paradigm, the findiragal subsequent discussion which will
be presented in Chapter 6 and 7 are open to ditegnaterpretations and re-interpretation
by others (Holloway and Wheeler, 2013).
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5.3 Methods

The interpretative paradigm is often associatet wwoviding opportunities for voices,
views, experiences and practices to be heard @arels (Cole, 2006; Weaver and Olson,
2006). The intention was to adopt a ‘critical sbitisy’ which, according to Denzin and
Lincoln (2005:5), would not silence the voiceslod participants but allow their
contributions to be heard and valued as reflectadribeir experiences in ways that
contributed to an understanding of gender . Thésaetto use a discussion group offered
a method of generating qualitative data which eraged the participants to share their
views and perceptions. It additionally providedatfporm for the participants to benefit
from a group synergy (Barbour, 2005), in which tlesre able to respond to and build
from others’ contributions. Cole (2006:26) statest the interpretative paradigm allows
voices and experiences to be heard and it is ‘caedeabout uncovering knowledge about
how people feel and think in the circumstancesthictvthey find themselves’ rather than
in ‘making judgements about whether those thoughtkfeelings are valid’. | will return

to the issue of validity later in this chapter, bus important to note that the aim of this
research was to consider what EYPs think aboutegetite aim was not to determine if

they are right or if what they say is deemed todasonable by someone else’s standard.

5.3.1 Discussion groups

As previously stated, discussion groups (DGs) weeal as the main method of collecting
data for this project. As a research method disocnggoups have both strengths and
limitations which will be discussed below. DGs ltbbe seen as a group interview which,
according to Barbour (2005), benefits from the tiogaof synergy from the group
dynamics. As suggested by Holloway and Wheelet3pthe data that was produced was
created through social interaction and the datieci®ld and analysed benefitted from an
iterative approach in which , following Hsieh anda8non (2005), the questions, the
methods employed and the data were excavated tichérae again, allowing changes to
the original planning to take place. Having fous®and a feedback session provided
opportunities for the participants to discuss issgbare thoughts, and question the data
and its analysis. This resulted in clarificatioreterations, contradictions and modification
of what had previously been thought and plannetzikger, 2005). As outlined by Hsieh

and Shannon (2005), these practices allowed tlaicneof new ideas, revisions and
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improvements. Thus, the project was data-driver. qurestions for the first session
(Appendix 1) were created by me to elicit resporis@s the participants about their
understandings of gender in the nursery but thexetife questions depended on the
themes which emerged during the sessions. In flevag section | will discuss how the
participants were selected and outline the prosoadbpted in order that the conditions

and settings of this research are transparent.

5.3.2 The discussion group and protocols

The participants selected for the project were BAlents studying for an undergraduate
qualification in Childhood Practice (QAA, 2087)l asked the First Year students on the
programme to opt in to the research project byipgst message on the University’s
virtual learning environment along with the Plaianguage Statement (PLS) (Appendix 2)
I had written when applying for ethical approval fois project (see the ethics section
below). | selected this year group as | had notaugght them and | would not be
responsible for the marking of their current couthes has ethical implications which will
be considered later in this chapter. My messagaestgd that participants should come
from the EY sector of Childhood Practice and | skl the first class group in which eight
students responded to the posting. This decisibovied advice from Holloway and
Wheeler (2013) who suggest that although there isptimum or definitive number of
participants in a discussion group, six to eiglividuals would be adequate if those
involved come from a similar sphere. Here the sinsphere was the individuals’
membership of a learning cohort on the BA in Chaldth Practice. The discussion group
consisted of eight participants and included irdlrals in their 20s, 30s, 40s and 50s. This
was accidental and had not been part of the sefeptocess, but it did provide a breadth
of age and experience of participants working anEY sectors. The demographic of the
group, beyond their shared BA class membership,neasntirely homogenous.

| was aware that the participants who would respsodid be women as this reflects not
only the demographic of those who study on the ramogne but, as discussed in Chapter
4, would reflect the profile of practitioners imetfield in which 97.5% of practitioners are
women (Moss, 2003;Young, 2006). | have alreadgadthat, whilst aware of the

importance of intersectionality, my study focussadyender and sex. Whilst no specific

! Childhood Practice consists of students who wonfan-compulsory children services; this includese

who work in Early Years, Residential Children’s HesnWomen’s Refuges and Out of School Services.
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information was collected about the individual grquarticipants with respect to social
class or socio-economic status (see Rubin et a4°p0some tentative similarities and
differences can be suggested. With regard to daapisa some of the participants viewed
their position on the degree programme as thdrmagfnt of their earlier potential but some
considered degree study to be something that wameildbrmally undertaken by others, not
them. Based on my understanding and knowledgeeoBA cohorts overall, it is likely
that fewer than five per cent were from familiesmnich parents or siblings had a
university degree (see Rubin, 2012a,b) Additionabch group member was white and
Scottish, although one wore a hijab, denoting bih f

Over the five group sessions, attendance was nairasstent as | had envisaged, with
sessions varying from four to eight participantsaaese, owing to professional and
personal issues, some participants were unablietiodaall the sessions. As all the
participants received the annotated discussios¢rgst after each session there was an
opportunity for them to know and to reflect on whatl been discussed, and to provide

feedback or raise questions on the topics discusbed they attended the next session.

In total there were five group sessions, four ofalvhnvolved discussions of the topics
which emerged from the previous meetings. The §#ksion was the presentation of the
findings from all the discussions and, in that fis@ssion, participants were asked to
respond to a PowerPoint presentation of themesaalysis discussed in the previous
sessions (Appendix 5). In addition, the particisamére asked to complete an anonymous
evaluation of the research to determine if thewgin the discussions had been in any way

beneficial to them or their practice (Appendix 4).

5.3.3 The setting.

The discussion groups were held in the Univerdit@lasgow. The participants were
informed by email of the dates, times and roomshich the discussions would be held.

Rubin et al (2014: 196) take socio-economic SteBES) as ‘one’s current social and economic situati.
relatively mutable, especially in countries thaiypde opportunities for economic advancement’ wasre
social class ‘refers to one’s sociocultural backgidi, a more stable construct likely to be statimas

generations.

[79]



The room was set up with a video recorder and aapihone and the discussions lasted
approximately an hour. At the first meeting thetiggrants read and signed the PLS
(Appendix 2-see ethics section below). The pigaitts were informed that | would

record the sessions with both an audio and videarder. | clarified that the video was for
my benefit to identify participants talking (Henkjr2007) and was not for the purpose of
examining non-verbal communication. There was alseed to reinforce discussion
protocols, as discussed by Wisker (2008), in otidat the recording could contain as many
of the participants’ voices and opinions as possitnld so, for example, everyone had to
guard against talking over each other.

At the first session, after the PLS (Appendix 2swead, | asked the participants to
consider if they still wished to participate andwa®d them that they could withdraw from
the research at any time (Holloway and Wheeler3201 also explained that once | had
transcribed the recordings and analysed the trigntiser, providing notes indicating the
codes and themes | had identified along with contsjénvould send a copy to each of the
participants by email. In keeping with a data-dniag@proach, the participants could, if
they wished, suggest new topics for discussioroatast any of my assumptions. Hence
the next iteration was based upon the themes fnenpitevious discussion and, as
suggested by Hsieh and Shannon (2005), the pamitsgould raise any issues. The
attempt to engage the participants in the constnudf the themes and explanations was
to allow the information gathered to be plausibéalistic and believable to them (Guba
and Lincoln, 2005b; Silverman, 2006). It also pd®d an opportunity for the participants
to reconsider their previous contributions ancemndnstrated my commitment to them
being valued in the research process (Kezar andZDdd). Following Groundwater-
Smith and Mockler (2007), in the interest of begtigical (see below) | wanted to provide
opportunities for the participants to challenge eespond to the data collected and
analysed. Whilst no-one did suggest additionaldgmome participants did clarify
previous contributions. The next section det&itsggrocesses involved in producing the
transcripts sent to the participants.

5.4 Transcribing and analysis of the data

After the first session, the transcription procgssted with the allocation of an identifier
to each participant in order to provide them witloaymity (research participant [RP] and
a number, for example: RP1).The data was also csleding the DG in which the
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comment had been made, for example DGL1 indicasesisision group one and so a
comment made during discussion group one by ppaintione is coded as DG1RP1.
Following Corden and Sainsbury (2006), who indi¢htg the identity of the participants
should be protected, only the group and | know o the identifier referred in keeping
with the ethical considerations which | will dissdater. Each recording produced
qualitative data that allowed the discussion taba&ysed following transcription and, as
suggested by Hennink (2007), transcribing the das not a passive activity. The
preparation of the transcript allowed a comparisobe made between what | remembered
being said and what was actually said. This hetpezhsure the accuracy of the content of
the data (Halcomb and Davidson, 2006). It alsodwelpith analysis as, during the session,
| had made inevitable mental notes which were cowéd, or not, by the transcript thereby
allowing the initial recognition and identificatiaf patterns and themes. Vaughan et al.
(1996) recommend re-listening to the transcripfmmdata analysis as this allows the
identification of themes, contradictions and thingssed at the time. For example, my
impression after the first session was that thégyeants did not think that gendering
occurred in the baby room and this was confirmedmire-listened to the recording.
However, | had believed that the participants Had acknowledged gendering in the pre-
5 room but | found that, generally, they did naitstthis and in reality it was more my

probing that challenged their view that genderirthrubt occur at all in the nursery.

5.4.1 Transcription analysis during the research pcess

The data analysis started as soon as the reseadsp began and was supported by the
reading and annotation of the transcript, duringctvit was possible to identify recurring
themes or categories and to make notes about reméuikh supported or contradicted
previous comments. This helped to organise the id&d manageable parts (Holloway and
Wheeler, 2013). | also looked at word occurremcie transcript and noted, for example,
how often the words ‘boy’, ‘girl’, ‘pink’, or ‘blueoccurred. | did not always find this
particularly useful in interpreting the transcrgst the words required a context to help me
interpret what was said. | did, however, followidglloway and Wheeler (2013), look
closely at the types of anecdotes told as these a@ounts of experiences and could
therefore be considered important as they provigeetific examples from the

participants’ practices that illustrated their gsiof view or understandings. For example,
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the participants reported that it tends to be hays play with construction materials and it

is only when something is added to the area thtst gill play in it.*°

Vignette 5.1: Participants comment on play in the @nstruction area (DG3)

Maybe 'cause they're not in the construction areanaich as the boys
are...the girls in my place will maybe be in the@stouction area if the doll's
house is out but they wouldn't choose to goRRPS

so it's the doll's house they're playing wiP3

yes...they wouldn't choose to go in and build withLego or the Stickle
Bricks or whatever RP5

...or build a doll's hous&P4

From the initial analysis, themes such as colday pnd stereotypes emerged as the
participants discussion focused on these topialsd isolated particular questions or
statements that | wished to clarify during the re¢&. The process of analysis was
inductive, with explanations shifting from expliaiterpretation of what was said to
broader generalisations (Hollinshead, 1996; DeanthLincoln, 2005) and, by its nature,
it was open-ended and tentative: | was not seakimgexpecting definitive ‘answers'.
Issues which had resonated with my academic reatimgere of interest to me were also
pursued. For instance, as can be seen from the eatrbelow, RP8 appears to suggest
that practitioners needed to tedudys to be boys and girls to be girls. Presentiegdata
for clarification allowed me to take this to thexheession to check my interpretation and
to seek some clarification of what was meant. &jpisroach, revisiting what has been said,
as recommended by Baikie (2009), afforded me tipodpnity to build or (re)consider
suggestions that emerged. For example | notedgld{1 that there appear to be many
stories (seven out of eight) about boys breakiegggnder norm by dressing up, playing
with dolls, being described as boys getting:

...in touch with their feminine side
DRP6

| therefore asked:

19 please note vignettes will include conversatishere more than one participant's voice is evidétere
a view or comment is made by only one person, tltetegwill appear on its own in italics.
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Do you think people respond more strongly to bagaking with stereotypes?
Is there less of a reaction/response when girlabte stereotypical mould?
Researcher DG1

The identified themes and areas for further ingasiton produced from what was said
opened up new areas for investigation in whichatfia@ysis of the data provided me with a
platform from which to plan the subsequent sessidn@ddition, | could pose questions
based on the transcript analysis, by identifyingipalar comments and quotes which
could be pursued. This also meant that the paatitgowere given time to think about how
they would like to respond. As recommended by €orand Sainsbury (2006: 98), the
examination of the data and involvement of theipi@dnts helped to ‘clarify the links
between data, interpretation and conclusions’. ggeific inclusion of the participants’
voices demonstrated that their words were ‘valudteard and represented’ (Holloway
and Wheeler, 2013:326). For example, as mentiabede, the following question was
raised after DG1:

Question:How do you feel about this comment? Do you agree?

I do think children need to know if they are a ooy girl...and | know we try

to give them opportunities for everything but | ddimink there is anything

wrong in letting a boy be a boy and a girl be d.gi's what we are doing
DG1RP8 (Transcript sent to the participants)

This comment appeared to imply that children shéulolw what it is to be a boy or a girl
and that it is the practitioner’s role to help teahildren how to know this. Taking this
specific comment back to the next discussion sesdiowed the participants to refute or
to confirm my understanding or to modify what thed said. At the next session it was
confirmed, not just by RP8, that the group beliethet it was their job to help children

know about being a boy or a girl and | will retaenthis in Chapter 6.

Once the group had received the transcript framfitt discussion group, the topics and
the questions discussed became more open and aszd bn the participants’ responses
and interests rather than being directed by mes fiéxibility provided opportunities for
the flow of conversation to go in directions naaquhed (Kreuger and Casey, 2000) and
gave time and scope for individuals to discuss gheiception and knowledge (Morse and
Richards, 2002). In addition, there was some ewviddérom the participants’ feedback that
that the discussion had provoked feelings and thisugout gender that they had not

previously considered. For example, during theahdirected discussion, every
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participant when asked expressed the belief theydi treat children differently based
upon their gender. However, during open discusspamscipants appeared to have

reflected on what had been said.

Vignette 5.2: Participants reflect on the DGs (DG3)

Well | suppose when you think about parents cortangsit the
nursery for the first time then...when | think abibu.l probably
do...respond differently by saying things like &te's so petite,
she's lovely’, whereas a wee boy I'd go ‘oh hédgyeboy for his
age’. RP3

| think subconsciously we maybe do or say certaimgs that we
don't realiseRP6

Thematic analysis, which is a data-driven appratedtribed by Braun and Clarke (2006),
was used to examine the discussion group datathéieesearch process was completed.
This allowed an in-depth examination to identifgriies generated by the participants’
explanations and ideas about gender. Whilst thee gisited the presentation of the themes
that | will discuss in the following chapters, tig@lso underpinned the examination and
explanations of what was said, with the ideas amatepts from reading providing me with
a starting point for the questions initially pogedhe participant. Reading also gave
direction to the identification of codes, categsr@d themes of transcripts. Braun and
Clarke (2006:89) suggest that ‘engagement witHitbeature can enhance your analysis’,
allowing the researcher to be more perceptive agdisant in the examination of the data.
The resulting themes make it possible to creatkeslin existing theory and research to
suggest strengths, weaknesses, and confirmatialbeonative interpretations of what was
said. This will be discussed further in Chapteed 7.

5.4.2 Transcription analysis after the discussionrgups

Following Miles and Huberman (1994), coding theadarmed part of the analysis and
involved sorting the transcripts to identify key#s. It was necessary to continuously refer
back to what was said so that the context for tmernents was not losib{d). It was
therefore necessary to read and then re-readahsctipts a few times to fully acquaint
myself with their content. From these readingshtified codes (Diagram 6.1-brown)

which were based on topics that emerged acrodsahscripts. Initially, | colour coded by

[84]



highlighting the transcript but eventually foundstto be unmanageable and so resorted to
cutting up the transcript and sorting it underhieadings | had identified when | typed up
the recordings. For instance, initially | identdithemes such as play, colour and
stereotypes as being present in the data. As r@segd through the sorting of the
transcripts | added to the codes as new ones ediesgeh as, heteronormativity and
changes to stereotypes emerged as codes whichnidbgaeviously noted. Once the
transcripts had been sorted | merged the codesatémories (Diagram 6.1- purple) where
commonalities in the codes where considered, ftamce ‘boys’ behaviour’, ‘girls’
behaviour’ and ‘behaviours exhibited by both sexdth toys, which had been identified
as separate codes, were put under the categotsyobehaviours with toys . From this,
the categories were then amalgamated to identigetbverarching themes (Diagram 6.1-
orange) the nature of gender, stereotypes andidiach allowed all codes and categories
to be included. Once the themes were identifiedhér analysis of the data allowed
possible explanations for what has been said twhsidered (Appendix 6, 7, 8: extracts of
data analysis under themes). The findings pro&igkatform to formulate
recommendations to improve EYPs’ awareness andiggaelating to gender. Further to
this analysis of the transcripts, the toy survesylts were collated and analysed as will be

discussed in the next section.

5.4.3 Toy Survey

In keeping with the iterative data-driven naturdha research, the participants introduced
a focus on gender, as it relates to play and toggppeared that the participants believed
that the nursery staff played no role in the cleifds choices of toys and play, as children’s
interests were believed to lead their learning fpday. In response to this, | introduced a
Toy Survey (Appendix 3). | hoped that this surveywd provide an opportunity for the
participants to consider whether they thought kg girls would play with specific toys.
Arlemalm-Hagsér (2010) suggest that practitioners reinfarmbsupport the development
of gender schemas through their selection of togsErden and Wolfgang (2004) propose
that practitioners’ attitudes towards toys havegaiBcant effect on children’s choices of
toys. | wanted to see if the practitioners’ beligf®ut toy preference for the sexes, as
expressed during the DG sessions, would reflecthioeces they made in the survey. In
addition, | believed the survey could provide méwan insight into whether the

participants’ choices of toys in the nursery segtivere based on the sex of the children.
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The survey was based on research conducted bymBtakeand Centers (2005), who asked
university students to categorise a selectionyd.td did make some changes to the toy
survey in response to the content of the discussieor example, one participant had
suggested the colour of a vacuum cleaner wouldméte the sex of the user. | also
updated some of the toys to reflect the currentntayket. The survey asked the
participants to note who they thought would playhvthe particular toys. The survey was
left open to interpretation to allow the participato decide if this was based on their
perceptions of the toys purposed or if they hadallst seen children play with the specific
toys. The categories for analysis were based oorigaal survey but amended to show
toys which came under the following adjacent hegsliwhere there was a response of 80%
(Chapter 7):

» always girls/generally girls

» generally girls/both boys and girls

* both boys and girls

« generally boys/ both boys and girls

e generally boys/always boys.
Once the toy survey data was collated and analysedgsults were then additionally
categorised by colour under the following identifigy Blakemore and Centres
(2005:627).

Table 5:1 Coding categories and colours:

Musical
Scientific
Domestic
Attractive
Aggression
Construction
Occupational
Arts/crafts
Nurturing
Activity
Creative/superheroe
Physical

The results from the survey were sent to the ppants after DG3 along with the
transcript so that the findings could be discushathg the subsequent session, in which
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participants commented on whether there were arpyrisas or any issues they wished to

raise.

5.4.4 Extending the toy survey

After the results from the toy survey had beenatetl and examined, | wanted to ascertain
if the responses were particular to this group, Wao been discussing the significance of
play and gender, or whether the views were monesgmtative of those who worked in
EY. After applying to University's College Ethicoo@mittee for further approval, | asked
those who worked in EYs and were undertaking aB&hildhood Practice at the
University of Glasgow to complete the survey. leiged 92 responses. An analysis of the
extended survey and the group discussion surveyndeartaken in order that the
information could be comprehensively presentedamdmonalities and differences
identified. The results are presented and discuss€tapter 7 where, apart from a few
anomalies, the wider survey and the DG survey apgdda concur with each other and

previous research.

The use of this survey does raise methodologisakis. In some ways the survey is not
congruent with the interpretative paradigm usedalid used the Toy Survey not because
| thought my qualitative data was inadequate baabse my interviewees had talked about
toys and, aware that the Toy Survey existed, Ighott might allow me to probe further
and to see, tentatively, if a wider group had kinmeactions to my participant group. |
was not, however, using the Toy Survey to formalgngulate my qualitative, interview
data. Neither was | using the Toy Survey to essaldionvergence or to seek confirmation
with the interpretative, qualitative interview dakavas using it to allow participants to
elaborate further and to initiate further areasctumsideration, by asking a bigger group of
participants about gender and toys in a searctiferprovocative’ (Rossman and Wilson,
1985:633). Whilst some people might suggest thatise of the Toy Survey renders my
study ‘mixed method’, | follow Howe and Eisenha®90) in using it as part of a
“whatever works” approach, here as a post-positreisearch instrument used alongside,
but ultimately as part of, my overall interpretati@pproach in the belief that qualitative
and quantitative approaches are not, necessatiiyatty exclusive (Sandelowski, 2000).
However, there were flaws in the Toy Survey anetlim to these in the final Chapter

(8.3.2) when I discuss the limitations of my study.
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Overall, the methods employed for this researcleweéfiective for collecting data relating
to my guiding research question on the views amdgptions of gender by EYPs.
However, as with all methods, there are strengtlsweeakness. In the next section, | will

discuss these and clarify how | attempted to addaey limitations.

5.5. Strengths and limitations of the methods

One of the strengths of undertaking research ugiogp discussions, as highlighted by
Morgan (1997), is that they are relatively straigiward to conduct. Rather than
organising multiple single interviews with eachtmapant, it was possible to plan for five
group meetings with eight people. Participantsenadie to build, refute, question, reflect
and modify what they and others contributed todiseussion (Morgan, 1997). These
interactions encourage individuals to recall thdagbtories and feelings from their
practice and their personal experiences, whichyred more ideas than would be possibly
collected from individual interviews (Holloway aidheeler, 2013). However, there are
also limitations to this approach, as indicatedReyd (2004), which | will now seek to

highlight and discuss.

5.5.1 Participants and their responses

The participants involved in the project were gafigiforthcoming and willing to
contribute opinions and views. However, as Barl{@001) points out, one of the
drawbacks of group discussion is that dominani@pants can take over the
conversations resulting in the data not providingradepth account of everyone’s
individual opinions and experiences. This did eaithe first meeting, with RP3 and
RP5 tending to speak more often than anyone elget, éd not continue and in the
subsequent sessions all participants contributéthuagh not always equally. Morgan
(1997) cautions that the artificial nature of thecdssion group environment can lead to
the suggestion that the data collected is not f@presentative of the opinions of the
group, as individuals may choose to not contriltigr views. This, he claims, is because
the discussion does not emerge from the particghaaturalenvironment, in which they
would perhaps be more likely to express their tueaturathoughts or feelings.
Discussing issues and topics in an artificiallyateel group, not initiated or directed by the

participants, could potentially result in individsideeling compelled to offer opinions
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which they believe the moderator wants to hearerdtian expressing their true opinion.
Similarly, participants may contribute opinionsythiRink are appropriate to help support
the discussion, and the researcher, and those wiaysot always reflect what they truly
believe (Barbour, 2005). The desire to help theassher might also be amplified if, as in
this case, that researcher is a tutor, indeedribgr&@nme Leader, of the participants’
course. This raises ethical issues, which willliseussed later in the ethics section of this
chapter and, in order to minimise the effects @hsethically focussed influences, | make
no claim that these issues were or could have be@pletely eradicated. However,

having a series of sessions allowed the particgp@nget to know each other better and
start to relax. Also sending everyone a copy oftwiaa been discussed gave time for
individuals to consider what had been said, proqggdhem with an opportunity to cogitate
on their own and others’ contributions and allowiimge and space to consider what they
might want to discuss or challenge next time. Meegpselecting individuals who were in
the same class cohort, where they were used todimgvheir opinions, including

managing different opinions during class debati#sraded the opportunity for them to get
to know each other beyond the discussion groupgetthis appeared to help the
participants to get used to talking in front of leather and the increase in contributions by
all participants during the sessions could be milre of them relaxing into the discussion
group arena. At the end of the process, | wardathéck this and asked the participants to
anonymously complete a feedback response on tsmasgAppendix 4) and evaluation
sheet (Appendix 5) which allowed them to responth&PowerPoint presentation of the
initial findings. | decided to make the responsesrymous so that the individuals did not
have to respond to me face to face, increasingkékhood of them responding honestly

to the questions. The evaluation (Appendix 5) giwee them a final chance to comment
on the themes and analysis and also provide fekdivathe research process as a whole.
The following comment is indicative of the respangesen by those who made a comment

in this section:

| really enjoyed the discussions, in particular hpeu might start out with a
certain train of thought and how this could be edtkthrough other peoples’
thoughts and opinions. It made me look at the prastwithin my
establishment

(Anon — end evaluation: Appendix 5)
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5.5.2 The discussion group environment

As noted above, creating an environment which ahbthe participants the opportunity to
relax during the sessions was important as it esstilem to make contributions to the
discussions. | endeavoured to promote a recipe@alonment in which all opinions
were welcomed (Glazer and Strauss, 1967; Morga®/)]1 vith questioning and building

on what had been said encouraged as exemplifiesvbel

Vignette 5.3: Participants build the discussion talarify explanations (DG2)

| think you can just tell the difference betwedrogs' and a girls'
top - girls' tops have flowers and there's maybe wigbons on it or
somethingRP8

Yes...the detailfRP4

If it is a boys' it is straight and I've seen baygls maybe with
footballs on themRP6

right Researcher

pictures of cars.RP3

emblems and thingsRP5

SO... just differenRP7

they are made differentRP5

they have what maybe you would consider.....whwtys' thing on
it..... maybe a car or a footbalRP¢

However, creating ‘open and undistorted commurocatias recommended by Holstein
and Gubrium (1997:116) in order to obtain ‘autheaticounts of subjective experience’
(Silverman, 2006:123), initially required a disdoesswith the participants to encourage
them to interact with each other and not just spoad to me as the moderator (Kitzinger,
1994). As noted by Wellings et al. (2000) and \ividon (2004), as the participants
became more relaxed in the group, which can beisetbe extract above, they seemed
more willing to share their experiences by providpersonal accounts which illustrated an
understanding of gender with the recounting ofissoto illustrate the points being made.

| have a really good example...l was in shoppirgigrelay with my son and we
were getting a card for a birthday party for nex¢ek for a wee girl called
xxxx and right away | took him to the section and Went through all the pink
cards and he picked up the Mario card and | sayXKXX put that back it's
for a boy and he said mummy she's a girl but sles thoy things. And | said,
can you explain that to me and he says she likabdt and she likes doing all
the things the boys do at playtime. And | was dtdlwing him towards the
pink cards 'cause I'm thinking | don't want thatthes thinking | bought a wee
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girl a boy’s card but he could tell me himself sha girl but she likes boys'
things.
DG1RP5

Whilst it can be seen from the extract above thafarticipants appeared happy to engage
in discussion with me, my relationship with thenttaer tutor was an area that required

examination.

5.5.3 Relationships

As the Programme Leader of the BA in Childhood Btaca power relationship existed
between me and the individuals involved, since tege ‘my’ students. As mentioned
previously, | had selected a group that | had aoglt but it was still necessary to address
the issue of being a tutor at the first sessiowakls made clear, as there were ethical
implications, through both discussion and the PASpendix 2), that any involvement
would be considered separately from their role gstdent; it would not positively or

negatively affect their grades.

My relationship as the researcher and moderatthreofroup was another area for
consideration. My role was to ask questions araregs prompt and probe for
clarification, as any group member could do, ineoreb produce ideas. As Holloway and
Wheeler (2013) note, it was important to listeth® voices of the participants and allow
them to talk and so it was, at times, necessargnfnot to intervene with my questions
and | had to let the group dynamics evolve sottiaparticipants could express their ideas
experiences and opinions (Morgan, 1997). | albtb let the group take the discussion
in ways | might not have chosen (Kirby et al., 2008y fears of not collecting sufficient
and worthwhile data for my dissertation had to betp one side. As noted earlier, this
approach allowed topics and areas for discussiemierge that | had not planned
(Kitzinger, 1994) and so, for example, there ensauigdeater focus on the relationship
between boys’ play and their sexuality and a disicumsrelating to fathers’ responses to
cross gender play. This resulted in data beingrgée@ and collected that | had not
anticipated, but it was data that, nonetheleskated the views of the participants

In addition, providing the participants with thepaptunity to be involved in the future

planning of topics provided ‘a forum for the exmies of the experiences and thoughts of
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the participants’ (Kirby et al., 2006:243). | tetare, following Somekh and Lewin
(2005), encouraged relationships in which the etténets were trust and the valuing of
others’ opinions and that the principles fittedhtite axiology of the project. Involving
the participants in creating and analysing the deftacted the conditions and values of
those involved (Kezar and Dee, 2011:268) and beamgitive to the power relationships
that existed helped me ensure an ethical resportbe research process. This method
followed Groundwater-Smith and Mockler’s (2007) eggzxh to practitioner research, in
which individuals are encouraged to question, re&amoderate or extend what had
previously been said, thereby making the data ro@éible and valid than had the
researcher forced and controlled the discoursehdmext section, | present the ethical
considerations of the project as a requirementdtept the participants and to work
critically in a research project in which ethieslgeyond ‘boxes to be ticked as a set of
procedural conditions, usually demanded by unitaetgiman research ethics committees’
(ibid:205).

5.6 Ethics

Undertaking academic research at the Universitglasgow requires the submission of an
application to the University’s Ethics Committddowever, as will be discussed, ethics go
beyond that sort of compliance as they are ‘infag values which assemble into a
values system’ (Groundwater-Smith and Mockler, 2P0%). In the next two sections |

will present the process of ethical approval regplioy the University of Glasgow,
highlighting the values that underpin the apprguakess. A set of criteria, suggested by
Groundwater-Smith and Mockler (2007), will be use@xamine the ethical integrity of
this project. This will be followed by a consideoa of ‘goodnessversus ‘validity and
reliability’, in which the quality of the researsktuates ethics, based on the concept of

goodnessalongside considerations of the trustworthinessarthenticity of the research.

5.6.1 Ethics approval — compliance and considerats

There should be ethical considerations evidenll iresearch studies since there can be a

conflict between the intention of research andnbed to protect the participants. Ethics

therefore relates to goodng3®bin and Begley, 2004). Harm can be preventagédwuced

through the application of appropriate ethical piples and the protection of participants

in any research study is imperative. Following @rdwater-Smith and Mockler (2007),
[92]



the five criteria suggested to ensure a studyhis@tare not limited specifically to an
ethics section of an ethical approval form-fillipgpcess, rather they relate to the project as
a whole and throughout this Chapter the readebbas alerted to particular ethical
considerations. The criteria suggested here atdhgrence to descriptions of ‘goodness’
(Tobin and Bezely, 2004), in which due considerafar the protection and wellbeing of
the participants is evident. Accordingly, the faliag criteria drove this research study.
Where the research should:

» observe ethical protocols and processes

e be transparent in its processes

* be collaborative in nature

be able to justify itself to its community of praet

be transformative in its intent and actions

and be able to justify itself to its community aaptice.
Adapted fr@@noundwater-Smith and Mockler (2007:205-206).

The ethical approval procedures require that tiosslved should give their consent to be
part of the project. This means that there needi®ta clear description of what will be
involved and what will happen to them if they agr@¢ake part. The over-riding
philosophy of research should be ‘do no harm’ amgdaat of the University of Glasgow’s
requirements | applied to the Ethics Committeeafmproval. This process involved
providing an outline of the dissertation proposéhva proposed methodology and
attention to the analysis of data. Additionallye #pplication required information about
how the data would be stored, used and destroyeel tbie research project had been
concluded. Before ethical approval could be gritteras necessary to establish that the
project would not subject participants to unprimetppractices or would violate their
privacy and so what was said should not be atalidatto identifiable individuals. The
PLS (Appendix 2), included in the application ainkg to the participants to read before
the project could commence, outlined what commitmesuld be required and why they
had been selected and provided a clear indicatiainpiarticipation or non-participation
would be voluntary and would not affect their g in BA programme. A consent form
was also included to be signed to indicate agreetodre involved and to have the
discussions audio and video recorded. The volumtatyre of being involved was
highlighted in the opening welcome (DG1) in whitlwas emphasised that participants

could withdraw from the research at anytime and ttinay would be given a code to
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protect their identity in the transcript. Theseqedures provided the participants with
choice and made transparent what would be involvetlyding the level of contribution

expected in the production and analysis of the.data

The methods adopted allowed the participants ‘tveshdiscuss and debate aspects of their
practice’ (Groundwater-Smith and Mockler (2007:25pbm the discussions, the
individuals reflected on and consider their praciitrelation to gender. This offered
opportunities ‘to create actionable, actioned ootes' (bid:205)that might, | hopedhave
implications for the individual’s practice commueg as exemplified below:

| have discussed this briefly with my staff team #ey also found it an
interesting topic. We also discussed the thingsnag subconsciously do to
gender children. | would be keen to look more dioea this topic

This has certainly made me question and refleahgmpractice and that of my
colleagues. | found this very interesting and afwideasis for reflection in my
personal and professional practice

(Anonymous feedback/evaluations-Apperidix

The examination of ethics leads to the considenaiidhe value of the research being
presented. Lincoln (1995:287) argues that ‘theddeds for quality in interpretive social
science are also standards for ethics’ and sbeimeéxt section, | will consider if the
project has consistently conformed to the standamtisipated in an ethical interpretative

study.

5.6.2 Ethics and ‘goodness’

As discussed above, goodnasan interpretative paradigm needs to be an enaesiipg
standard and should be evident throughout the girdiftowever, before proceeding to
examine the project by this standard, it is impdrta note that there exists much debate
about how to assess the worthiness of researahimexpretative paradigm. Traditionally,
the terms validity and reliability have been asated with positivist research, which seeks,
often, to establish cause and effect. By contsagtlies in the interpretative paradigm, in
which qualitative research values voices and egpe&s, cannot be assessed using tests
for reliability and validity according to Whittemeet al. (2001). Onwuegbuzie and Leech

(2007:233) assert: ‘to date, no one definition @idity represents a hegemony in
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gualitative research’. It is argued that quantieatnd qualitative research should not be
evaluated by the same criteria as positivist, offgantitative research, and it is suggested
that qualitative validity should be tested by ardespecifically created for that since the
data produced often serves a distinctive purpodeoffars a significance quite distinct

from quantitative research (Koro-Ljungberg, 200Blpwever, Morse (1999) argues that
the rejection of validity and reliability could rdsin the criticism that qualitative research
is not thorough and does not genuinely contribotiné development of knowledge. To
guard against such criticism, Van Maanen (2011axgles that qualitative research should
consider the ‘underrated criteria of apparency\ardimilitude’, in which there is a
requirement that research reporting offers an ateuepresentation of what happened and

that the research is conducted in an ethical manner

Whilst debate continues with regard to validity aabibility in interpretative research, |
nonetheless ‘embrace a more illuminative approaubnvoffering evidence of goodness’
(Tobin and Begley, 2004:390). Following Guba amttoln (2005b), the research
presented here does not lend itself to validitthetraditional sense shown by cause and
effect or generalisable findings that reflect ag#nunassailable ‘truth’. Rather the ethical
connection, in terms of ‘goodnesbgtween me as the researcher and my participants,
requires that | ensure that the accounts presaméduthentic and accurate. Similarly, and
according to Silverman (2006:202), asking peoplatthey think and feel provides
‘authenticity’ if there is evidence of the voicdstloe participants being presented
accurately. Asking the participants to read, cimgés modify or clarify what had been
recorded provided opportunities for them to vakdiueir contributions. Thus, as far as
possible, this project adhered to the tenets addgesswith every attempt made to
guarantee that all ethical requirements were faidwncluding the verification of the
transcripts to ensure that the processes wereoaiegrst and confirmed that the project was

collaborative (Groundwater-Smith and Mockler, 2007)

5.7 The way forward

Over the next two chapters, the data will be presstand discussed, allowing tentative
conclusions to be drawn, from a process in whieh'data, and the ideas generated from
the data, are required to build an argument thtabéshes the point or points you wish to
make’ (Bazeley, 2009:7). The process will go furttian theme identification or
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establishing that patterns exist in the data ctdbtkdt will, therefore, be necessary to make
links to theory and demonstrate that the conclissreached emerge from findings in the
context of other research and literature in ordenaike connections and draw useful

conclusions.
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Chapter 6The Nature of Gender*

They've grown up with mixture of toys and mixturéhimgs and
allowed to do all sorts of things...so....but thare still definitely

differences.
RP3DG1

6.1 Introduction

Diagram 6.1 Thematic analyses of the data from thBGs

! |
: { Nature of Gender
|

Early years \
practitioners’ / /

perceptions of gender

Stereotypes Behaviour with toys Colourafioys
changes about about adultin be:m‘{
to / girls / bays / waiting / / aviour ) /

In the following two chapters the analysis, préagon and discussion of the data
collected, as described in Chapter 5 (section @Wil)provide a platform from which to

develop an account which illuminates my researghstigation:An old issue in a new era:

" The appendices referred to are typical extracts fihe transcripts and toy surveys. Full versioas a
available.
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Early year practitioners’ understanding of gendemhe discussion group data which is
discussed here is, following Holliday (2007), riohthe sense that relevant aspects and
issues identified allow arguments to be presenteidwprovide further explanation,

modification and further confirmation of existingebries which relate to gender.

The four discussion groups provided a plethoraaté @nd in order to derive meaning and
explanations from it, the data were sorted by adgp thematic analytical approach. As
noted by Braun and Clarke (2006), this method Wweslfle and allowed key features to be
considered and summarised, allowing connectioh& tmade. Thus, an explanation of
and, an association with what was said by the @patints and the explanations offered by
me will be credibleibid). The analysis of the data provided codes anegoaies which in
turn suggested three overarching themes beingmirdbe nature of gender, sexuality and
play (see Diagram 6.1, above). As recommendeddbeR-Holmes (2003), the categories
associated with each theme, will also be preseatedliscussed as they relate to the
arguments and issues which further my investigatidhe diagram 6.1 above illustrates
that there is a hierarchy of themes, where thereatiigender is the principal theme
because it permeated all the DGs and predicategiattieipants’ understanding of
children’s gender behaviour in the nursery. Bg thinean the nature of gender and its
features were fundamental to how the participantetstood the reported gender
behaviours as can be seen from the typical comthahbpened this chapter. This resulted
in the nature of gender dominating the participamtslerstanding of the other elements
discussed. Therefore, the analysis, presentatidecussions will be presented over two
chapters: Chapter 6 which will consider the theowi$ing on the nature of gender
(Appendix 6—Extract from analysi&)llowed by Chapter 7 which will examine the two
subordinate themes of sexuality and play (Appeddixd 8—Extracts from analysis). The
toy survey data from both the DG and from the wilavey (WS) group, which were
analysed using categories adapted from Blakemate€Cantres (2005), will be discussed
under the theme of play (Appendix 9- toy surveylysig). Finally, issues for further
consideration will be highlighted for discussionGhapter 8.

6.1.1 Analysis as an iterative process

In this research project the data analysis is gasa and exploratory and as such adopts
an iterative approach in order to seek meaningdawvelop interpretive explanations.
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Berkowitz (1997) emphasises the examination arekegnination of the data to allow new
connections to be revealed and more complex cariging to be developed. Thus, a
deeper understanding of the information is assein@leis includes adopting techniques to
interrogate what is uncovered and to apply theomxplain and unravel content. As
discussed in Chapter 5, Braun and Clarke (200&paate the use of literature to provide
depth to the examination of data. This allows aemosightful and cognisant investigation.
As part of this process, the analysis of the davaaled aspects | had anticipated and
which related to the literature and discussion$imant to the construction of gender.
However, there were some unexpected findings wigldted to the nursery environment
and, as will be discussed in this chapter they apfmeadd to the (re)production and
(re)creation of binary expectations. In addition déscussed by Foucault (2003), these
contribute to and are sustained in an environméetrgvpractices that work with other
practices, beyond the nursery, constitute a sddefanition of gender.

6.2 Nature of gender

This chapter focuses on the nature of gender assisd by the participants. At the start of
the research everyone was asked to consider ifiibegved gender to be innate or
whether they considered it to be created, althdhightopic was both explicitly and
implicitly referred to throughout the DG meetingsie participants appeared to oscillate
between a number of positions: explaining gendbeddhviours, physical features, learning
and attitudes to gender as being either biologicareated by others. All the participants
expressed unfounded biological deterministic viemisich reflect traditional folk wisdom,
and which were institution based. Yet there waacdmowledgement that gender could be
influenced and created by those beyond the nuesariyonment. Mixtures of beliefs,

where ideas existed within other ideas or bel@fssented a multi-layered understanding
of gender which, at times, appeared to be muddiedmtradictory. As discussed in
Chapters 2-4, this mirrors much of the researcttivbs noted by Butler (1990, 1993)
indicates that it is not always possible to cleanlgke claims that attribute all gender
characteristics to solely innate or environmerdatdrs. This is because determining
exactly where biological influences ends and wietgaviours which are influenced by
culture or environment begin is not possible. Hggeesent and examine two categories as
discussed by the participants and where theorgesd to develop a deeper understanding
of what was said.
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6.2.1 Gender viewed as biological phenomena

In response to the initial question of whetherghdicipants believed gender to be innate
or learned, everyone said they thought that theme iundamental immutable aspects of

gender, such as the comment that opens this chepdehe following:

Boys have a more logical brain and...they say th@axe a more logical brain
which can accept maths and numbers more easitygirés can.
DG1RP1

...baby boys have a different shape of head thay bals.
DG1RP3

| think from a young age wee boys and girls hadéfarent manner in the
way they come across
DG1RP8

These comments suggest that the participants leelithat there are physical, biological
and psychological differences which mark boys arld gut as being different. The
comments made show a tendency to interchangeablthaderms sex and gender. This is
similarly noted by Meyer (2010), who says that oftee sex differences; male/female,
boy/girl, are confused with socially acquired nagmf masculine and feminine. It is
possible that this confusion has added to, orédsd, assumptions that biological
differences explain observed dissimilarities imrt@ag and other aspects such as

behaviours.

All the participants reported that there were pgattr attitudes and areas of learning they
believed were natural and specific to the sexeBleTé 1 illustrates reported gender
preferences that girls and boys show towards peatitearning. The participants all
confirmed that boys take more time to settle tovaies and that their concentration tends
to be fleeting. Conversely, girls were associatétl lmnguage and creative activities
where they were reported as exhibiting more pass#haviours and the ability to focus for
periods of time. Whilst it was generally proposkdttthe children display gender
differences in their choices for where and whay flearned a few participants
acknowledged that some children showed preferemhesh were opposite to the manner

associated with their sex. However, these accomeats often presented as exceptiorise
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information presented below illustrates the arbasthe participants indicated that the
sexes prefer. It should be noted that this tab&sahot record the frequency of how often
the sites were mentioned but rather records tlfieterece to these locations were made and

were not challenged by the other participants.

Table 6:1 Reported preferred sites of learning

Subjects Girls | Boys
Art N
Climbing frames (big physical equipment etc) N
Computers N
Construction toys: Building blocks etc N
Dancing N
Language N

Maths N
Outdoor N N
Reading N

Role play N

Sand N
Singing N

Water N
Writing N

The participants reported that the sexes showdatplar aptitudes: girls demonstrate
higher levels of verbal competences and empattd/bags show strengths in the
performance of mathematical tasks and show highweld of physical activity (Chapter 3).
Both boys and girls were reported as enjoying thtd@or learning environment. However,
as will be discussed under the theme of play (&rapB), the participants expressed the
belief that how children learn and play in the sa®kings, and with particular toys, is
conceived of differently due to gender differences.

The assignment of specific gender behaviours agided by the participants reflects

biological deterministic traditions and the currpopular literature—Baron-Cohen (2003),
Gurian (2002) and Sax (2005)—which has been thesfot media attention and may have
influenced the opinions offered. The view thatgahd boys learn differently, and through
different media, illustrates the theory of the mahel female brain (see Chapter 2). Baron-

Cohen (2003) claims that the different sex hormaindslren are exposed to, both before
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and after birth, will result in males and femalghibiting different learning styles
attendant upon different brain development. Guf2Z892:31) suggests that boys are hard-
wired to have enhanced auditory recall, tend tebee inclined to have ‘three-
dimensional reasoning’ and are generally drawrxpogation, because of the makeup of
their brain chemistry and hormones. These padrduthaviours echo those described in
Baron-Cohen’s (2003) theory systemizingwhere he claims that boys have a natural
instinct to understand and create systems, from ith@ination to use computers to their
ability to follow maps. Baron-Coheib{d) contrasts this with the ability to empathise
which he claims is a female characteristic resglimthem being less able to systemise.
Women, he argues, have larger language and orggraseas in their brains which allow
them to empathise and use language to form rekdtipa and seek communications. He
claims that these traits result in men and womsplaying distinct aptitudes towards
particular recreational and occupational pursdite participants’ comments, with regards
to how girls and boys learn, lies between folklanel the media literatures which converge

to promote stereotypical understandings:

| think it is because girls tend to have more comi@ion that they pick it up
and | think because girls can be...use more thitkgsbabies and stories but
boys are always physical and doing things like.tBat it is obviously going
take a bit longer to build their concentration dwythink about it that way.
DG1RPS8

The participants acknowledged and confirmed thedemy education practices are adopted
to accommodate these perceived differences bettheesexes, in order to meet the
children’s individual needs. Typically, an area endged by one of the sexes will be

incentivised with the incorporation of a toy whishreported to be of interest to that sex:

I would say...for example we did tend to have afdioys playing in it

(construction)so we put a castle in it...with some ponies so thawgirls will

build bridges for their ponies...and doing differémngs like that.
DG1RPS8

The reported behaviours are related to what popetsarch appears to shows. The
following short vignette demonstrates the confilimraiand affirmation that the participants
give to each other to support commonly held opisihich give credence to and
corroboration of biological differences requirindferentiated practices and approaches to
the children’s learning based on their sex:
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Vignette 6.1 :Participants confirm and give credene to biological differences (DG1)

I mean they do say that research says that boyslareer than
girls. RP5

Do boys' and girls' brains not develop different®did |
make that upRP7

No | was at a course at Experiential Play and thay a
speaker who said that there was a differeftje4

Despite the popularity and appeal of theories whiadigest and influence beliefs that there
are fixed binary characteristics attributable tm&ée and male learning, there is no
categorical verification that there are particulaural process which are inherently unique
to boys or girls in the way they learn (for examplehrer, 2008; Eliot, 2009). As
discussed by both Kimmel (2005) and Hyde (2009 réimge of differences between the
sexes is relatively small compared to the simiksitvhich exist. The assumption that
nature is the only cause of these differencesresillt in other possibilities, for instance,
behaviours and preference being learned, beingeginar dismissed. This can result in
fatalistic expectations where practices are basgaresumed hard-wiring which cannot be
altered. The participants’ acknowledgement andiooation of these supposed attributes
for each sex, and their intentions to accommodemtto meet the needs of the children,
could imply that the children are being taughteti-segulate their learning in an
inherently gendered manner. This would accord Wdbcault’'s (2003) biopolitical model
where self-regulated gender competencies are taunghteinforced through practices
which construct, direct and create controls whesutt in different and separate
experiences for each sex. Hence as described hyn\ad Ruble (2009), behaviours and
practices become inculcated and normalised for iegitoupsandout-groups This helps

to signpost for the children which behaviours grprapriate for them. This in turn results
in gendered practices and expectations, furtheéhadpelief that the features of learning
are natural, dependable and cannot be changedimpiieations for EYPS’ practice will

be discussed in Chapter 8.

6.2.2 Other reported differences: behaviour and phsical development

Across the DGs the patrticipants also reported &pexid different social and physical

behaviours for boys and girls which are believetldonnate due to their consistent nature.
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The differences reported tended to focus on hovsélxes settle into the nursery

environment and the manner in which they exhibtiadehaviours.

Table 6:2 Reported features relating to boys and gs: physical and social behaviours

Behaviours girls | boys
active \
attentive

boisterous

conforming
disobedient

gentle

get dirty

have fine motor skills
have gross motor skills
mature

polite

quiet

resilient

rough

settle easily

seek comfort

<1 |2 [=] [

. < < < | < |

<=2

2] 2]

The participants all confirmed the claim that gate emotionally more mature, are able to
express their feelings and needs, and are calndelnaare more developed fine-motor
skills. Positive expectations were expressed it to girls’ behaviours and their
emotional development. In addition, the particigarecount that boys were more
physically active and exhibit better gross-motorelepment. The reported behaviours
tended to conform to generally held stereotypesiwtepict girls as being more compliant
than boys, who are livelier and who require modirestion (for example, Jones and
Myhill, 2004). These observations divide the sarés two distinct groups where the
exhibited behaviours could be viewed as the argishef each other and where their

consistency is attributed to innate factors:

| know there's always a few exceptions but | timnggeneral....I think girls
come across a bit softer and a bit less rough thays.
DG1RP8

The participants proposed that these types ofréifiees between the sexes are natural and

consistent across time. During DG1 the participgensled to preface their comments with
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an indication of how long they had worked in EYsleamonstrate that particular gendered

behaviours had been observed throughout theiripeact

| have probably worked with children longer thamyaof you...because |
have been in the profession for 40 years now.
DG1RP3
There was a consensus that the observed differbetesen the sexes inform teaching
and learning and that these are sometimes explmtegtimise learning and development

for boys and girls.

For boys who are always at the dinosaurs or alwatythe blocks
and if you have a certain thing you have got takeayou have to
improvise and maybe use that area to do the tegadhinlf they
wanted to learn...you're going to improvise andsdmething...in the
areas that they like.

DG3RP5

Adopting sites of learning and approaches condistéh the sex of the child can result in
the child experiencing a specific environment wheey learn particular behaviours,
attitudes and proficiencies. This can result ireey\focused and limited environment for
learning where the child developeripts(Chapter 3) which allow them to operate in and
interact appropriately with that environment. Fhicould be argued maintains and
creates specific expectations and norms of behes/iemd aptitudes. Freed (2003) cautions
that children can develop schemas of socially aetxdg behaviours, which can be
interpreted as being the result of biological diedirather than learned because they
appear to be consistent in how they manifest themeseThis suggests that what adults do
could be responsible for the reinforcement of behas, learning and attitudes resulting in
them appearing to be innate. The practitionergiaases, concerns and attention can
therefore highlight behaviours which are conseqa#yteinforced. Across the four DG
there were consistently more stories which rel&dabys’ behaviours and attributes than
there were about girls. There were 42 stories whilgtrated behaviours exhibited by

boys; which was in contrast to 13 stories relatngirls’ behaviours.

I would suggest that the practitioners’ preparedrag®l readiness for boys’ behaviour
being naturally more difficult and their expectatitat girls would be compliant

reinforces what is being observed.
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When that group of boys are having another onéeaf Uack Sparrow type

times the girls are either probably sitting in theuse corner quietly or they

are in the book corner or something like that. ytreenot being disruptive
DG3RP4

As discussed by Martin (1995), behaviour expeatatior a particular group will
encourage a resonance with the behaviour resultitige reinforcement of belonging to
the in-groupand a disassociation with the out-group. This i@ship will encourage and
reinforce behaviours which are socially expected mormal to both groups. Bolles (1979)
suggests that particular behaviours can be bothddaand strengthened in the light of
expectations, implicit and explicit, conveyed arluiewe, according to Eckert and
McConnell (2013), these behaviours are confirmedegated by others as representative
of that of a boy or a girl. Thus, as Foucault’'sQ2pbiopolitical model suggests, children
can learn to adhere to societal expectations amdsithrough conventions which regulate
their environment. It is possible to suggest thatfrocess of self-regulation is learned
through association with the in-group and rejecbbthe out-group. Practices and
responses which anticipate differences arising frlmensex of the individual could
reinforce these differences through particular etqt@ns conveyed to the child. This
could explain why boys are continually viewed agemdifficult and are the focus for
practitioners’ attention. In contrast girls leaot to attract attention and are perceived as
more compliant. It is possible to suggest that o#ihes and females learn that being male
or female is viewed differently. If as discussed\ay male traits, qualities and activities
are given prominence and are the focus for adidhabn, then females learn that being
male is often viewed as having more value or atlatiracts more attention than being
female. From these findings there are implicatimn€YPs’ practice which will be

considered in Chapter 8.

However, as previously signposted, the participdotaot view all behaviours as innate.
There is recognition that some aptitudes and peatars are the result of the influence of
parents and otheralthough the participants expressed the beliefiY&s do not
generally contribute to this developmenhe next section focuses on the construction of

gender as described by the practitioners and ewidéhe DGs transcripts.

[106]



6.3 Constructed

This theme is divided into distinct categories (degram 6.1) which relate to those who,
according to the participants, influence the depelent of gender: parents and others.
Despite the claim by the participants that EYP#®dbinfluence the development of
gender, their narrative suggested otherwise asdé&s, it helped to illuminate their
understanding of gender in the Pre-5 environmé&hese three influences will be
discussed below, initially focusing on the partaoips’ perceptions of how parents in
general, and mothers and fathers separately haweothin particular approaches to

reinforcing and teaching gender differences.

6.3.1 Parents’ influence on the creation of gender

Practitioners express the belief that children ctortbe nursery with previously acquired

gendered behaviours:

Vignette 6.2: Participants view the role of parentsn the development of gender
(DG1)

But they have those when they comeRi®3

yes.RP6

the children come in with these ideas....you knB\R3

that's what I'm saying these are established athdriP4
from their parents or familiesRP5

| think it is done by parents....as well you kndvR4

parents steer thenRP6

parents want their children to behave in a certamy and they
do shape that and encourage them to do particiiegs you
know maybe like activities like football for a beryd..RP2

There is an acceptance by all the participantsdhiédren respond to and learn particular
behaviours at a young age at home, and that tredseviours are subsequently evident

when they enter the nursery. Participants repeduently hearing parents reinforce the
belief that boys and girls adhere to particularestations. One participant suggests that

parents above all others influence the developmkgénder traits:

| mean in my opinion children aren't awai@ society’s influenceand...it's all
unique to their own family set up...how they are.
DG1RP2
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The participants suggest that often parents exfatatistic attitudes towards their son’s
behaviours and when they are very small some paegqtear to positively reinforce
boisterous and active behaviour in boys. When @sag parents’ comments and
behaviours little is said about girls, as the déston focused primarily on boys and their
behaviours:

...whereas mums of boys tend not to care becaaséstivhat boys do.
DG3RP7

Participants’ comments also illuminate differenitatles of mothers and fathers towards
the sexes. Once again the results presented heraet depresent frequency counts, rather
they are comments made and agreed or developdetpatticipants. From the

descriptions two distinct worlds are created:

Table 6.3 Practitioners report parents’ response aah attitudes towards their children

Girls Boys

Good manners Get away with things
Mothers F_eminine Boisterous

Pink Blue

Compliant Boys will be boys

Gentle Not feminine

Given cuddles Resilient
Fathers | Quiet Boisterous

Caring Strong

Need protected Protect girls

The world of a girl is depicted as a quiet cleanemawhere she is protected by men while
she looks after the needs of others. The viewsathars as reported by the participants
focus on how girls should appear to the world. Téis contrast to the fathers’ views
which depict their daughters as being decorativefaagile, in need of protection.
However, boys distinctly appear to inhabit a wavltere they are active and motivated
and engaged. The mothers’ views presented by ttieipants depict boys whose
behaviour is endorsed as masculine. The fathees'egoorted as encouraging masculine
behaviours and there are indications that the bbgsld be protective of females. The
vignette now presented represents a snapshot difteeent perceptions of how boys and

girls are treated by their parents:
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Vignette 6.3: Participants discuss parental attitués to boys and girls (DG2)

Boys often get off with things more...than gingould say.RP1
fathers can be quite protective of girls...boysthat much more
leeway. RP6

even when they are younger...boys get away wibh@dre...than
girls will...even the mums will let the boys...mging the boys'
behaviour is not so much a priority than managing girls’
behaviour...the boundarid’P4

yes, and presenting themselves...girls presentiegselves...the
girls have to speak a certain waRP6

it isn't even just that it is...some of the weeshayour
establishment...there are no boundaries thereHent RP4

The worlds created here conform to well establistudhented beliefs about females being
passive and males being active (for example, RUl8iA5). However, whilst the reporting
of these attributes depict inherently stereotypatatudes displayed by the parents, it is
important to emphasise that these are assigndukehyarticipants to the parents. The
stereotypical views presented by the participaathgps may be more representative of
the participants’ opinions and perceptions of taeepts’ behaviours and parenting habits
rather than truly reflecting the parents’ opini@amsl attitudes. Thus, it is perhaps possible
to suggest that the participants are transferheg stereotypical views of parents to
interpret the parents’ behaviours. The reportemastand behaviours of the parents are
understood as an accurate representation of homattteally respond to their children is
to be viewed with caution. However, this informatidoes convey that the participants’
believe that parents encourage gender behavioting ichildren, which then possibly
provides EYPs with both an alibi and the convictibat they are innocent of contributing

to the children’s development of gendered behasiour

The participants also reveal evidence of the clildelf-regulating and conforming to
societal norms as described by Foucault (2003)ekample, it is reported that the
mothers regulate and monitor girls’ manners anchbielrs. Often the girls are reported as
not getting dirty:

Whereas a lot of the wee girls without it beinglt them from the mums are
a bit..."’l don't want to get dirty’.
DG3RP7
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Whilst the participants explain that this is evidermf girls’ natural inclination to be
compliant and clean, | would propose that the ‘gattslity to adhere to the dictum of
remaining clean suggests evidence of self-reguigffoucault, 2003) and the
reinforcement of schemas as described by LipsitnrBE993). This is in contrast to the
reported endorsement of boys’ behaviour whichaateed more permissively, and where
there is an expectation that boys will get dirisotigh their rough-and-tumble activities,
which also simultaneously appear to confirm theasoulinity. Thus, distinct and different
regulations are taught to the sexes, wipicdduce, normalise and control gendered

behaviours.

6.3.2 Others that influence gender

The participants reported that in addition to pagenfluencing children’s development of
particular gender behaviours which are not innéiere are other general societal
influences which support different gendered quedigvident in the children’s behaviour.
It should be noted that the comments offered is $leiction did not receive the same level

of attention, interest or consensus:

Vignette 6.4 :Participants discuss other influencesf gender development (DG1)

Society...yes society is determining geriRie6

| don't think society determines whether you anstzoboy or a girl,
you are born a boy or a girlRP4

it is embedded...it is the way we were broughtngbtaeated when
we were young so on and so dRR7

The comments above represent a variety of opirabgender influences and, as indicated
by Meyer (2010), they also suggest that the paditis view gender and sex as
interchangeable terms. The participants as ikbstl in Vignette 6.4, do at times disagree
about the most significant influences on childregesder development but there is an

acknowledgement that:

..they(children)respond to people's expectations yes?
DG3RP4
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because

..children are quite intelligent they can see peapteactions...by their facial
expressions.
DG3RP6.

The comments further suggest that society’s or lgeéopxpectations impact on both boys
and girls. From colour to clothes to the toys whact played with—this will be discussed
in more detail in Chapter 7—to behavioural expéatest, there are acknowledged
influences from society. Faceless society, whichdver clearly defined by the
participants, and the media, are often blamed famyrof the controls and expectations put
upon parents who in turn are required to enforesgmorms with their children.

...but when it is boys for some reason society @gpbat boys will be
tough and bruisers (laughter)...and particularly tbe parents...well some
parents...they want their boys to be manly so tloeyt want them to be
girlie...so they teach them to do boys’ things.

DG2RP7

The observations made suggested that society hptridluences expectations of
children’s gender but that it also manipulates p&‘egender expectations for their
children. As such, parents, as part of societyrane particular understanding of
specific and binary gender qualities and charasties, which have been taught to
them and which they impart to their children. Tlaetigipants appear to suggest that
this results in controls and constraints being gudiagpon children by parents and by
society for boys and girls to meet these gendeeegpions. One aspect of this is
made evident during the DGs where it is clear thate is a need for boys and girls

to be physically distinguishable and different fridme earliest days of a child’s life:

If you dress a baby boy in pink then take a plitdtmoks like a baby girl
doesn't it? Looking in a pram if a baby is dressegink then you go...oh she
is pretty or if it's blue...he's a big boy you knolwt another colour you might
not tell whether it was a boy or a girl

DG1 RP3

There is also the recognition that the media pitesath encourage gendered
products; toys, clothes and cartoons charactershadre all aimed at parents—and
children—and reinforce the need to distinguistwieenn the sexes and the spending

and consumption patterns associated with them:
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...if you had a boy and a girl you would need taogband buy a boy's
set and a girl's set.
DG4RP1

Throughout the DGs the participants portray soa@stymposing more rigid
expectations on boys, who they present as being&ub specific restrictions. This
aspect will be discussed more fully in Chapter darrthe theme of sexuality.

The views offered by the participants attributertba-innate aspects of children’s
gender development to parents—mothers and fatherd-afastract society—
people, others and the media. One component treat Anticipated but is omitted
by the participants throughout the DGs is the aflehildren themselves in
influencing the development of gender in othersarrera where the voice and
agency of children is not only recognised in edioca institutions but actively
encouraged (James and James, 2004) | would hawgtththat children would be
cited as contributing and supporting other chilsg®ender behaviours. As this
did not occur, | would suggest that the particisanéw the adult as the
predominant and perhaps the more significant imiteson the child. This marks

an important area for practice and will be discdsseChapter 8.

The participants present an understanding of tiidreh’s learning of gender that
resonates with SLT (Bandura, 1983) where environaléactors determine how
gender is learned. This is in contrast to LipsieayBs (1983) GST and Martin and
Halveston (1981), who suggest that children leamdgr from their environment
and also from their evaluation and association wétticular gender behaviours
and choices associated with the in-group—theirggexp (generally)—and to
disassociate with those linked to the out-groupaftiér 3). However, there is
evidence of adult controls being exerted, as nbyeBoucault (2003), where
domination and power are applied through the pgssinfrom one generation to
another of social truths. The participants belithat the elements of gender which
can be learned are conveyed and reinforced bydéstand behaviours exhibited
by parents and society. The truths taught to thidreim about the world are
entwined with social discourses that promote madegnder normativity which
determine how each sex should think, operate agldrfesociety. As expressed by

Foucault {bid), institutions produce and sanction truths whidnthgovern and
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regulate gender associated performance. | sudugasthie views offered by the
participants of both parents and society are a awetibn of the participants’
observations and reflections which are interminglti societal truths which
they too have absorbed and conform to as parteaf tlivn socialisation.
However, as discussed in the opening section sfdmapter, the participants as
EYPs absent themselves from having a role in ttosgss and in fact pride
themselves in their gender blindness. | therefose turn to an examination of

their views and opinions which relate to genderedlyment in the nursery.

6.3.3 EYPs’ influence on gender development

This section will examine aspects of EYPs’ influermn the development of gender. All
the participants, as discussed above, indicatddtibee were aspects of gender they
believe to be innate and other qualities whichdrkeih learned and which are developed by
their parents and society. All the participantsmten that they do not see the children as
boys or girls; rather they view them as individua#ss with other elements of the
discussions, there are contradictions and incanrsigts. As discussed by Morgan (1997),
this was to be expected in this method of gathedtatg as the participants’ reflected upon
their ideas and thoughts during the DGs. The maasaof contention are illustrated in the

table below and each area will be examined ingbction:

Table 6.4 Practitioners report practices which relé&e to gender

Participants say: But also say:

They do not gender. Children need to be taughtttiegt are
different.

They give equal choice. Children choices refleetrtgender

and these are often used to promote the
children’s learning.

Nursery children are too Knowing if it is a boy or a girl helps
young to be treated in a participants to respond appropriately.
gendered manner.
Staff are trained so treat all Staff respond differently to children on
children the same. an individual basis.

Participants typically express the view that whasildren are treated equally, there is a
requirement that the sex differences which existikhbe highlighted as part of the

children’s education:
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| do think children need to know if they are a ooy girl...and | know we try

to give them opportunities for everything but | doimnk there is anything

wrong in letting a boy be a boy and a girl be d.gt's what we’re doing....
DG1RPS8

In addition to this, the paricipants acknowldge thare are times when they the
respond to the sexes differently and that knowiragahild is a boy or a girl will
allow them to respond to the child appropriatelgeTanguage in this vignette
illustrates that there is a dimorphic element whigates to femininity and
masculinity where girls are seen as being appeettitatr their attractiveness and

boys are seen as being big:

Vignette 6.5 : Participants discuss gendered respeas to babies (DG3)

But as babies it is...'cause it distinguishes themthat it is pink for a
girl and blue for a boyRP6

...especially for a very small baby...I think asytlare coming on ...then
that wouldn't surprise me as much but when theytiaye.. RP4

well | suppose when you think about parents cortongsit the nursery
for the first time then...when | think about itprbbably do...respond
differently by saying things like - oh she's satpethe's lovely, wherea
a wee boy I'd go...oh he's a big boy for his.R&RS

...Iit's the terminology for a girl that’s differettian a boyRP5

)

Despite this, the participants do not believe thay create a gendered environment and as
professionals they do not gender. The off loadihgemdered behaviours as the
responsibility of others, and the mitigating faabdthe children’s agesthey are smal-
alongside the training the participants receiviehalp to reconcile the power of gender

with their own individual professional agency. Taaticipants do not believe they are
influential nor do they believe they contributegender as they consistently reported that
children are not treated differently from each oihehe nursery. Citation of the

individual child and responding to the needs ofdhiéd are used to explain that there is no

intention to encourage or discourage genderedlighaviours or learning:
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Vignette 6.6 : Participants discuss gendered stalffehaviours (DG3)

...see | don't know maybe 'cause we work with tigeuss. RP4

...it is just automatic...you just kiss theRP6

| think in early years it is different 'cause thae small...to be honest
...maybe if it was school...I think they dRR3

As discussed by Chappell (2011), no institutiogaader free and as such the opinions
offered throughout the DGs reveal that stereotypieavs are as prevalent in the EYs
settings as they are in any other area or insditstin society. The DGs were held in the
period approaching Christmas and here | presentase which exemplifies a way in

which the children are noted as being treated rdiffidy and based on their gender:

...it is the Living Doll(show)and the girls have the silver sequence skirt and i
is always great fun and they're learning...but lblog's wanted to join in...and
we've never involved the boys...but we've let joemn the rehearsals but
they've never been on the stage for it....

DG3RP5

The reason given for this difference in treatmeas that the boys, despite enjoying the
rehearsals, were restricted owing to past expegentien parents expressed the view that
they did not want their boys getting dressed u pérticipant also admitted that the type
of dancing was perhaps viewed as being for girls.

During DG3 the participants did appear to be openehaviours and practices reinforcing

gender stereotypes:

I'm only going with the Birth to Gurriculum)because what they are saying about
brain development and they're saying it's the cohioes that are made...so if we
are finding that girls are getting treated diffetbn then the boys are not getting
exposed to as much...then those connections aiagkft...and if they don't get
used then they die basically so...

DG3RP6

There appeared to be some acknowledgement heriéhsexes have different
experiences in the nursery and as such it is resedthat this can affect how children
develop as a result of their treatment. The padici appeared to indicate a link between
practice and the documentation which guides angatp practice, specifically in relation
to thePre-birth to threg(Education Scotland, online) document. This i®reh

[115]



practitioners are advised that the brain’s plastiahd how children are treated can result
in contrasting experiences and the developmenafivg neurological brain pathways
(see Chapter 2). This acknowledgement initiallyesgwpd to reveal some reflection on and
insight into the ways in which different experiea@®uld lead to different gender
development; however, this did not generally reftee views of all the participants.
During the last DG when practices were discuss$erlparticipants revealed that they still
held the view that notwithstanding a few exceptjataff did not respond to children

based on the child’s sex category in EYSs:

Vignette 6.7: Participants discuss the treatment ofhildren based on their gender
(DG4)

...Well I work with the under 3s and | would sagttthey are both
treated the same 'cause they are all so young gowRRP1

| haven't noticed...l haven't noticed a differeaoel | work in the 3
to 5s and | haven't noticed them getting treatdfintly...RP5

| kind of noticed it on an individual basis it deyged on how that
child reactedRP8

The final views and opinions offered during thistlaession reflected the oscillation and
contradictions evident throughout the DGs. Howegsaeross the DGs there was a general
resistance to the possibility of gender being atfa€ the care and education of the
children. Finally, the data revealed a philosophiesignation towards taking any steps to
counter gendering where other factors were vievgegkarting more of an influence upon

the children than the nursery environment:

early years couldn't change it...I mean media.eamfrom the now to
Christmas it is all the toys and then you've getparents, families,
grandparents so it extends...I think all that hasrmpact on what we're trying
to do...

DG4RP6

One further category emerged from the examinatidhedata which related to other
EYPs. It appeared that where gendered practices meged or observed these were often
attributed to other less trained or dedicated frasers. Throughout the DGs no detailed
acknowledgement of personal gendered practiceoffe®d by the participants. Rather
gendered practices were discussed at an instialtievel, as described above in relation to

the Christmas show, or connected to some other E)Bstice:
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| observe the staff in the baby area they readtedsame to the baby boy
as to the baby girl...but | found that the oldee tireas there was
definitely a reaction...which was quite...it took back a wee bit...if it
was a boy that hurt himself...it was ‘alright upuyget'...and the girls
would get a hug

DG4RPA4.

The discussions with the participants revealecebelWhich suggested a spectrum of
practice. At its best this creates a nursery wititfitioners who establish an environment
which is gender free and where children’s indiality is the priority—or at worst, an
environment which reflects those societal normscvithildren bring with them into the
setting. My expectation was that the participavsild acknowledge their role in aspects
of gender development in the nursery, where diffees were recognised, explained,
accepted and even acknowledged as requiring matidit or redirection. This did not
emerge and in fact all the participants expressediew that the nursery and the staff
provided a haven, exempt from playing any rolénm ¢hildren’s development of gendir
is not untilDG3 that some acceptance and recognition of tiodarpial role in the
gendering process emerged, but this was not sestaind by DG4 it was evident that the

participants held the belief that the nursery ualgyprovided a gender free environment:

| think a nursery it is always a totally differezrivironment because we have
the training and we understand
DG4RP8

The general feeling expressed by all the partidpamas that as they were trained
professionals, they were in some way immunisedagjfiansference of gendered
messages and that they could protect the childyensolating and redressing these

malignant influences through their non-genderedtmes.

6.4 Findings and areas for further discussion

The gender-blindness claimed by the participankgre/they presented their impartiality
and neutrality, surprised me. In addition to thiscovery, the participants throughout the
data actually foreground the children’s genderdthib®urs, in particular when the
children demonstrate non-conformity. This focusesppd to be at the expense of the
individual child’s personhood. It conflicted withynexpected interventionist approach

which would assume that there were many ways afgbaigirl or a boy. Despite the
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participants’ beliefs, the analysis and presenabiothe data would suggest that the
nursery is a unique environment which through adiganisation creates a space which
does more than merely reflect society. The nuriseayparticular space in its own right

with its own grammars and expectations. The childearn gender through controls and
powers being exerted, not necessarily at a deliverbevel, by the adults. This involves a
relationship where the EYPs adopt and create pdatigender expectations and where the

children are taught that their behaviour is clasgifn accordance with their sex.

Foucault's (1977) theory of panopticism offers @eespective of this relationship because
it focuses on the systematic instruction and gawgrof populations through controls
which are unseen. Panopticism applied to the npsseggests that children are always the
focus for practice but as subordinate individub&ytare not the authors and they are
controlled and observed by those who have ageheyEYPs. As part of the practitioners’
duty of care, the children are placed under constamitiny and observation. Application
of Foucault’s ibid) panoptican discloses that the child will be awafrbeing observed, so
in order to avoid any form of reprimand, the cildl self-regulate and restrict his or her
behaviour to reflect the rules, norms and expemwtatof the institution. The reality of the
nursery is that whilst there is the potential fonstant observation, this does not in fact
happen, so the effectiveness of control is maxichtheough the child’s avoidance of

being caught and chastised for breaking the gemdies. Hence expectations, self-
regulation and reflection all contribute to obseraehaviours being controlled by those
who direct and create the environment, even wheméal is a concept far removed from
their motivation. It is in this respect that thenppticon functions, as it operates below the
awareness of those who employ it and those whbeirg subject to it. It is therefore not
surprising that the practitioners show little awsaes of their own role in this process,
which results in truths being passed on and bestfgegulated by the children. The
examination of the nature of gender as expresseldeogractitioners revealed that they
consider some gendered qualities to be innate dredoto be learned. The recorded
gender blindness of the participants provided aight into the belief that these messages
are conveyed by others and not them. However,nbbsis illustrates that EYPs are no
more and thereby no less gendered than any poaers in any other institutions or
professions (Chappell, 2011). This has implicatifamghe expectations and norms

conveyed to the children as these consequentlyatypen the children’s development
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and acceptance of the nursery’s gendered praclibés matter will be discussed further in

Chapter 8 when reflection will be discussed asoafto examination of practice.

As indicated at the start of this chapter, the reatd gender was the dominant theme, with
sexuality and play emerging as subordinate themleish appear to be informed and
predicated by the participants’ understanding efrthture of gender. In the next chapter,
these two themes will be analysed, presented awdisied as they provide further insight

into how the participants perceived gender in tis.E
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Chapter 7 - Sexuality and play

| think it is just a fear some parents have gbie. tninute
they see that type of behaviour...they have ancéssmn with it....
DG2RP4

7.1 Introduction: sexuality and play

Sexuality and play were the two themes which weseudsed by the participants in
relation to both their understanding and the ckikts expression of gender. The
participants’ understanding of the nature of gendéo influences it and whether it was
innate, appeared to impact on how the childrenfmb®urs and learning are understood.
In this chapter | will first discuss the participginunderstanding of the children’s gendered
behaviour, chiefly as a concern for the individcialdren’s future sexual orientation. As
indicated by the comment above where stereotypesaapo confirm or negate behaviours
as being appropriate or causing concern. | wilhtfeeus on children’s play behaviours
which have implications for children’s learning ashelelopment and where particular toys
may contribute to the perpetuation of stereotypaslly, | will present the findings of the

toys survey, completed by the participants andthgroEYPs.

7.2 Sexuality

The consideration of children’s sexuality is notaaea | had originally considered to be a
topic relevant or pertinent to the EYs. Howevertha context of gender this area received
much discussion and related specifically to paldicmodes of behaviour exhibited by the
children and the gender expectations articulatedthgy participants. In an era when
government documentation teleologically prepareddien for their future and where
‘learning and achievement which will prepare theon fiext stages in life’ (Education
Scotland, online: 4) are the focus for the develepiof the child, it could be argued that
children being viewed as ‘adults in waiting’ (Janaesl James 2004:47) is not so strange.
In keeping with this, where the children are coased for their future roles, it is perhaps

to be expected that the theme of sexuality emerngie data.

7.2.1 Heteronormative expectations (mummies and dddes)

As discussed in Chapter 3.6.3, adults often engeuchildren to take part in play activities

where expected future roles are supported, for pl@mummies and daddies and
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nurturing and work activities. These types of gerslereotypical behaviours appear to be
associated with future expectations of heteronawityat The children’s successful
depiction of gendered behaviours is then, througgitive feedback, reinforced—uwith
Kellet (2010) viewing this—as preparing childrem foeir future adult roles. Butler (1990)
claims that these heteronormative expectationardifecial as they only exist because
gender has been constructed as the cultural pasélex. Archer and Lloyd (2002)
suggest that play, where children display contreateronormative behaviours, can cause
anxiety to parents in general and fathers in paerc(this will be discussed below). These
beliefs about gender play behaviours are linkethéochildren’s future sexuality, which
then results in particular expectations being inggagpon very young children, in

particular boys towards their future normative agekual destiny.

7.2.2 Adult in waiting

Throughout the DGs, reference was made to the siége$ making children aware of
their gender, as it was believed that they needéadw what would happen to their
bodies:

No, | agree that the boys...I agree that theredifferences...and their
sense of genitalia...you do need to teach...theg t@ know what will
happen.

DG2RP6

All the participants express the view that teagtghildren about their bodies was an
important part of thélealth and Well Beinggenda, promoted throu@urriculum for
ExcellencgEducation Scotland, online). There was an ackedgément that there was a
need to prepare children for their adult roles pad of this involved making the children

aware of sex differences:
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Vignette 7.1 : Participants’ views of children’s ned to be aware of gender differences (DG2)

| feel that they should knoRP8
so do I..RP5

...just because obviously boys and girls are diffiemwe wouldn't say - oh if
it is a dog and a cat...we would say it is a dod arcat...so if it is a boy
and a girl..RP8

...that's right!RP6

that's a good way....of putting RP5

[laughter]

Do you think that boys and girls are as differestdmgs and cats?
Researcher

Well that was just an example...they've got to knibe Mr and
Mrs...there’s differences...it's mum and dad yoovkRP8

They have also got to know am a male....’causehgoe then got to think
about their reproductionRP5

...and the things that are going to happen to theidie:. RP<

This vignette is typical of conversations acrossftiur DG sessions where there is a
consensus of opinions about the need to prepadrehifor their future heteronormative
reproductive roles. The dialogue about reprodudbipthe participants assumed that the
children will all mature sexually in a heterosexmanner in accordance with their sex
category. RP8’s comparison of boys and girlsctds and dogssuggested that the sexes
are viewed as being diametrically different andHer reference tat's mum and dad you
know’ assumes the sexual destiny of the children. Thieses appear to not only confirm
the children as adults in waiting but also to supBaitler’'s (1990) claim that sex is
normalised as heterosexual where a heteronormaiitgre is promoted and expected.
Martin and Ruble’s (2009) observations also indidhat adults anticipate that children’s
imaginative play will replicate various forms of di@ where two people of the opposite
sex are shown to become mum and. daducault's (2003) theory of biopolitics would
suggest that mechanisms such as stories and TVaonoges are employed to normalise
heteronormative attitudes, qualities and behaviandspromote (self)regulation of norms

which are learned through observation and feedfrack adults.

Staff attitudes and responses cannot fully detegriuture heteronormative behaviours. |
would suggest however that adult reactions, whietw\non-conformity to
heteronormative behaviours as aberrant, could ¢atelinegative and punitive attitudes

towards qualities and traits which do not complyhwthese conventions. The information,
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as reported by the participants, is conveyed tloldn at a time in their lives when
according to Renold (2001) awareness of their oemdgr emerges. Kimmel (2005) also
notes that this is a crucial period when childremtgo recognise that particular masculine
and feminine traits and behaviours are valued aochpted differently. Children then

learn what is expected not just for the here and It also for the future and this
provides key information about prospective reprdisdrecoles. How adults communicate
their expectations can affect the manner in whirghahildren anticipate their own and
others’ gender and sex roles. Consequently, p#atiosasculine and feminine behaviours
are endorsed and appreciated differently. Accorthri§immel (2005), this can result in
overstated characteristics being emphasised antewbejecture and concerns are raised
when particular behaviours do not conform to thesicular expectations. These
concerns about children’s future sexuality appeanberge and be subject to control in the
pre-5 setting. The participants reported that gaserally the parents, fathers in particular,
who prohibit and control behaviours, of boys esalggiwhich did not to conform to

heteronormative expectations.

7.2.3 Concerns expressed

The messages that are conveyed to children abeuiggndered behaviours are very
powerful and may have lasting personal and sofietts which can perpetuate gender
bias and prejudice. As presented in the commdathét is perhaps as much to do with
the fear that the children might not have whategpived to be by many heterosexual

adults’ standards, a ‘normal’ life.

...people are perceiving that if they are wearimgkthat
they're...and...they're doing feminine thoughteen they are going to
be gay, which is about their sexuality...isn’t hieh is and ...they're
no going to be the boy...the boy going out withdindike everybody
thinks...so...

DG2RP6

For others it could be that the boys’ effeminatkeaweour could be seen as the male of the
species emulating females, who have, accordingttwoas such as Talbot (2010), been
viewed as a deficit model:

but people don't want to see a wee boy doing asdée it wee girlie
things.....or being effeminate....they find it hartb cope with..
DG3RP4
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Whatever the source of the concerns, society pre$eteronormative expectations
through many media and as such they are viewedtasninistic. As discussed by Renold
(2001), when behaviours exhibited by the childtsys in particular, do not present
opposite and complementary qualities the behaviatgviewed with suspicion resulting
in concerns over the child’s future sexuality (Clea ). When children display cross-
gender behaviours the participants reported thesmaxpected and undesired because it
appeared that the rehearsal for later life had govrg, and the child’s behaviour did not
reflect standard gendered expectations:

...everything he did even at such a very younghageas three...four...he was

so camp or he was over the top with everythingdmtee didn't do any of the

boisterous stuff that all the boys did. | mean.was always wanting to put

his-self around the girls

DG1RP1

The participants reported that some boys would sbodespite redirection, particular
activities which were viewed as inappropriate fait sex. This evidence of choice of
behaviours is in keeping with Lipsitz-Bem’s (1928)d Martin et al. (2002), who
suggested that the child evaluates the worthinkeas activity, along with other messages,
to decide if they wish to repeat it. The child abowho exhibited what was viewed as
atypical gender behaviour, appeared to evaluatpldasure derived from the prohibited
activity and appeared to choose to ignore the sidekdback. However, the participants
consistently expressed concerns during the DGstalhdldren, especially boys, who
demonstrated behaviours which they considered @fte and which did not conform to
heteronormative expectations. The participantented that parents cited bullying as the
main reason for expressing concern about atypeadlgred behaviours. The following
vignette illustrates typical concerns raised irposse to non-conformity of gendered

behaviours as reported by the participants:

[124]



Vignette 7.2 : Participants report concerns about lgsildren being bullied (DG2)

| think it is just a fear some parents have goie. minute they see
that type of behaviour...they have an associatih iv..RP4
[Multiple voices(MV) of agreement]

| think they think | don't want my child to be gajcause they don't
want their child to be different...or be bullie®R3

...and they see other wee boys who don't dressdip.hney want
their wee boy to be like that wee bhdyP6

Adult intervention which proscribes particular beioars was justified by the participants
as they see other wee boys who don't dress up amy. vihnt their wee boy to be like that
wee boy; to fit in and not be bullied. The findings of tB& also reflected concerns as
discussed by Renold (2001), Martin et al. (2002) dadva, et al. (2010) who found that
boys who exhibited feminine behaviour or cross-gemiay were more likely to be
stigmatized. Garner et al. (1997) argue that rigidformity to social conventions, where
diametric gender roles are promoted, limits whatsbend girls will be and stigmatises
other types of behaviour. The concerns evidemwiginout the DGs where boys’
behaviours which did not conform to male stereatywere discussed more, and concerns
about homosexual traits were raised more often tieyrwere in relation to girls. This
disquiet was also observed by Feinman, (1981) arert5(1987) who both found that
adults exhibited more concerns about behavioub®ys which were atypical of the
accepted masculine stereotype. They claim thatrtleparom masculine stereotypes is

given more negative attention than when girls aensas not conforming.

The theory of biopolitics (Foucault, 2003) is preed on the need for society to ensure its
continuation and its distribution of power. It ddb&s through exerting and teaching
particular truths and norms. Thus, Foucaultsd) theory would predict that reproduction
and self-regulation will result in the children etgally applying rules, which have been
taught to them by the adults, not only to their dvehaviour through self-regulation, but to
other children’s behaviours insofar as these retparticular stereotypical parameters.
This information helps children categorise and idgisuitable or appealing behaviours
associated with being either a boy or girl. It eioparticular heteronormative stereotypes
to be (re)created and transmitted. However, atanot @cross the DGs did the participants
report or even suggest that other children noticedhmented on or were the perpetrators
of the prohibition of atypical gender behaviourshilst not evident, if the children

continue to be exposed to these ‘truths’, wheréasaonventions enforced particular
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norms, it can be assumed that the children wilinehat gender nonconformity is viewed
as aberrant and should be avoided. Of coursepdssible that the children do proscribe
behaviours and that the participants do not resggihiis as being significant, owing to the
age of the children (Chapter 6). Hence, the bagj\that the participants report that the
parents fear could be the result of adult prejusltogvards any breaches of gender

expectation that are taught to and replicated bycttildren.

It was reported that parents reacted to the cmidneonconformity to perceived
appropriate gendered behaviours. The participapisrted across the DGs 37 accounts of

redirection of atypical gender behaviour:

» Redirection of boys by fathers — 32 accounts
* Redirection of boys by parents — 4 accounts

* Redirection of girls by parents — 1 account

The comment below is typical of the accounts reggblty the participants of fathers

redirecting behaviour:

We had one dad that came in and shouted...his eegvls playin' with a
pram and a doll...and shouted across the playraosiat the **** is he doing
playing with that? Get that off him!” And the dadmnt ballistic ‘cause the wee
fella was playing with a pram and a doll.

DG2RP5

The data resonates with the findings found by Sk{#@0D8) who observed that parents
actively prohibit actions in order to get boys tmform to what they consider to be gender

appropriate behaviour.

In addition to the parents’ concerns about childsemg bullied, an examination of the
responses given by the participants to the regpdfrparents’ reactions to non-gender
conformity revealed further feedback given to thédren. Throughout the DGs the
participants claimed to be indifferent to atypigahder behaviours and the child’s possible
future sexual development. However, the frequeriacjistlosure about this type of
behaviour, across all the DGs, suggested thatstrwé just the parents who had concerns:

It's a terrible thing to say but | wouldn't be suged if that wee boy
turned out to be gay. Because everything he did aveuch a very
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young age, he was 3/4...he was so camp or he vesighm/top with
everything...I mean he didn't do any of the bo@ierstuff that all the
boys did

DG1RP1

The concern raised in this comment was evidentsadite DGs and established that
masculine behaviour, where boys were depicted ssdoous, determined the stereotypical
expectation for the male child’s future heterosdéippaConversely, boys who exhibited
effeminate behaviours or appeared to prefer gidshpany raised a concern. Whether it
was a terrible thing to saythat the child would be gay or that the participaas making
the assumption that he would be gay is not cladritlis possible to establish that being
gay was not viewed impassively by the particip®aspite the claim that it was only the
parents who responded to children’s behavioursetivere various comments throughout

the DGs which suggested otherwise:

I mean I've been in the profession for 24 years . there is still part of me
when the wee boy puts the hat on, the dress, ¢jieh@els and the beads where
you see the staff going ‘oh here check out XXX¥'yau have a wee giggle
but you let them get on with it.

DG1RP5

Staff who give it nudge nudge, wink wink, when fa&ya wee one putting on a
dress and high heels...you still have people hathige attitudes...
DG2RP4

...he’s running about and skipping about in his yae skirt and wiggling
and...don't get me wrong I'm standing there wigglback to him and joining
in...yes it's great fun, ‘let's skip’ so we're batipping around.

DG2RP6

This selection of comments illustrates that noyamére the participants not as gender
blind as they reported, but that they also provitdediback to the boys—in all reported
incidents—and that their responses were not nelitialevident that both parents and
participants have concerns about atypical gendaebdviours being an indicator of the
child’s future sexuality. Adults redirect particulzehaviours as a means of conveying to

the child that appropriate gender type play is nameeptable.

One solution offered by the participants, to rebedéathe gender behaviours of boys was to

introduce more males into the EYs settings. Wiiilst not in the scope of this dissertation
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to examine this issue in more detail, | would swggieat the belief that boys need to be
socialised by their own sex is an example of thég@pants foregrounding gender
behaviours as the focus for children’s developmathter than the child’s individual needs.
The data also highlighted that the participantatesl particular stereotypes to future sexual
orientation. The following section examines steypes which emerged from the data
which appeared to determine how children’s appaterieminine and masculine

behaviours confirm what it is to be a boy or a.girl

7. 4 Stereotypes

Stereotypes about gender, according to Golombokrangh (2001), provide information
about what it is to be male or female. Accordiodv/iartin and Ruble (2009), children are
exposed to, and learn to correlate, both physidleanotional stereotypes to their own
sex, the in-group and the other (the out-groupg.SEhis social learning establishes
gender, since these traits are specifically astatiaith the child’s binary sex category
(ibid). Successful conformity to stereotypes allows tpasfeedback to be given to the
behaviour exhibited in order for adults to be reasd that the child’s conduct is on the
correct path. As discussed in Chapter 4, adapdirstereotypes starts at birth with adults
responding to and creating environments for chiidedich confirm and help to produce

norms which are assumed to be appropriate to thefdbe child {bid).

The DGs indicated that the pre-5 environment didespther areas in society, promote

and establish particular gender stereotypes. Therwvbd actions of the children and their
ability to conform to these gender stereotypeslismussed above, appear to be associated
with the children’s predicted future sexual origimia. As will be discussed below, the
stereotype for each sex appears to provide a sorgptemplate by which the children can
identify key features of being a boy or a girl (ptex 3). During the DGs the participants
described two distinct stereotypegirfie girls’ and real wee boys’

The term ‘girlie girl’, was used 40 times across BDGs and a ‘real wee boy’ was used a
total of 67 times. Whilst the participants repdrtkat they responded to the children based
on the child’s individual needs and requiremerttsré¢ appeared to be a common and
shared stereotypical understanding of both thesgste The two terms occurred so
frequently that the participants were asked to iipally define their meanings:
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Vignette 7.3: Participants define a ‘girlie girl’ (DG3)

Everything is girlie girls you know it is princess's the role play with
the mummy with the baby...you'd never see theheiblocks, you'd
never see them in the caRP5

What is a girlie girP Researcher

[pink/pink princess’ — MV]

I know we do say that...we do say that a lot alginlie girls RP5
...Sshe doesn't want to take part in the physikib

...or get messRRP7

...get their knees dirtRP3

Everybody knows what we mean...I mean one of teeyinle that am
chatting about she's always in trousers but shstilisa girlie girl by
the things chooses to d&RP5

So it is her behaviour that defines her not justdpearance
Researcher

No | would say it is...behaviouRP6

...behaviouRP5

...then you kind of know what...what areas spetgifico teach her in
RP6

This definition of a ‘girlie girl’ suggested a patlar way of being a girl. This is where
there was an association with a girl who playseatdpa princess dressed in pink, who is
tidy, clean and passive. The participants’ clairthed it is a ‘girlie girl’'s’ behaviour rather
than her appearance, that defined her, yet pinkbaidy a princess were closely related.
The participants indicated that staff made choatesut a girlie girl’s learning based on
these traits. Thus, where children’s interests gtind learning, these girls’ interests will
continue to reinforce particular types of behavsoand interests. This aspect will be
discussed further below in the toy section. Thiscdetion is in stark contrast to ‘a real

wee boy’, who was defined as:

[129]



Vignette 7.4 :Participants define a ‘real wee boy(DG3)

What about a 'real wee boy' how would you defineea wee boy' Researcher
Rough-and-tumble...doesn’t want to sit doviRP6

...Bob the buildeRP7

...ruynsRP6

Has a belt with tools in it. Asking do you havengs for me to do? He's
definitely a wee man...manly who needs to. fie's a boy, he wouldn't touch g
doll or a pram or anything like that...he's gotglmstilled in his mind that he's
you know...Bob the build&P3

He'll just change something else into a toRP5

...yes...into something elBd3

...into swordRp6

...a bit of Lego will be made into a screw driver.something...or a hammer
RP3

[Agreement — MV]

...they make everything into swords or super heRie8

...in construction they are not allowed a gun aneptll say it's an
aeroplane.RP5.

[laughter /that's right — MV]

yes. like that...| would say the boys in our pladeP5

...S0 they are creative RP6

...oh yesRP3

Aye the wrong wayRP6

A real wee boy also appeared to conform to padicolale stereotypes, where there was
association with being a superhero, who liked reagt-tumble play. This type of boy
was portrayed asléfinitely a wee man...manlwho was active, helpful and avoided
nurturing activities; he was therefore presentededmitely not being feminine. There was
also an undertone of male aggression, with referemswords and guns, although the

participants reported that they discourage thig tyfplay.

The two stereotypes presented paint a diametricaliyrasting picture where boys and
girls appear to exist in two separate, distinct difiérent worlds. These worlds predict
different roles and futures since they reinforcenynaf the traditional characteristics of
male and female stereotypes: girls nurture, areedtimand are decorative whilst boys
help women, are boisterous and fix things. Manghefcomments concur with much of the
research in this area where according to Macco89§)Ladults give clear fixed messages
about what it is to be masculine and feminine. eMla@haviour is often presented and
defined as being the antithesis of female behavidaccoby (2002) observed that boys

are more inclined to select friends of the same w&ich he claims results in high levels of
[130]



social pressure being exerted upon them to adberake gender stereotypes. The
following comment where the male child chose to/pléth girls appears to suggest that

playing with the girls is not desirable behaviour:

I mean he was always wanting to put his-self arainedgirls
DG1RP1

Martin et al. (2002) suggest that gender schenmastri@ boys’ behaviours tending to be
more rough-and-tumble, active and at times moresighity aggressive than girls’ play.
Further, they claim that girls communicate morenveiaich other and demonstrate stronger
nurturing tendencies than boys daid). These differences result in the two sexes
exhibiting and developing different interests, whdifferent stereotypes are associated
with their actions, interests and play choicesItegpin boys and girls tending to play with

their own sex.

Karniol (2011) observed that adults apply contesld reinforce specific types of gender
play in order to classify typical male and femalyehaviours. Thus, self-fulfilling
prophecies are established and it is evident iméte that the participants believe that girls
and boys have different interests and needs wtetérhine different sites for play and
learning. The participants acknowledged that chilth interests are encouraged and used
to enhance learning and teaching. Consequentlyyiagmarticular gender stereotypes
may reinforces the differences observed. This eaaltin a limitation of the children’s
experiences and appears to confirm the beliefttieasexes exhibit innately different play
learning styles (Chapter 6.1). Further implicatiforspractice will be discussed in Chapter
8. However, the participants do acknowledged tbatesgender play stereotypes have
altered over the years. This is where what was deeened to be stereotypically female or

male type play is now viewed to be acceptable th bexes.

7.2.4 Stereotypes which have changed

The participants reported that it is now generatigeptable for boys to engage in domestic
play activities and wear the colour pink. These aatre until relatively recently both

linked to traditional female stereotypes. It wegarted that boys’ engagement in domestic
type play is now viewed more positively today thewuld have been the case 20 years
ago, where it would have been seen as unusuakoraalb. The reason given for the
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change in attitude was that fathers and mothets lte to work and fathers have had to

take on some of these tasks:

| think...if you have a working family where twagats are working then
they'll take on the roles in the house corner. ¥ee the difference or the other
way if it is just mum and the dad's out workingitlgeu will see the wee boy
taking on that role.

DG1RP6

In addition to changing societal roles impactingptay, the participants also
acknowledged that despite pink being almost unalgreissociated with girls and
princesses, there was an acceptance that boysutdehwear it. This approval however is
based on boys conforming to particular constrantisre the sporting of this colour is

dependent on brand, shade and motives:

Vignette 7.5 :Participants agree that boys can wearink (DG2)

pictures of cars.RP3

emblems and thingsRP5

so just different.RP8

they are made different...their shaRB5

they have what maybe you would consider...whatya'libing on
it...maybe a car or a footballRP8

In addition to pink and domestic toys being sujyaddopted by boys, dancing and
cooking, which the participants deemed to be tiaaktly female activities, were also
considered to be more acceptable to both gendevssireported that TV programmes
such asviaster Chefand theX-Factorhave promoted both dancing and cooking as
commonplace activities for both sexes. There wgesneral acknowledgement that social
mores drive the absorption of particular activitiesulting in new stereotypes being

associated with the sexes. The following commédunstiiates this point:

I think if it was told today that a doll was a bbimy and a car was a girls’ and
we brought every child up telling them that...thlest is the way it would be.
DG2RP8

Despite the changes in the stereotypes noted, Wexeestill particular gender associations
which remained. The types of dancing which werenesible for boys, the limitations on

shade, shape and motives when boys wear pink areduouirement that domestic toys be
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of particular colours to allow them to be accepgdbt boys’ play—this will be discussed

below—result in conditions being attached to thenges. These stipulations continued to
illuminate perceived differences between the sexesinstance, whilst it is acceptable for
boys to be involved in the kitchen, girls were gatg considered to be cooks, while boys

were chefs.

Yes, ‘cause of the mummies...girls will say | amd&e mummy | am doing
the cooking...l haven't seen boys doing that..Intave seen them being chefs
but not cooks.

DG1RP2

Although some stereotypes have changed, therditudistinct elements which allow
separate features to be associated with the sElresjualities attached to stereotypes
signify differences and reinforce dissimilaritid$ius, stereotypes help to support the
establishment of understandings, truths and noFosdault, 2003). Subsequently, these
are then (re)produced and as discussed recreasel] on modifications attributable to
societal changes.

The participants’ discussions illuminate how theput contributes to the (re)creation and
(re)production of gender in the pre-5 environm&fdny of the stereotypes discussed
during the DGs were contextualised in terms ofcii@ventions and breaches of
stereotypical play behaviours, often by boys. Theelioam of play and the toys used by the
children provides a framework for the participamqsiceptions of gender in the pre-5
environment as it appears to determine whethenhaing are appropriate or not. In the
section below I will present the observations, canta and differences in play as

described by the participants during the DGs.

7.3 Play

Gender as a social construct (James and James,i2@pen to modification over time
and is not fixed (Chapter 3). Likewise play, whisltalso socially constructed (Chapter 4),
provides opportunities for children to recognigeit capacity to act and to recognise that
actions have consequenceabid:24). One outcome of children developing stereedtlyp
gendered play preferences is, according to Mattal. ¢1995) that it may result in a
restriction of children’s learning in the light thfe different proficiencies and learning that

toys support and develop. Play enhances childednilgy to role-play, think before acting
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and self-regulate their emotional understandintheir surrounding society. Singer and
Singer (1990) observed that boys were more inclinathoose toys consistent with gender
stereotypes and Pasterski et al. (2005) foundoitngg were often redirected to conform to
male stereotype. This may explain why boys’ develept in non-traditional male
proficiencies—communication, empathy, nurturing-diiminished. Perry and Bussey
(1979) claim that parents tend to be responsilsledaveying what is considered to be
appropriate boys’ play choices; however, as wildissussed below, EYPs also appear to

have a role in the redirection of play.

Across the DGs, the participants described padrdialys and types of play as being
associated with boys and girls, with play interestsd to support what is taught in the
nursery. As play conveys information about genaenms, the nursery environment
establishes and reinforces areas for learningdygs land girls. In the following section, |
highlight play behaviours, where the toys whichassociated with the sexes will be
discussed. This will be followed by a consideratdnhe role that colour plays in the
choice of toys. Finally, the toys survey giverbtih the participants and other EYPSs, as
described in Chapter 5.4.3 will be presented. He@meorior to this, the type and manner
of play which is described and presented by thégaaants will be discussed.

7.3.1 Play behaviours

The children’s behaviours as reported by the gpeids divide the sexes. Girls were
presented as being easier to manage and it wadeadbat play redirection is rarely
required. Conversely, boys were described as ptiegemore challenging behaviours
which often necessitated interventions. Diagramillugtrates the children’s reported play
in the nursery. The behaviours described appearegldte to established stereotypes,
which according to Singer and Singer (1990) is whmys are seen as being active,

boisterous and at times aggressive whereas ge&lsanpliant and nurturing.
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Diagram 7.1 Participants reported play behaviours

Boy type Girl type

behaviour:
boisterous

behaviour:
gentle

Behaviour
exhibited by

creative

rough- giggly

and-tumble

imaginative nurturing

aggressive

busy compliant

physical

quiet

helpful

The overlap of conduct initially appeared to indécthat there were some similarities in
the sexes’ behaviours. However, as indicated by, RBf7aviours such as imaginative play
should be viewed as manifesting themselves diftgramd arising from contrasting
inclinations:

Like if they have a specific toy...like an aeroglanboy might be playing with

it is in a different manner or he might be flyingd go and get his wee army

figures but a girl might be flying to get her tdb@ach or something.

DG3RP7

This comment was confirmed by all the participaiuang DG4 as resonating with their
experiences. It was acknowledged that despitelthegppearing to be similar, the source
of the play was conceptualised differently by thres. Maccoby (1987) and Newland et
al. (2008) suggest the differences between boyd'gats’ play, are the result of early
experiences (Chapter 4). It was observed thatrfatieaded to engage in physical types of
play exchanges with their sons that were in cohtoalow they respond to girls (Maccoby
and Jacklin, 1987; Newland and Coyle, 2010). Suauitti Lloyd (1978) and Snow et al.
(1983), also noted that girls were consistentlpoesled to in styles which seek to calm
and quieten them. These different early play erpees appear to lay the foundations for
future gendered behaviours. This results in boygsgarts, even if they are playing with the

same toys or playing in the same space—outdoor(plalyle 6.1) doing so differently.
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The participants’ reporting of boys and girls babars is consistent with other previous
research. Girls were reported by Bulotsky-Shedrat. €2010), as tending to display less
problematic play behaviours and demonstrate supkanguage skills and have more
positive interactions with their peers than boys dmwever, Pellegrini (2008:467)
suggests that boys’ rough-and-tumble play shouldrnakerstood as ‘affiliative’ rather than
aggressive as it contributes to boys’ social dgualent and is how they conceptualise
interactive play. According to Pomerleau et a@9Q), different environments fashioned
on gender lines will encourage different experisraed outcomes. Consequently,
different toys support particular types of play amtourage different skills, traits and
qualities. As indicated below, in Vignette 7.6 tmments presented by the participants
indicated that girls and boys appear to prefer fémei and masculine toys respectively and

that it is difficult to get children to play in ae traditionally associated with the other sex:

Vignette 7.6 : Difficulties experienced when childen to play in a non-traditional area (DG 3)

Maybe ‘cause they're not in the construction arsaraich as
the boys are...the girls in our place will maybebéhe
construction area if the doll's house is out bwytvouldn't
choose to go inRP5

So it's the doll's house they're playing witRR3

Yes..they wouldn't choose to go in and build WighLego or
the Stickle Bricks or whateveRP5

...or build a doll's hous&P3

If you gave them pink Lego do you think they wbeldnore
inclined to play with itResearcher

I've tried that...I bought the princess castle dratever it was
called...but it didn't go down very welRP3

...S0 it didn't make any differencB2searcher

No...noRP3

So you still had difficulty get girls into the bloare&?
Researcher

[Yes- MV]

These findings resonated with other researchers,fadmd that children tend to prefer
toys which manufacturers have designed for theirasel which are clearly defined as
masculine or feminine (see for example: Hasseidt. eP008; Williams and Pleil, 2008;
Jadva, et al., 2010). Martin (1995) found thatdase often embarrassed if they are
associated with female toys, yet boys’ toys dosnwilarly cause shame for girls.
However, Vignette 7.6 suggests that some girlsmatiplay in an area associated with

boys even if toys they like and usually play witk added to the play locale. Thus specific
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play associations can result in girls and boysdpdiscouraged from playing with to
designed for the opposite seMartin, 1995) Two unique and separate environments
boys and gls are evider in the nurseryhere particular truths are normalised
reinforced in respect to particular gendered behasgiand play. The participants dur
the DGs described different activities, responsesexpectations for girls and boys in-
nursery. Theseesults in the creation of different forms of sdis&ion for the childrel
depending on their sex (see Chapters 3 aniThese play choicehave significance for
what the children learn based on their sex categondyhave implications for practi
which will be discussed in Chaptel

A significant feature which defines and determiwé® plays with particular toys appe:
to be colour (Auster and Mansbach, 2012). In the section of this Chapter, toys a
their association with colour as descd by the participants will be discussed as a fe
which contributes to the determining of the twdidist worlds boys and girls grow up il
Finally, the results of the toy survey as discusaddhapter 5.4.3, will be analyse

presented and discuss
7.3.2 Colour of toys

Across all the DGs the participants reported tlogisband girls’ toys are categoris
according to their colour. Table 7.1 illustrateatl girls do not tend to play with vehicl
and aggressive toys and tigenerally pink toysire avoided by boys and were conside

to be for girls. The only reported exception istthays would probably accept pink

You could give ther(boys)a pink car...and | thik they'd maybe ol
with that..because you get different colguwf cars...nd it is a car
DG3RP6

Table 7.1 Boys’ and girls’ toys categorised by colw

Pink toys other colours -
_ Blue toys green/silver/grey/red

edomestic- girl edomestic - both edomestic- both
eattractive - girl enurturing - both eagressive toys- boys
eappearance -girl emotion toys- boys econstruction- boys
enurture -girl evehicles- boys
econstruction- girl

ecars- both
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Domestic toys, as discussed in 7.2.4, were coreiiderbe played with by both boys and
girls. However, as Vignette 7.7 illustrates, foedk toys to be considered suitable for boys
to play with, they need to be in blue or a coldwattis not directly associated with being

feminine:

Vignette 7.7 :Domestic toys, as long as they aretrimink, are unisex DG1

I mean | bought all the Hoovers and kitchens beedhey were sort of
unisex...well they were blue and like that girl vgaging...about how things
are pink and blue...I felt ok about that becauseloover was blue, |
bought a blue cooker, a blue iron,... a blue eveng and the kitchen was
grey and it was silver you knoviRP5

...right the colour seems to have significances2y@esearcher

Oh yes! | wouldn't have got him a pink Hoo®®#5

[general laughter — MV]

Ok, tell me a little bit more about this...whathg difference between a pink
Hoover and a blue HooveRResearcher
Well...because a blue Hoover is for b&R5

Toys which are specifically blue or pink resultiw boys and girls having to make a

choice:

if you give them a choice between pink and blugitie will choose pink and
the boys will choose blue.
RP8 DG4

Girls’ toys which are pink generally highlight atttive features. This results in particular

toys being specifically targeted at girls and aedidy the boys:

They're gearing it towards a market for the girledat is all pink and sparkly
and pretty and then there is the market for theshoy
DG4RP5

Girls are reported to be drawn to pinks and thaeive features of toys; how sparkly and
pretty they are. Likewise for boys specific featuoé toys along with the colour will
determine if they will play with them. For exampietion toys: cars, trucks planes—
which come in a mixture of colours—are deemed bletayet aggressive toys such as

guns and swords can be any colour, as long asatteayot pink. These reported colour
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associations appear to support the belief thateyermlour preferences as described by
Hulbert and Ling, (2007) are a natural biologicaépomenon (see Chapter 2). However,
there are social explanations for the observedcelsahe children make. Gender schema
theories (Chapter 3) and Foucault’s (2003) thedtyi@politics may help to explain why
children learn to choose colours associated weir gex.

Research into children’s partiality for particutlours, by for example, LoBue and
DeLoache (2011) and Auster and Mansbach (2012yesighat children are not born with
colour preferences as these do not appear to emaetigjehe child is approximately two
years of age. Children’s play and colour choicesgarided and supported by their
socialisation, where gender schemas (for examjgbsjtz-Bem, 1993: Martin et al., 2002)
are learned through interaction with their enviremi This learning, according to Liben
and Bigler (2002) will contain information aboutngker appropriate choices and where
children will begin as described as Martin and RUBI009) to identify with their in-group.
The values and principles associated with thatmueill guide such aspects as colour
preference, toy choices and types of play. Fronopdhtical (Foucault, 2003) perspective,
the adults in the nursery will contribute to anegsgthen these choices through the play
experiences offered and their behavioural respaisesat they consider to be appropriate
or inappropriate gender conduct. Through thegeoreses children learn what is expected
of them as a boy or a girl and will learn to repteethese choices. GST (Lipsitz-Bem,
1993: Martin et al., 2002) perhaps helps to exglarhy boys are less inclined to continue

behaviours which do not conform to adults’ expectet of gender norm:

| says 'what are you hoping Santa will bring youG@ristmas?' He says a

castle...we were looking at castles at that paget he says ‘I can't look at the

pink castle, it has to be a grey one because mysdgsl that’s for boys'.
DG1RP5

The reported influence of the father on the chitbtour choice resulted in the boy
responding to conform to the information given lxydiad. This is in contrast to girls’
behaviour which from the DGs appeared to cauge 6ttno response from the adults. This
perhaps could explain why the girls are able tcagegn cross-gender play, as they do not
receive the same level of prohibitive feedbacktrtplay as the boys do. This suggests
that girls may have more opportunities to engagewider variety of play experiences
which help to support their development. This cquedhaps explain some of the observed

developmental differences between boys and gitlsistage, as reported by Baron-Cohen
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(2002) and Sax (2005). These differences mayiatioate why it is often assumed that
girls are more mature than boys and appear to tpedarming boys: their opportunities

for learning are from a wider range. In additidre tonstant reinforced aversion towards
anything associated with being ‘girlie’ may explarthy many males grow up to devalue
traits and preoccupations that are associatedhbeithy female. The toy survey discussed
below provides further insights into the typesafstthe sexes are associated with and the

skills that are promote through them.
7.4 Toy survey results

The discussion of toys during the first two DGsyided the impetus to introduce a toy
survey (Chapter 5.4.3). The results from the DGsimywey encouraged further
investigation where a wider survey (WS) was intitlito allow comparisons to be made.
Results which returned scores greater than 80%don category were assumed to show a
general consensus of opinion. Whilst no statistitaims are being suggested here, trends
which reflect other research into adults’ percepiof children’s toy preferences are
clearly evident. Overall, it would seem that nuetlappearance and domestic toys, tended
to be associated with girls, whilst violence, plgsi construction and activity toys were
related to male activities. This resonates wifthedhora of research which widely
acknowledges that girls and boys display diffetegitpreferences based on a variety of
features, such as colour and purpose (for exarReletti and Sydney, 1985; Blakemore
and Centres, 2005; Blakemore et al., 2009).

The toy survey results were collated and analysedlze initial findings appeared to fall
into the following adjacent groups—with two excepis, which are discussed and shown

below:

» always girls/generally girls

« generally girls/both boys and girls
* both boys and girls

« generally boys/ both boys and girls
e generally boys /always boys

Once the results were categorised and analyseddwegdo who would play with them,
the toys were then further considered (AppendiuBiler headings which were based on
Blakemore and Centres’ (2005) labels which helpedietermined the type of play the toys
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encouraged (Chapter 5.4.3). Table 7.2 illustrdtesatlocation of toys to boys and girls by
both the DG and the WS.

Table 7.2 Categorisation of toys by DG and WS: whplays with types of toys

always girls generally Both :boys both or always boys
or nearly girls and both and girls generally or nearly
always girls boys always boys
DG | WS | DG|WS | DG| WS | DG | WS | DG | WS
Musical 3 3 1 1
Scientific 2 2
Domestic 5 8 5 1 1
Attractive 7 7 1 1
Aggressive 2 3 5
Construction 1 1 4 4
Occupational 2 5 5
Arts/crafts 5
Nurturing 1 1 3 4 1 1 1
Activity 3 3 4 4
Creative/ superheroe 1 2 2 1 2
Physical 2 2 3 3 2 2

The following results will be presented and disealsgnder each of the category headings.
The first category ofdlways girls or nearly always girlshowed that over 80% of the
respondents selected toys which focus on featuneshvare deemed to be pretty and are
specifically marketed at girls. These findings reste with Miller (1987) and Blakemore
and Centres (2005) who found that adults tendgaras that girls prefer toys that provide

opportunities for nurture and focus on appearandeadtractiveness.

Under the hearly always girls and botiheading, nurturing, appearance and domesticity
appear to be predominant features of the toysatkalc In addition colour, where pink is a
factor, appears to increase the respondents’ tegyderassign these toys to girls. This
resonates with Pennell (1994) and Auster and Mas{2012) who observed that media
adverts aimed at girls used pinks and purples. Aficg to Leaper (2000), toys which
encourage collaborative or imaginative play forrapie houses and tea-sets, are expected
to attractive girls to play with them. Karniol (D:128) found that 95% of children
associated pink with being a girls’ colour. ‘Colensd objects are gender-stereotyped and
hence, choosing colors is an expression of oneidgedentity’. It would also appear that
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the adults who completed the survey also view aadguan expression of a child’s sex
category, particularly in relation to girls. Howeyas noted in the discussions throughout
this dissertation, children’s exposure to particelalours and practices may influence their
choices, as these become the norms to which thdrehilearn to respond to. As such,
whether the girls’ toys selected by the respondargsiue to their experiences of girls
choosing pink or if they have selected pink becdheg believe that pink toys are for girls
is not clear. The WS results differ very slightlgm the DG’s as the WS group suggested
that domestic toys are for girls, whilst the DGtapants show more of an inclination to
consider these to be neutral. However, as willibeussed below, these choices do not

always reflect the contents of the DG narrative.

The toys selected in the category by all those msponded as suitable fdrdth boys and
girls’ generally appear to have mixed gender qualiié toys identified by both
groups—DG and WS—do not appear to have strong gdedtires. This resonates with
Cherney and Dempsey (2010), who claim that toyskhre neutral do not exhibit
gualities that are significant to one gender ordtier. However, the toys that are
additionally allocated to the category by the D@&ipgoants include: domestic (kitchen,
blue Hoover, pink vacuum, easy bake oven), nuiitdfed EImo) and colour related
features (pink Lego, blue Hoover, pink vacuum)itidhexamination suggests that the DG
group participants viewed these toys differentbnirthe WS group, where toys which
generally are traditionally associated with fenyakey, were viewed as neutral. However,
as illustrated below, this allocation was not effilconsistent with the content of the

discussions during the DGs:

You know we said that if a girl...obviously doesypkhith a blue pram or a blue
Hoover it's no really something we notice but if/bare really restricted ...you
notice it more...so they are going be more of actop

DG4RP8

This could suggest that boys playing with theses e not viewed neutrally. Even when it
is reported that these toys are played with by pitwescolour determines that they should
not be feminine, thus allowing them to be accepgtablboys:

| felt ok about that because the Hoover was blimught a blue cooker a blue
iron a blue everything and the kitchen was grétywas silver you know?
DG1RP5
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In the category ofdoth or generally boyghe toys selected had particular characteristics
which could be identified as being typically attrae or suitable to boys’, where as
observed by Pasterski et al. (2005), and MilleB{@)9ehicles, super heroes and
construction toys appear to be the focus for bplay behaviour. Previous research
appears to indicate that these types of toys widberage skills such as investigation,
planning, design and building (for example, Bradbamnd Endsley, 1983; O'Brien et al.,
2000). According to Blakemore et al. (2009), beggy playing with toys that have clear
functions: things to press, light up, or devices thill cause another object to move.
Occupational toys for example, police officer, det, fall into this group which resonates
with research carried out by Blakemore and Cen(&8)5) and Parson and Howe
(2006).The results from the survey appear to confire belief that boys like construction
and superhero play. It should be noted that | lkavegorisedBuzzandWoodyunder
creative/superheroes toys. Whilst these are nditimaal superheroes, they are the main
characters iffoy Storyand can be engaged with in creative or superlypelay. The

allocation of the toys in this group is consistetrth previous research findings.

The final categorygenerally or always boy€ontained toys where the main focus is on
aggression. According to Hart (2013), this is wheany macho messages about what it is
to be a boy are conveyed and which promote thefibiat boys have to adopt this conduct
in order to be viewed as manly. This category cacsdmpared with its opposite category:
‘generally or always girls’'where the toys allocated to each category shometigcally
different qualities. Thus the survey would indictitat toy categories which target the
sexes reflect both research and traditionally beliefs about what toys are suited to what
children: girls: appearance and attractivenessband: aggression and boisterous play.
Attention should be drawn to the challenges ofe¢hessumptions discussed above.

The analysis of the survey data did show two tolggckvdid not fit neatly into any of the
above groups. The Barbie Jeep was an unusuab tggsify as it was both a motion toy,
which is according to Pasterski et al. (2005) tradally associated with boys but which as
a consequence of pink Barbie logo, was designegpeal to girls. In line with the

findings of Maccoby and Jacklin (1974) and Pen(iB4), this feminine feature
heightened its appeal to girls which resulted snrgspondents allocating it to the girls.
The other category anomaly waesssiethe female character oy Story This toy

uniquely appeared across all the categories amd Ws no consensus of opinion as to
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who would be likely to play with her. As a femads tshe would generally be less likely to
be classified under the predominately male categbsyperheroes but as she played with
BuzzandWoodyin the film, it appeared that some of the respotsibelieved her to hold
some appeal for boys. As a female toy charactecshlel be considered to be attractive to
girls because she could be classified as a dois foly was unusual as no other toy in the

survey crossed all the categories and there wasmgensus in her allocation.

Table 7.2 shows consistencies with previous rebdardings—with only a few
anomalies—where the respondents assumed thapmeflsr toys which promoted nurture,
domesticity and appearance whilst violence, motwomstruction and occupations were
suited to boys. The neutral toys identified byhoibte DG and WS group were also
consistent with research, as Cherney and Demp€dy] found toys which are classified
as being neither male or female. For example, rmutgs or play-doh tend to have

neutral features. However, the DG participantstamhlly include some domestic,
construction and nurturing toys in this categotyisicould have been as a result of the DG
heightening awareness of gendering, or it may sstggat this is the response they believe
they should provide, given the focus of the DG.

The allocation of the blue Hoover and the pink wanwalso show some variation. The DG
results indicate that these are played with by botys and girls making them essentially
neutral however the WS allocate the blue one ts lamyg the pink one to girls. The WS
results are more consistent with other researchnfgs which suggest that colour will
encourage and discourage children’s play engagefRennell, 1994). Also as discussed
above, the DG dialogue did not always reflect #letions made by the DG participants.
This is shown most strongly in the results whidatesd to the play activitdressing up, as
the choices were completely contrary to the condéthie DG. The results, as can be seen
from Table 7.3, show that only eight respondentsball those who completed the
survey—from both the DG and the WS—said that é®ssuld be played with by
‘both/nearly always boysind it should be noted that these were respomses gy WS
respondents and not the DG patrticipants.
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Table 7.3 Children who play dress up

DG results WS group
Nearly Nearly Nearly Nearly
Always always Both always Always Always always Both always Always
girls girls boys boys girls girls boys boys
12.5% | 87.5% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% 42.39% | 48.91%| 7.68% | 1.00% | 0.00%

The DG responses to the survey as shown in taBledicated that only girls play in the
dresses yet as can be seen from the extracts biedoldG participants discuss boys
playing dress up, although this play activity was seen in a positive light. It is clear that
this type of play was reported as a frequent oetuoe in the nursery setting:

Yes...so when dad comes in and sees his son &sa de thinks ‘oh no’ and
that's when he doesn't want him to wear it. It'smexessarily that he doesn't
want him to have fun in the dress but he doesnit w#o lead to...

DG1RP8

There’s still part of me when the wee boy putdtiteon, the dress,
the high heels and the beads where you see tHegystaf ‘oh here
check out XXXX’ and you have a wee giggle but kppthem get on
with it.

DG1RP5

Despite these differences the DG responses irutiveys generally reflect those of the WS
and both sets of findings are consistent with otbsearch findings into toy preferences
(for example, Fagot, 1974: Bradbard, 1985, Pesetli Sydney, 1985; Leaper, 2000;
Pasterski et al., 2005; Hines and Alexander, 2088)vever, some of the toy survey
inconsistencies could signpost that the adultsepmi@f associate children playing with
particular toys, rather than being representatiib@toys they had seen children choosing
to play with. This following Foucault (2003) sugtgethat adults’ own preferences could
influence the choices children’s make as they abmind establish the norms and truths in

the pre-5 environment.

[145]



7.5 Findings and conclusions

The analysis, presentation and discussion of thel&x& would suggest that despite
policies for example, Equality Act (UK Gov, 2010)daCodes of Practice (SSSC, 2009:
online)*? which promote practices which encourage childeeexplore and engage in a
variety of activities and for practitioners to prota ‘equal opportunities for service users’.
It is possible that not enough practical informati® given to support practitioners in the
avoidance of the (re)creation and (re)productiogesfder in the nursery. Foucault’s
(2003) biopolitical and panoptican theoridsd:1977) suggest that children are taught
gender expectations and truths through controlsgoexerted upon them, resulting in
children self-regulating and reproducing genderavedurs. Whilst the participants
acknowledge that there are some practices whichl Gayact on the development of the
children’s gender awareness, the general beliskepted by the participants is that they are
gender blind and that the children are respondedji@lly and on an individual basis.
There is also a conviction expressed by all thégpants that they are in some way
immune to contributing to the gendering of childrewing to the training they receive and
the age of the children. Participants express tsaelbich reflected the view that children
can be seen as adults in waiting (James and J20@%). This was where it was assumed
that the children’s ability and willingness to corth and adhere to particular gender
behaviours would verify their future sexuality. @eally, it appeared that the child’s
success—or failure—to conform to particular steypes about what it is to be masculine
or feminine would be the prime indicator of theatéronormative destiny. There were
indications that the children’s toy and play preferes were key to this and the children’s
compliance to particular stereotypical behaviouas wxpected. Toys and play preferences
contributed, through adult feedback, to the infaiorathe children received about gender
expectations. These preferences highlighted tchiidren their appropriate in-group
(Martin and Ruble, 2009) thereby validating therappiate male or female script. From
this research there is evidence that there isvabitk to be done to ensure that children are
not subjected to gender stereotypes and discrimmstvhich can limit and subject
children, of both genders, to unfair practicesChrapter 8, the implications for practice
will be considered along with consideration of stieengths and limitations of this project
and where potential areas for future enquiry agatified.

2|n Scotland all EYP must adhere to the Codes attire as a condition of their registration (SS3@)9).
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Chapter 8 — Conelions and the Way Forward

This has certainly made me question and refleghgrpractice and that of my
colleagues. | found this very interesting and afuideasis for reflection in my
personal and professional practice.

Anon (evaluation - Appendix 5)

8.1 Introduction

This study ofAn old issue in a new era: early years practitiagigrerceptions of gender,
which has been presented and discussed in thedimgashapters, will now be
summarised. Following this, a consideration andudision of the study’s possible
limitations will be presented. Finally, reflectiom the findings, which highlight areas for
improvement in practice and possible research dppibies, will conclude this

dissertation.

8.2 The dissertation

Gender is so ubiquitous that often it is assumatliths innate. However, Lober (1994:54)
observes that ‘gender is constantly created amte@ed through human interaction’. Like
the creation of cultures, gendering necessitatsstbriety contributes to and creates the
rules that determine how it is done (West and Zimmag, 1987). Gender is an integral
and identifiable feature of being; its occurrereea commonplace that it is usually only
when it is performed differently or it is disrupttthat attention is drawn toowit is being
done {bid). On planning my investigation into EYPS’ perceps of gender, | therefore

did not seek to discover if EYPs created a gendsetithg. Rather, | wanted to investigate
the mixed messages that my students appear tabolat gender. EYPs proposed that
they foregrounded the individual child rather thilae child’s sex; however, the frequency
of comments such awhat do you expect, he’s a bay ‘| know but girls are easier’
intrigued me as there appeared to simultaneouslsept homogenous yet different

expectations for boys and for girls in the nursery.

In a time when, according to Roulston and Misa@&l (), studies into gender are often

viewed as outdated and irrelevant, there nonetbalrists a plethora of journal articles,
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and books that appear to highlight and advocdterdnt approaches to education and care
(Gurian, 2003, Baron-Cohen, 2004, Sax, 2005). Hewes Halpern (2011: xvii)
cautions, ‘(t)he literature on sex differencesagmitive abilities is filled with inconsistent
findings, contradictory theories, and emotionalmkthat are unsupported by the
research’. Further, she claims contemporary liteeathat promotes biological
deterministic views, as discussed in Chapter 2reanlt in an acceptance of gender
variations which have little or no foundatidhi@). The acceptance of biology as solely
determiningall gender differences as natural and innate can ppefi@eand recreate many
of the gender dissimilarities and practices. Kim(@2€l00) suggests that the inclination to
see differences between the sexes, in contralsétsitnilarities, results in blindness to the
production and creation of the disparities and uradities between males and females
(Chapter 2).

The creation of many of the observable differermseen the sexes starts at birth, when
girls and boys are made aesthetically and visikggichilar to one another. From the way a
child’s hair is worn, to the environments in whitley live, to the toys that are associated
with their sex category (see Sections 4.2 and $éje are created differences that
indicate what it is to be a boy or a girl. Beliatsout boys and girls—including norms and
truths about children’s physical appearance, behaypsychological or cognitive
strengths and weaknesses—can affect the treatmeémeaponses they receive. These
beliefs can ultimately restrict and limit expeatat about a child’s capabilities based on

their sex category.

At the outset of this project, it was necessarynierto consider the major themes that
articulate the ways in which gender was understbsthrted with investigating the ‘nature
versus nurture argument’ as discussed in Chaptensl 3. The literature confirmed that
attributing particular characteristics to solelpate or created influences was too
simplistic. For instance, as argued by Eliot (2088cialisation can produce physical
manifestations such as the development of particidarological pathways (Chapter 2).
These observed differences can in turn resulteragsumption that the dissimilarities
between the sexes’ brains are innate and are shlelyo biological sex differences
(Gurian and Stevens, 2010). The considerationefrtfluences of socialisation led me to
examine the effects of stereotypes on the developofegender (Chapter 4). | found that
stereotypes (re)created and (re)produced partitypazal behaviours and characteristics

associated with each gender, often resulting irficoation of these features as being
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inherent in a particular sex. The literature asedsreviewed and critiqued establishes that
gendering is a life-long process that starts as s@ahe sex of the baby is ascribed, and
masculinity and femininity are conveyed throughegted societal truths and norms that
can change over time.

According to Vandenbroeck and Peeters (2008) agibirtdn (2011), the first social space
beyond the home where gendering occurs is genehalgursery, which is where children
are exposed to the influence of institutional siigaéion. Gunderson et al. (2012) propose
that the views and attitudes of those who workYis Eontributes to the messages children
receive about what it is to be a boy or a girl. stish the empirical component of this
research sought to explore the perceptions of geaaxdenderstood by experienced
practitioners who work in nurseries. In order tedstigate practitioners’ perceptions of
gender, discussion groups (DGs) were set up asibedan Chapter 5. The DG sessions
allowed qualitative data to be collected and aigomosted the benefits of introducing a
Toy Survey—which was subsequently extended to dilvéts undertaking the BA in
Childhood Practice—as being useful in understandionge fully the participants’

perception of children’s toys.

Issues such as whether the participants believiedegdo be innate or created were
discussed during the DG sessions. Each patrticipahts research brought their own
unique experiences and understanding of gendéetprbject. After each session the
typed transcripts as well as my identificationldrhes and further areas for discussion
were sent to the participants. This process pravateopportunity for each individual
participant to further explore and re-consider ¢epor request the inclusion of a new topic
during the next session. Although no-one made augguest, some participants did
further elucidate comments made at previous sessidter the four main DGs, a fifth
session provided an opportunity for everyone toro@mt on my initial findings. This
consisted of the presentation of a PowerPointpdunihich the participants completed an
anonymous feedback sheet where they recordedrésgionses to the conclusions
presented (Appendix 5).

The identification of the themes was, however,thetend of the research process. Whilst
the investigation into the literature and theomtthinderpinned the research was
challenging in terms of unravelling key themes,ateb and theory, for me analysing and
interpreting the data and making it coherent f@spntation was one of the most
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challenging aspects of the project. Holloway andelér (2013) highlight the iterative
nature of interpretative research and state thatniécessary to move backwards and
forwards with the data in order to make sense ad to present comprehensible findings.
Undertaking this particular aspect of the processided me with new insights to possible
approaches | could adopt with my own research stsdesho might need support when
working with their data. As such this has implioas for my professional practice and will

be discussed below.

Finally, the results from this project were anatljsgresented and discussed in Chapter 6
and 7; the iterative nature of interpretative reseaontinued throughout, as the process of
managing the findings resulted in the themes besugited and compared with each

other. The findings from the project indicatedaaréor future practice and related research
possibilities, which will be presented below. Howe\prior to this, it is necessary to

consider the limitations of the project that coufiuence the findings.

8.3 Limitations of this study

In this section, | present and discuss some ahedsrtay limit the findings of this project.
One of the first considerations in this sectiowkgether | have presented the trustworthy
account of the project—as | promised in Chapter 5+h& issue relates to the integrity of
the data presented. Silverman (2006) argues thaittbngth of qualitative research data
comes from the accuracy of the presentation ofitihees of the participants. Throughout
this study, | have endeavoured to present an habteiand transparent account of what
the participants selected divulge to me and to the group. Stanley and Wi993:150)
express the opinion that errors and uncertaintiegialitative research data are in fact ‘at
the heart of the research process. In effect thesg®t confusions or mistakes, but are an
inevitable aspect of researcBending copies of the transcripts to the partidgpanovided
opportunities for the data to be refuted, modibegdupplemented, thus allowing them the
opportunity to question my explanations of what waisl. Further, there was an
opportunity for the participants to view my initiakerpretations where they could
anonymously comment on and evaluate what had lzeérasd contribute any final
thoughts to the topic (Appendix 5). Groundwater-Bmand Mockler (2007) confirm that
where participants are involved in the verificatafrdata and where procedures are visible,

it is then possible to claim that the project aékdp the principles of integrity both in
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fulfilling ethical requirements and presenting an authenticwat of the participants’

voices.

8.3.1 Voice

Another area where a possible limitation may esishevoiceof others in data. This is
where behaviours, attitudes and the role of otherseported by the participants as
influencing the development of gender. The ‘secort®r’ representations of parents’
attitudes and behaviours cannot be viewed as aecdepictions of the views of the
parents, since their behaviours and attitudesrgeas and what the participants
understand them to signify. However, the viewet do illustrate the participants’
interpretation and judgments of the parents. évislent that the participants judge the
parents to have gendered attitudes towards thidreh and that it is the parents, along
with society, who encourage and teach childreretgdndered. In addition, there is a
significant lack of report of thehildren’s voiceand responses to gender behaviour in the
data. This could indicate that either the childrenursery do not play a role in gendering
or, perhaps more likely, that the participantsabkvious to or underestimate the role that
children have in regulating and contributing to demin the nursery. This may possibly be
explained by the claim that the children amo'young’(Section 6.3.3) but it could be
explained by the supposition that gender is eiti@gite or created by parents and society
(see Chapter 6). The issue of voice offers othenags for further related research but
there is a further limitation with regard to ‘voi¢kat should be noted. A more extensive
and deeper analysis of issues of power and theitagegof professional power, following
the Foucauldian framework adopted here, might Ipageided further insights and,
certainly, more work could fruitfully follow. For @ler (1990:33) gender identity is ‘a set
of repeated acts within a highly rigid regulatorgme that congeal over time to produce
the appearance of substance, of a natural sodingband in the interviews there are
indications that participants take gender idertbtpe just such a ‘natural’ occurrence. The
concept of Foucault’'s (1980: 39) ‘capillary powehe ‘point where power reaches into the
very grain of individuals, touches their bodies amserts itself into their actions and
attitudes, discourses, learning processes and daxetiyes’, deserves further attention
than it has received here. | might have extende@mayysis in this way and used a
Foucauldian framework to provide a deeper analyspggofessional power in the nursery,
delving deeper into my data but also asking mokegpoelated questions of the
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participants. Further work could now allow furtlexploration of the issues of power
which exist amongst EYPs and observation and dssaasvith children could ask how
and when gender, for them, becomes ‘normalized’reovd, by contrast, children
themselves might subvert the regimes of gendewthstthat others might seek to impose
upon them. This issue of voice will be discusseldW as it offers other avenues for

further related research.

8.3.2 Toy Survey

The survey responses neither convey why the paatits selected the particular toys nor
the criteria used to make their choices. Howevebroad terms, the survey does identify
the toys the respondents associate with boys atsd Jihese findings are useful for this
research as, according to Garrick et al. (201@3,generally adults who select toys for the
nursery. The survey links the respondents’ replidgether based on what is assumed or
what has been observed, to the sex of the chijddbesider will play with them. Hence if,
as the findings in this study indicate, the toyickse made follow traditional gendered
lines, then the toys available in the nursery #ratchosen by adults may reinforce
particular norms and prescriptions about what trgsplayed with by boys and girls. This,
alongside the data collected during the DGs, sighfaadings that have implications for
practice, as EYPs may not be aware of either matkiege choices or the implications of
them. However, there are important methodologesués with the survey instrument itself
and until these are addressed it is not possibieaice any confident or particularly useful
claims about the data that survey yielded. Thettpreswere both leading and
insufficiently nuanced. Items set up a series n&by oppositions for example, a ‘blue
hoover’ and a ‘pink vacuum’ and therefore were ataestined to receive gendered
responses. Response items, too, failed to inadatigories such as ‘boys and girls play
together with this toy’ that would have added aenananced, almost inevitably more
complicated but realistic, set of data. What wadrmterest were the responses to the
‘neutral’ items and interviewee explanations ofithhesponses to the survey rather than the
survey resultper self | were to use a similar survey in future resédrevould make
significant changes to it and, perhaps, use it aslg preliminary to discussion and in

conjunction with observations of children at playhathe toys in the survey.
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Whilst the limitations of this project highlighttegr possible avenues for research, which
will be discussed below, the project’s findings gest some areas that, if addressed, may
improve outcomes for boys and for girls.

Inevitably, as this is a small scale project, #sutts are limited by the sample size of those
involved in the study; nonetheless, this sampleYdPs is a typical cross section of staff
from this sector. The results presented here aorirevious research findings and

possibly in some small way extend what has preWdusen found. | therefore add my
voice to the wider debate by suggesting that geisdam area that requires further attention
in EYs. | now present my findings, which have irmoations for practice, and suggest
changes that may support more gender inclusiveoappes and indicate possible areas for

improvements in practice.

8.4 Findings of project and significance for practe

This research project used DGs to investigate éncpants’ perceptions of gender in
terms of how truths and norms are (re)created @)drpoduced in the particular relational,
social and cultural environment of the nursery. Dit&gs allowed interactive, meaning-
making sessions to produce qualitative data, ircwhbmments provided insights into the
participants’ understanding of gender. In thisisect now summarise these findings,
followed by a discussion that considers the posslgnificance for practice both in terms

of EYP training and my own practice as their teacmel as an early career researcher.

8.4.1 The findings

The participants’ perceptions of gender, as disligs Chapter 6, suggested that ‘nature
versus nurture' arguments about gender are preé\aiercontribute to the practitioners’
understanding of boys and girls in the nurserythwgard to the attribution of particular
gualities—physical, intellectual and psychologicahere were features that the
participants identified as being innate (Sectid@).at appears that often little or no
specific theory underpinned the views offered. Steleefs—such asboys are better...
more logical, ‘have bigger headsind have a different manne(Section 6.3.2) tend to be
based on what had been observed or learned frattiqgaraas well as wider tacit cultural
assumptions. As will be discussed below, theserexeed practitioners support and

induct new practitioners into the profession, sauhderstanding of gender they convey to
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new practitioners is important as it will impact loow children’s gender behaviour is

interpreted, understood and continues to be tratemni

There is also an acknowledgement by participaratistttere are societal influences that
determine how gender develops and manifests itsétle behaviour of children. The data
indicates that the participants are aware that @@utdexpectations can result in the
limiting of what children can become based on liglédbout the nature of boys and girls
(Section 6.3.2). Parents and society—includingtieelia—are identified by the
participants as playing a significant role in hdwldren develop many of their gendered
behaviours. The belief that parents and societgradene the children’s gendered
behaviours before they enter the nursery environm@gpears to result in a resignation that
there is little the nursery staff can do about renvg these more pervasive influences. The
project also found that the focus on parents actegoby the participants appeared to
absolve nursery staff from any culpability in thevdlopment of gendered behaviours
exhibited by the children. This lack of a signifitaole is coupled with the participants’
claim of gender blindness: nursery practitionensress the opinion that, owing to their
training, they do not in fact contribute to theldren’s development of gender (Section
6.3.3).

The participants believe that, because the childrer® young, the staff generally
responded to each child as an individual rathar #ga boy or a girl. However, the data
suggests that EYs, as do other areas of societylcate inherently gendered practices and
attitudes (Section 6.3.3). This characteristic lteso the nursery creating a gendered space
with its own grammar and set of expectations ardund gender should be performed.
These perceptions have particular ramificationgterexperiences offered to the children
and the expectations communicated to them, whielbased on gender. The application of
Foucault’'s (2003) biopolitical model would sugg#sit the norms and truths conveyed to
the children will influence their development, got@ace and replication of the nursery’s
gendered practices. The implication that gendasrspmething that happens elsewhere,
and is done by others, but not by EY staff, hadicapons for practice that will be

discussed below.

As highlighted in Chapter 7, sexuality was not sgad would have previously considered
as relevant in the EY. However, the view of whahdd is, in the here and now, as being
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indicative of what they will become, can be undswstas the perception of the child as an
adult in waiting (Section 3.6.1). From the dakeere is a suggestion that many adults—
both parents and the participants—assume thatiifléscsexual destiny is based on their
ability to conform to particular gender stereotypea young age. Play behaviours in the
nursery show signs of being (re)created and (re)pred, where expectations support the
belief that boys are active and boisterous, whills gre compliant and communicative
(Section 7.2.2). The participants report thatnestion of actions and activities by the
parents is often used to communicate to childred,ia particular to boys, that specific
behaviours are considered to be unsuitable to slegiicategory.

The participants claim that breaches to sterectymehaviour are viewed as causing
concern to parents. Fathers in particular are tegas enforcing expected gender play
norms in boys, where colour is seen as signifieat femininity and girlieness are
discouraged (Section 7.2.3). This is in contragfitis’ behaviour, which, according to the
participants, appears to cause little concern quire redirection from the adults. It is
perhaps the lack of prohibitive feedback from agltdivards girls that results in them
being able to engage in cross-gender play, consdgubey can access a wider variety of
sites for learning and where the label of ‘tom-bisyhot viewed as oppressive as, for
example, 'sissy'. It may also be possible to sugfasthe constant encouragement by
adults for boys to become averse to all that igriema may contribute, in the long term, to
what Rudman and Glick (2008) discuss as the detratuaf femininity and female traits.

The parents, however, are not the exclusive direabbehaviours, since the stories
recounted by the participants reveal that theyréspond to cross-gendered behaviours.
These reactions occur despite the claim that thregappy for all children to access all
activities (Section 7.2.3). Bullying was cited he tmotive for redirections by both parents
and EYPs. Despite this, it was noted that the @pets did not report the children as
being the perpetrators of any prohibition of crgesder behaviours. This view may be
indicative of the children not yet having learnedd@spond negatively to behaviours that
are different; in other words, they have not yathed to actively police the behaviour of
others. Conversely, as the participants view thigli@n to betoo youngo be treated
according to their gender, they may be obliviouthtchildren proscribing other
children’s cross-gender behaviours. This issueligigts an area for further research which
will be discussed below.
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The nursery environment can, from a Foucauldia®T)19iewpoint, be seen as a
panopticon, where benevolent surveillance exerigasible level of discipline that can
influence the children’s behaviour so that theyfoan to the particular gendered
expectations of the setting. The data shows tkeatastypes are not fixed and they do
change (Section 7.4), since the participants regartodifications to behaviours, toys and
clothes over time. However, each reported item agguketo have a caveat attached that still
identified it as being for a boy or a girl: pinkigh for boys required a masculine type
motif—for example a football or a car—to make stéhct from a pink shirt worn by a girl
(Section 7.4.2). Alterations to stereotypes, asulised by Golombok and Fivush (2001),
appear to be incremental and reflect societal obmngorms and truths can be modified,
resulting in them being remodelled where therenia@eptance of different and new
behaviours, which then become absorbed and accapteew truths and norms (Foucault,
2003). There is however a need to challenge gestdezotypes, as adherence to them can
foster particular views, skills and expectationself and others resulting in the sexes
developing often diametric and asymmetrical preficies and interests. These reported
differences in the data in terms of expectationisebfaviours and preferences appear to
confirm Millett’s (1970) description of parallel bdifferent worlds. The dichotomy creates
in-groups and out-groups (Martin et al., 2004) &g in children having different

gendered experiences depending on their sex cgtegor

Finally, the participants’ discussion of play angld suggest that particular characteristics
define and separate the sexes’ play in the nur3éey descriptions acknowledge that
particular toys foster particular features: nurf@agpearance, and attractiveness or
aggression, motion, and construction (Section Y.A4 the participants tend to select the
toys for the nursery (Garrick et al., 2010), thédskn in turn choose from a collection of
toys that has been selected for them. If, as dssclibelow, these choices are made based
upon stereotypical gendered features, this cawctatie children’s play behaviours through
reinforcement of associated gender characteriSiesh reinforcement creates, or adds to,
gender separation and antithesis for the sexestiéwally, the lack of reported

proscription of girls’ behaviours (Section 7.3) ngggest that they have more occasions
to engage with a wider selection of learning opyaities. It is possible to then suggest that
male gender stereotyping may be reducing the legmpportunities available to boys, as
for them the repertoire for sites of learning idueed due to the associated stigmas.
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Further, as Macintyre and McVitty (2013) indicathildren’s interests are often used to
inform and plan learning and teaching activitieth@ nursery; gendered interests already
established beyond the nursery are also used pwsupe children’s development, thus
consolidating previously acquired gendered peroaptiConsequently, the blending of
adults’ choices of gendered toys and the use tdrem’s interests can result in self-
fulfilling prophecies as different spaces, equipifenplay and learning and skills
facilitate the children’s education based on tkek category. Accordingly, gendered toys
and sites of play experiences can result in thdasiement of behaviours that are
essentially different for each of the sexes.

From the data analysis, it appears that the reghdmdbaviours and expectations create an
environment in the nursery where particular gerdletétudes and behaviour are
legitimatised, reinforced and normalised. The fivgdi of this project reflect previous
research (Chapters 3 and 4) in that the influefise@alisation, which adults promote
through the environment they create, reinforcersébehaviours, toys and play
expectations, can result in different experiencexhildren based on their sex category.
This research additionally questions the promotibchildren’s choices being used to
determine learning in the nursery as these cha@iebased on selections made by adults
that may add to the creation and perpetuation nflgestereotypes. The next section will
focus on areas of practice that promote a mordadajaienvironment for the youngest

children to explore and learn in.

8.5 Professional knowledge, understanding and praice

The following section will be divided into three maliscussions. The first will focus on
the significance of this project for supporting ESYiR promoting gender equality, where
consideration will be given to possible educatiod &raining approaches that heighten
gender awareness in practice. This will be followgdin examination of two aspects of
my own practice, which | believe have benefittemhirundertaking this project. The first
aspect focuses on my role as the tutor to EYP stadged what | can do to support the
development of gender awareness and equality throygteaching. The second aspect
focuses on what | have learned from the reseamteps and how | can use this to support

my Masters students undertaking research projéatslly, in the third section, | highlight
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areas that I, as an early career researcher, @magly further contribute to this area of

research.

8.5.1 EYPs' training

This small-scale study, which looked at EYPs’ pptimas of gender, has highlighted for
me potential areas for development in terms ofiptesapproaches that would make issues
of gender visible and relevant to EYPs. Wheredlage practices which do not promote
gender equality it is necessary to bring about ghafhis can be done through the
questioning of everyday approaches and througktiabenging of stereotypes leading to
more equitable experiences for both girls and bBgsvever, in order that practice can
change, there is a need for those who are entrengrofession, during their training, to

examine gender as a discrete concern.

Despite the plethora of research that examinesegédrds, there is an attitude, highlighted
by Peterson and Lach (1993:196), which recognlssisgender is often seen as ‘a
historical problem...(which is) no longer an issueontemporary society’. Often gender
Is viewed as a relic from the past: the issues baes resolved and gender discrimination
no longer occurs. Sadler and Zittleman (2009) olestirat issues of gender are pervasive
yet they are often seen as being outdated, unwoftHistinct deliberation or as an issue
for practitioner training. They argue that ‘(g)ene@quality is neither a competition nor is
only about females’, rather it is about individtygligender labels should neither define nor
limit what children can becomé(d:2009:2). For those entering the EYs profession,
guidance, support and learning comes from vocadtjmmgrammes, from national and
local policies, Codes of Practice (SSSC, 2009)tarmligh practice based learning
supported by those already in practice. For examplScotland, many EYPs undertake
vocational qualifications such as Higher Nationalt@icates (HNC) or Scottish
Vocational Qualifications (SVQ). However, neithergiculum addresses gender
specifically or treats it as a separate and dis@sta for examination (SQA, online). As
many practitioners do not progress to undertaknegBA in Childhood Practice—because
it is a qualification for leaders/managers—consatien for practitioners’ training will be
presented here as initial training, policies aratrieng from other practitioners often

determines how issues such as gender are viewed.
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Forde (2012) notes that policy advice in relatiogénder casee-savbetween
approaches and practices advocated by those inrédythSome policies advise educators
to teach to children’s gender strengths in ordenittgate particular gender weaknesses,
such as boys' lack of communication skills andsglidck of aptitude for math#{(d).
Other policies focus on and emphasise equalityingdior every child to be treated
equally and given identical opportunities. This ftioting guidance creates a dichotomy
that has incongruent aims; gender is seen aslahi#gacteristic of each individual and yet
there is a need to provide the same opportunitieall. Forde (2012) suggests that gender
policies frequently view the requirements of onadgr differently and in opposition to the
needs of the other. Sinnes and Lagken’s (2012)poetiof educational gender policies argue
that, too often, these are simplistic and presentradictory perceptions. Further, they
claim that policies are often vague and in recemé$ have been subsumed into inclusion
policies (bid). For example, Education Scotland (online) cufyetioes not specifically
focus on gender equality but they do have a sitk thie generic titlénclusion and
equality Further, this site’s only reference to gendeSigpporting lesbian, gay, bisexual
and transgender young peoeducation Scotland, online). This resource presid
important and worthwhile information for those wéupport young people who face these
issues, but the site fails to provide specific infation on gender equality for either pupils
or practitioners. The Scottish tool kit for gendeeducation (Scottish Government,
2007:1) states that ‘it was rare to find schoolghwiritten policies on gender equality’ and
notes that most institutions tend to establishusidn policies that generically blend
aspects of race, class, religion and gender. mipéementation of generic policies can
result in an assumption that gendered practicesasity identifiable and understood.
According to Forde (2012), policy makers are oftare concerned that the policies can
be enacted and delivered, rather than with ensdhiaigthe complex realities that relate to
gender issues are represented. The focus for fiwaetis and managers is often on proving
that local policies are in place and being perfarigid). Subrahmanian (2002:41) states
that:

...policy discourse needs to shift away from thenoh@ant framing arguments of

efficiency, and develop on the basis of understamtiow gender ideologies

and differentiation perpetuate varied patternsdofcation.
It would appear that current policies rely on adiive approach to gender equality where
those in practice mushowthat gender equality is promoted yet there appedss
insufficient support and advice on the practicgblementation which specifically relates

to understandings of gender equality. Erden antfgaiog (2004) and Arlemalm-Hagsér
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(2010) argue that unless practitioners understamdssues and have attitudes that support

true equality, then it is unlikely that any equalilicies will be successful.

In order to support EYPS’ understanding of gendeheir initial training, the development
of critical thinking skills could be incorporated that issues of gender can be specifically
explored. John Dewey (1933:9) identified critidaihking as being the ‘active, persistent
and careful consideration of a belief or supposenhfof knowledge in light of the grounds
that support it’. Students who are new to the @sifen spend time in practice, along with
time at college; this training offers the opportyrio blend theory with practice where
students can consider their own beliefs, valuesuamigrstanding of gender, including
bias. Part of this process would require studentsing their thoughts to a conscious level
allowing them to examine their own thinking. Thisaeination can be facilitated through
discussion, where ideas are challenged and wheaeeaess of principles and theory can
be blended to provide information that can improeféection. Lyons (2010) suggests that
theory can be applied to practice, which would supfhe development of new and more
considered approaches. As part of this procesgmutd be necessary for the students to
identify the significance of their reflections inder to (re)evaluate beliefs and action. Thus
practices can become informed, and this mitigdteseproduction of gendered attitudes
and behaviours that are observed and learned throthgrs. For example, if gender aware
practitioners were to make toy choices based oskltis the toys promote rather than on
particular characteristics or where it is simplgwed that the childrelike them, then it
might be possible to offer children play opportiestthat would have less of a gender bias.
Thus, the development of EYPSs’ critical thinkingutsbsupport the development of
independent thought (Lyons, 2010), which couldunmtencourage new EYPs to challenge

and reveal established gender practices.

8.5.2 EYPs in BA Childhood Practice

As indicated in the comment that opens this filepter, the practitioners involved in this

project found that through discussion and reflecto-practice their awareness of gender
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was more considered. This section focuses on tB¥&s who have been in practice for a
considerable time and who are required to comphetdA in Childhood Practic¢d

The perceptions of gender revealed during the D&asothstrate and confirm other
research, which cautions against experienced eshgtabmplacency as it may result in
them ‘succumbing to “gender-blindness™ (Roulsto aMisawa, 2011:3-4). Like other
institutions, EYs settings not only contribute e {re)production of gendered messages
but also help to (re)create them. It is therefarpartant that gender as a discrete issue be
considered, rather than be buried in an excesdwéeain policies about generic
discriminatory practices. In order to do thissitecessary that EYPs recognise that
stereotypical beliefs can often operate at a sutiouns level and that these can impact on
values and practice. Critical reflection, alonghathe consideration of the panopticon as
described by Foucault (1977), could provide opputiees for practitioners to consider
their attitudes towards gender which goes beyorettive advice. This approach, |

believe, can be incorporated into my own teachiragices.

In the following two sections | will discuss andepent the impact of this project on areas
of my practice. | will examine my practice as ilates to the development of my BA
students’ awareness of gendering in their nursenesddition, | will consider the support

| am now able to offer to my Masters research sitgd@ho are undertaking the
dissertation element of the Childhood Practice mogne and who may need support with
their data analysis.

8.5.3 Improving gender awareness among EYPs

As a teacher who, as a university academic, hakearr the education of experienced
EYPs, | now consider how my practice can play a molraising awareness of gender,
based on the findings from this study. Throughoeinaging reflection and discussion, it is
possible to bring about change. By adopting anaaagr such as Schon’s (1983)
reflection-on-actios~where practitioners examine events in the contegtactice—my
students would be required to view their pracéita responsive level, as a reflex-action

(ibid) where practice is examined to uncover realitiesiptesly not recognised.

B A level 9 qualification (Scottish Credit and Quigiftion Framework) is the equivalent of an ordinary
degree (SCQF, 2012) and is a registration requine@@AA, 2007) for leaders and managers in Childhoo
Practice
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Brookfield (1995:8) cautions thateflection is not by definition reflective’ and thaore
is required than mere mirror gazing, which can d@emplative. Heilfid) advocates that
it is possible to critically reflect on practicetivithe aid of various ‘lenses’ that help

identify areas which require change.

Brookfield’s (199530) lenses, includes the use of critical friendsrature and a
consideration of society and political circumstantegive an objective perspective.
Reflection allows ‘those actions and assumptioas éither confirm or challenge existing
power relationshipgo become visible. The reflective activities thiag eurrently used
throughout the BA in Childhood Practice could begtdd more widely so that the EYPs
can consider why particular behaviours are asstiaith the sexes. Following

Brookfield (1995), literature that illuminates vaus perspectives could support this
approach, as it will provide the opportunity foe tstudents to consider the various debates
and deliberations. As part of this course of sjstiydents would be encouraged to inspect
and respond to their own practice in order to imprid. Reflection can then be seen as part
of the learning process because it allows new mgarand contextualisation of responses
and actions (Dewey, 1933).

In addition, adopting Schon’s (1983) reflection-action approach could encourage EYPs
to examine the behaviours and responses they giefildren. Activities such as the

filming of practice could be used to allow EYPgédlect on behaviours and responses that
encourage or discourage gender behaviour to hetygifg how practice can be improved.
For example, practitioners could examine the voaresrole of children in the gendering
process, as these appear to have been omittedioonsideration of gender during the
DGs. This examination could help illuminate thegamption of non-conforming

behaviours by children or, on the other hand, iy meeal that it is the adults who police

gender behaviours in the EYs setting (see Chapter 7

It is necessary that staff are gender aware sdtibgitare able to discuss and challenge
children’s choices and attitudes as well as th&m,ovhich conform to particular
stereotypes. It is clear that, by the time childeater the nursery, they already have
associations with their gender in-group (Martimlet 2002) and exhibit disassociation with

the out-group. It is necessary to confront steyeed and avoid tokenism; approaches have
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to be more sophisticated than putting the pinkleasto the construction area (Section:

6.2.1) if children are to be offered experiencegcWido not conform to gender bias.

Encouragement of discussion, reflection and conaima of gender issues and practice
may promote change that will improve learning ouotes for both boys and girls and
improve EYPSs’ practice, knowledge and understandingender. The final anonymous
evaluation (Appendix 5) during the fifth sessiortlug research illustrated that the

participants had started to acknowledge the geddsmions they had:

| agree that we all initially said we didn’t gendeut agreed...that we all did in
some aspects.
Anon- end evaluation

Through approaches which highlight gender awaremedh in theory and in practice,
EYPs would be provided with the opportunity to diggsthe taken-for-granted practices
and responses that can occur on a daily bgs@d morning boys and gitlscan all the

boys go and get their coaffhese actions convey and support lifelong divisjavhich
create separate and parallel experiences and sjpadke sexes. Allowing experienced
EYPs to explore these messages through the protesiection may help raise awareness

of gendered practices and support change.

8.5.4 Supporting research students

In this section, | present the second area for ewelbpment of practice that has been
informed by this project. The analysis of the datthis project provided me with one of
the biggest challenges. I initially found the amibeiinformation | had collected
overwhelming, and | was unsure where to begin ifleéng themes as so many were
evidently present. Many research methods booksgeevwealth of information about

how to do research, but analysis for qualitatiseagch data tends to merit a few lines on
sorting the data into themes and codes. Phrase{tlke researcher begins with an area of
study and allows the theory to emerge from the’d8taauss and Corbin, 1998:12)
suggest that themes would magically appear. BradrClarke (2006:6) argue that this
type of comment denies tlaetiverole the researcher plays.

For me, the solution to the challenge of themesecamnan unexpected way when | was in

conversation with a colleague who asked me whatllfound out from my research.
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During the discussion, | realised that | was tryiogimultaneously unpick all the themes
that were present in the data. Rather it was sacg$or me to select the ones that | felt
best illuminated my investigation into the percep$ of gender as understood by the
EYPs. This | realised could be the themes that&tea with my reading, occurred most
frequently or simply that | wished to pursue inartb develop my understanding of the
research issue. By undertaking the process of nrag#ge abundance of data into
manageable themes, | found that | had more empattiie confusion reported by some
of my Masters students. As a consequence of tltigsa has been organised for students
undertaking the M.Ed. in Childhood Practice toalkthvem to consider various approaches
to analysing data sets. This will involve presegpstudents with data that can be discussed
and analysed. Advice and support from tutors ahdratudents can also be offered. It is
intended that the students will be able to tranfisrlearning to their own projects. Having
presented the learning from this project, | willlnoconsider how |, as an early career

researcher, can add further to this area of res@aranderstand gendered practice in EYs.

8.6 Ways forward

This research project has illuminated various aspafcways in which EYPs perceive
gender in EY settings. However, and inevitablyréhere several related strands of enquiry
that would benefit from further investigation. lm@resent some possible areas for further
research, with a particular view to developingghss into gender in the EYs.

8.6.1 Intersectionality

Having examined the role of EYP in the constructtdgender in the nursery | now
suggest further research that explicitly factorgatersectionality to enhance and enrich
future study. The need for consideration of widsues is reflected in Shields’ (2008:311)
comment: ‘(t)he facts of our lives reveal that thex no single identity category that
satisfactorily describes how we respond to oura@sivironment or are responded to by
others’. This study has illuminated areas of comcelating to gender in the nursery but
consideration of factors such as class, ethnicityraligion would clarify the interplay of
other social factors which, along with gender, péupte stereotypes that can restrict
expectations of both boys and girls. Further nedeeould consider not only the EYPS’
own views on the impact of additional socially andturally related factors on children’s
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development of gender but would involve a consiilensof the EYPS’ perceptions of

these factors as they relate to themselves andekeectations for the children.

8.6.2 Further research with EYPs

Further research could also involve the EYPs’ obsgrtheir own practice. By doing this,
it would be possible to work with practitioners appg Schon’s (1983) reflection-on-
practice to reflect on recorded observations. lilde possible for the participants to
identify behaviours and responses that could retefgender stereotypes. Further

reflection could help identify approaches that wibstipport more equitable practices.

8.6.3 Research with parents

As previously noted, the behaviours and responsparents in this project are understood
from the participants’ perspectives. As such, vitiiese illuminate the EYPS’ own biases,
and their expectations of the parents, they ddullyt provide an accurate insight into the
opinions and attitudes of the parents towards tteidren’s gender behaviours. In order to
develop this topic further, it would be benefidialinvestigate how parents view and
respond to their children’s gendered behaviourgtheu insights could be gleaned through
discussion groups, in which parents would be eraggrd to discuss their experiences and
expectations of their children’s behaviours. Plagl toys could be the initial focus of

discussion, as the participants report these stbs of particular gendering.

8.6.4 Research with children

Children in this project at times appear to havenbemitted from the DGs, with little
mention of how they respond to perceived gendéerdinces and non-conformity.
Observations of and DGs with the children may résearces and regulation of gender
attitudes and behaviours. In addition, these ofase@ns may help to illuminate the
children’s play choices, friendships and preferengbich may, in turn, provide an insight
into whether their understandings of gender alectfd in the behaviours they exhibit and
vice versa. Arguably, children may subvert the malized’ regimes of truth. Further,
research with the children may also reveal howtaggbonses are perceived in relation to
gendered play behaviours and indicate if childramehany awareness of and reactions to
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the gender stereotypes being conveyed. Researcltiwitiren might also help clarify the
role of agency and authorship in the constructioth® gender roles acquired (see Chapter
3.5) and may provide valuable information about lbvdren understand the role of
gender in their lives. Observations and discussmayg also reveal ways in which children
disrupt and subvert adults’ expectations of wheg b be a boy or a girl. This may relate
to the panoptican (Foucault, 1977): children masgatthat they believe there to be
specific expectations of their behaviour althouggytmay opt not to conform to, or even

to disrupt, those. Discussions with the childreayraxpose how adaptations of behaviours
allow engagement to take place in which the childoeus on the satisfaction of the
activity, as understood by Lipsitz-Bem’s (1988)f-schema theomather than gender as a
motivating factor. Finally, by undertaking furtheisearch it may be possible to identify
gender regimes that continue to influence and peape gendering (Connell et al., 1982)

in EYs.

8.7 Challenges for the EYs profession

This study has considered the perceptions of gealanderstood by EYPs. | have
explore gender blindness and suggested that ‘dmgualifferent’ can result in the

promotion of inequality based on innate gendereddhces or gendering done by others.
As | have indicated these beliefs can result in(tbyreation and (re)production of
stereotypes associated with what it is to be madefamale. Consequently, parallel
experiences based on the sex of the children mapmsructed. In order that
transformative change can take place in nursdrles/e argued that EYPs should consider
both gender theory and practice. In enabling, éfigand supporting a defamiliarisation

of gender, it is necessary to eliminate the dantpgateptance of stereotypes and folklore
assumptions along with essentialist principles toatinue to produce and reinforce

polarized and gendered dichotomies.

Reflective EYPs, researchers, further educatioleges, universities and those who are
involved in the creation of policies can all sugpaternative ways of conceptualizing and
defining practice by challenging and re-directiremdering. Branisa et al. (2010) caution
that a world that accepts asymmetrical stereotypk¢re)produces parallel worlds which
are differentiated by power. Unless we can distigse stereotypes, boys and girls, and
men and women, will continue to see each otheppesites. An acceptance of ‘equal but
different’ fails to recognise individuals as, pririyg human beings rather than boys or
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girls, men or women. For as long as those who wttk young children continue to view
boys and girls as immutably different, rather thanndividuals who enjoy a spectrum of
interests and behaviours, then children will exgrere and continue to replicate social

norms in two different and two gendered worlds.

8.8 Envisioning a different future for EYPs?

This dissertation set out to explore EYPs’ peraapiof gender and | conclude by
suggesting training approaches that will lead tsenioformed practices. EYPs, through
their practice, should, | have argued here, be talgbeesent children with experiences that
can offer multiple and fluid understandings of whag to be a boy or a girl in the nursery.
Such understandings could mean that girls are mgelgositioned as the inferior ‘other’

or the compliant, quieter, cleaner version of mafsh understandings could mean that
boys are not defined by limited understandings a$cualinity that presume their sexual
destiny. Rather, an acceptance of a variety of p&haviours for both boys and girls
would be seen as a healthy expression of exploratal learning. Putting gender firmly
back onto the education and training agenda for€ ¥Buld help to enable this workforce

in the provision of a socially just, stimulatingdacreative learning space for all children.
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Appendix 1: Questions for discussion group

Ref MW/ Dissertation

Do you believe that gender differences are innate?

What role does socialisation play in determininfidie about gender?

Do you think gender affects behaviour?

Do you consider it to affect what is expected amétwvole one has in society?
Do you think you influence how boys or girls vieletmselves?
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Appendix 2: Plain Language Statement

University

of Glasgow

A

Plain Language Statement

Researcher:
Mary Wingrave _m.wingrave.l@research.gla.ac.uk

Supervisors:

Prof. Robert Davis Robert.Davis@glasgow.ac.uk

Dr Nicki Hedge Nicki.Hedge@glasgow.ac.uk

Degree Programme Title:

Education Doctorate

School / Subject Area:

School of Education

Project Title:

Does gender matter?: Early year practitionerstuatéis of gender

Invitation Paragraph:

You are being invited to take part in a Doctorale@ch study. Before you decide to take
part, it is important that you understand the retfrthe research, why it is being carried
out and your role, if you choose to participateotder for you to gain a clear
understanding of this research project, pleasegakee time to read the following
information carefully. Feel free to ask questioefobe you make any decision regarding
your participation. You can contact me, Mary Wingraor my supervisors, Prof. Robert
Davis and Dr Nicki Hedge, via the contact detalds\se.
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What is the purpose of the study?
The purpose of the study is to explore Early Yé&aectitioners' views and attitudes about

gender stereotyping for the purpose of my doctibvedis.

Why have | been chosen?

You have been chosen to take part in this studgusryou are a BA student and you are
an Early Years professional. Your involvementhis study will help give you an
opportunity to explore your responses and intevastwith children based on their gender.

Please note there are no right or wrong answers.

Do | have to take part?

You do not need to take part in this study andrdutihe course of the research project you
may withdraw at any time without giving a reasoattiipation, non participation or
withdrawal from the research will not affect youog@ress or any assessment grades

awarded to you.

What will happen to me if | take part?

Will my taking part in the study be kept confidential?

Applicants taking part will sign a consent form.yAdata collected will be kept strictly
confidential. Anything that can identify you wilelremoved from any writing arising from
this project. Any written or recorded data coléetfrom the recordings will be kept in a
locked filing cabinet and any files stored on tbhenputer will only be accessible using a
password. At the end of the research period, Deee2®l5, any paper documents and
any voice or video recordings will be erased andfd@s containing any data collected

will be deleted.

What will happen to the results of the research sidy?

The results of the research study will be usedyrsabmission for my Ed.D. dissertation
and may be used for a journal article or a boolptdra

Who has reviewed the study?

The research study has been reviewed by the Calle§ecial Science Ethics Committee.

[170]



Contact for further information
For any further information regarding the conducdhis research study, please feel free to

contact

Mary Wingrave_m.wingrave.l@research.gla.ac.uk

or
Prof. R. Davis: Robert.Davis@glasgow.ac.uk

or
An independent contact:
Valentina Bold: Valentina.Bold@glasgow.ac.uk

Thank you for taking time to read the above infaiora
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Appendix 3: Toy Survey

Read the list below and indicate who you think wioply with this toy.
adapted from: Blakemore, J. E. O. and Centers, R@D5) ‘Characteristics of boys’ and girls’ toy®x Role$3:9/10, pp.

619-633.

Toy

Always or
nearly always
girls

Generally

girls

Both girls

and boys

Generally

boys

Always or
nearly always
boys

aeroplane

airport

baby doll

ballerina
costume

Barbie bicycle

Barbie clothes

Barbie doll

Barbie jeep

beach ball

beads

Beanie Baby
bear

Ben 10

blue Hoover

Bratz doll

brush/mop set

bus

cash register

castle tent

crayons

dinosaur

doctor kit

dollhouse

drum

easy bake oven

Etch-a-Sketch
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Toy

Always or
nearly always
girls

Generally

girls

Both girls
and boys

Generally

boys

Always or
nearly always
boys

fire fighter gear

football

G.l1 Joe

garage

gardening tools

guitar

helicopter

hoops

horses

iron and ironing
board

jewellery

jigsaw

karaoke
machine

Leap pad

Lego set

lipstick and
play makeup

Matchbox cars

microscope

Mr. Potato
Head

Mrs. Potato
Head

My Little Pony

pink vacuum

pink Lego

Play-Doh

police officer
gear

police station

Power Wheels
car

pram

princess
costume

remote-control
car

scooter
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Toy Always or Generally Both girls Generally Always or
n_early always girls and boys boys nearly always
girls boys

Slinky

slot car

racetrack

soft balls

Sponge Bob

Square Pants

stuffed dinosau

stuffed ElImo

superhero
costume

tea set

tool bench

tool kit

toy kitchen

toy soldiers

Toy Story —
Buzz

Toy Story -
Woody

Toy Story-
Jessie

train set

trampoline

transformer

tricycle

wheelbarrow

Winnie-the-
Pooh

wooden blocks

xylophone
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Appendix 4: Evaluation at end of DG

Discussion group evaluation i Dec 2012

Have you enjoyed attending the discussion group yes  no

Enjoyed — 8/8

What do you think you have learned (if anything)?

Lots. To hear other people’s views.
That we are promoting a culture that makes diffeesrbetween boys/girls.
That there is a lot more focus on gender for chitdihan | realised.

There are more factors to how we treat childrenthede appear to be more deep-
set than I initially thought.

That people can unconsciously treat children deifdly because of their gender.
Society still plays a big impact on boys/qgirls ahscriminate against sex (gender).

Made me think about my everyday practice and abyuattitudes in everyday life
regarding boys and girls.

I never thought about this stuff and about boys@rid.

Do you think you have changed any of your praciEea result of the discussions?

Said no to pink Lego.

Made me look at things differently and try outiéitexperiments within my
establishment.

Yes, | look at the resources | have in my setting also the way staff respond to
children and their needs.

Yes, | will be more aware and make my staff teamenaovare.

| am more aware of the way | speak/treat childnetinat | may make assumptions
in regards to children’s likes/dislikes and leagwaithout realising it.

My own practice and been able to look at/indergityations where | may have
reacted differently towards someone because of ¢egider.

It has alerted me more to my own actions when nedipg to boys/girls and think
before | act (speak) in certain ways. The discusgroup has opened my mind up
to things/issues that | have not focussed on before
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Have you shared with any colleagues the contetiteoéliscussion group? If yes, what

elements have you shared? Yes No

8/8

How did others respond?

e Very interested

» Have different opinions
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Appendix 5: End evaluation participants’ responseso PowerPoint"

2T January 2013

Dear Participants,

Below are the initial codes that | have identiffeam what you have said during the
discussion groups. As | go through the resultsatcgal note your initial responses to what
is being said and please feel free to add anytliiPigase feel free to disagree with my
analysis—I want youresponses. | freely admit that | may have mispreted things said
so | would like you to indicate where you agree ah@re you disagree with my analysis).

Where no comment has been made then the spacedmaselt blank. 7 of the 8

participants responded to the feedback.

A qgirlie girl is defined as: (in addition to the aalysis quotes from transcripts were also

presented to the participants)

—n

Being defined as a girly girl relates primarilydiehaviour and choices
play but you do mention pink, despite saying tlssnot specifically
relevant. This appears to link to choices stafkenia relation to activities
to target. You provide a definite definition ogalie girl.

» | agree that we often provide specific experierfoegjirls based on their gender.

* | would agree that clothes/colour can impact tremeisition of a girlie girl.

e Agree- dress does not necessarily make a girlie gir

» | agree with statements relating to girlie giriwias more difficult to define a girlie
girl than a boy as boys’ behaviour was more nobtewahere they act feminine.

» | agree with the statement and | would add femirit@w this is traditionally
portrayed. Their manner being genteel.

» | agree with this statement.

* | agree with the analysis.

* The PowerPoint is available on request: the baxatments presented here contain the initial aisaly
that was presented to the participants.
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A real wee baoy

A real wee boys shown to avoid things that are feminine anassumed to
want to help fix things for the staff. There is an expectatitiat the boys are
active and noisy. There also seems to be an asisocwath ‘real wee boyshot
being gay and being stereotypically male. Whilstéhis general talk about
individuals, there appears to be stereotypical tstdeding of both the terms
girly girls and real wee boys. Both definitions appto firmly reinforce social
stereotypes.

* Enjoys more active play often boisterous with otheys.
* Agree with statement.

* Agree

e Also agree

* | agree with the statement

* Agree with statement.

* Agree.

Behaviour relating to boys and qirls

The comments from the DG acknowledge that as aesocve make
generalisation about what it is to be a boy orrh §iociety appears to create
the rules for boys’ and girls’ behaviours. The apns expressed confirme

throughout by all participants that — girls do geherally behave in the same
manner as boys. The theme that girls’ behavionotsas difficult to manage,
they are more mature and that they are generaigtaruthan boys. There is|a
confirmation of the stereotypical opinion that bare rougher, noisier and
more active than girls. There is a belief that bagd girls learn in different

places and that these can be used to promotergarni

* Agree

* Agree

« Behaviour influences play

* Girls do not play with messy things.

* Agree

* Agree with the statement that girls are generalier to manage than boys.
e | agree with the statement

Play behaviour related to boys

» | agree with statements.
* Agree - role play aspects about swords, guns etc.
« Behaviour influences play
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* The majority of boys tend to play with the sameetyb toy — eg. blocks,

construction.
* Agree
* Agree

* Boys will react to behaviour watched on TV sucliPasver Rangers.

Play behaviour for qgirls :

* Girls can appear calmer due to programs watched.

* Agree
* Agree
e Girls are calmer in their play than boys.
* Agree

* | agree with the statement
» Girls’ play is different from boys

Behaviour — what might influence behaviour?

The opinions offered appear to confirm much of wfdaklore’ says about
behaviours and this justifies the focus on boyke programmes that girls
watch tend to be calmer and therefore the girld terbe calmer. There are
assumptions that some of the behaviour is inngiiels-are naturally quieter
and more mature. Boys are naturally more boisteaodsmore difficult to
settle. Boys’ programmes appear to result in bbgsincing off the walls’
Of course this suggests the question: which comsglie boys’ desire to
watch this type of programme or is the behaviotiluenced by what they
watch? Is this just another form of conditioning/§®

» | agree with statement. Behaviour does influenegplay — girls playing outdoors
will have to be careful of their dress etc. nogét dirty.

* Agree
 Agree
» Parents/carers — male influences — e.g. dads andstins.
* Agree
* Agree

* Agree with statement
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Different expectations of boys and qirls.

The DG data suggests that girls are believed téagety’ with more in play but
there are particular expectations of behaviouts gieed to have manners and
conform to the rules. Boys on the other hand aseernontrolled and restricteq
in their play. This appears to change as the d@nldpet older where there are
fewer constraints placed upon boys and girls areemestricted in their
behaviour. Although some comments appear to inglitett there are fewer
expectations put upon boys about behaviour — avéimei early years, where
some parents almost excuse the boys’ behaviousiag inevitable “what do
you expect he’s a boy'.

* Boys get much harder time than girls as ok foisgwl be tomboy but the boys
acting feminine is more of an uproar.

 Agree

* Agree

* Boys are expected to be tough, butch, able to stprfdr themselves. | couldn’t
really say honestly what is expected of girls toibe pretty?

 Agree
* Agree
* | agree

Gender / sexuality

During the DG there are many occasions when #psrted that boys do not conform tp
the social stereotypical behaviour relating to whatxpected of boys in our society.
This seemed to raise concerns about the boys'dgexuality. It raises the question of
whether children are sexual beings? For instaheebby’s non conformity wherée
didn’t do any of the boisterous stuff that all t@ys did: This appears to imply that
there is anormal’ behaviour that is assumed for boys (and girlshdfboys do not
conform to this norm there seems to be an issuex€elib throughout the DGs far more
concern about boys being gay than about girls wdhoal conform to female
stereotypes. This raises the question of whetheengeurage male stereotypes — boys
being rough, able to look after themselves, bemerested in construction etc in order|to
‘protect themwhereas with girls they get more lee-way (anotheme) as less concerr,
is expressed.

* Agree
* Agree
* |agree

e |t appears that dads seem to worry more about Bgxwih regards to their sons
than mums do with either their son or daughter.
* Agree
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* Agree
* Boys are more associated with being gay due tovieina

Girls have more lee-way than boys

Awareness is expressed during the DGs that boygjidisdare treated
differently and that there are different expectadiol he views expressed
appear to indicate that girls have it all. Girle aeen as being able to break
the gender norms and allowed more freedom than. Bdlysresent
appeared to agree that girls can do anything i Iple there are more
specific limits on what the boys do. The commenit‘has been poor old
women for all our lives...but actually we are prbbabetter off than the
boys because we are allowed to do an awful lot rtieae you know than
we are allowing a young boy to do...aren't Wa@pears to be extrapolate
by some in society to believe that women are beffehan the ‘boys’

* Boys quicker to stereotype girls. Can have moredoen to explore. Boys’
stereotypes are linked to sexuality. Girls’ steypes linked to behaviour.

* Not always but most of the time.

* Agree

* With regards to their sexuality | think as youngjdten girls do have more lee-way
than boys, it's not as obvious in girls being gay.

* | agree
* | agree
* agree

Pinks and blues

There is an acceptance that colour does relateetgenders. There is an
opinion that children need to know what gender theybecausdhey have
different functions as they grow uhildren appear to know by the age of B
what belongs to girls/boys and have quite defiliéas about girls’ and boys
things. There is evidence that the adult often oglolour coding in order to
know how to respond.

* Agree

* Agree totally

* | agree

» Children are taught from an early age that pinkghiare for girls and blue are for

boys.
* Agree
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* Agree
» At young age children associate colour to girl/bBgys will wear pink if it is
branded

Staff responses

All of the patrticipants claimed that they did nengler. Stories that recounted
gendering appears to have be done by others dh@reorms — the Christmas
plays- and not the responsibility of one individuEhe belief that EYs is
different, that the training EY staff get protettiem and the age of the childrep
supports the claim that gendering does not occHiis. The DG transcripts
indicate that participants may have reconsidered/téw that theydon’t
gendet across the DGs. The idea that as professionaldegebehaviours are
exhibited by anyone does not sit comfortably wisntigipants.

« Don't realise we do gender. Stereotype — subcouasbjiol am not surprised that
we gender as it has been happening for years. asigdon’t target children.

* Agree

* Agree

* | agree we said this.

* | agree that we all initially said we didn’t gendert agreed when in discussion that
we all did in some aspects.

* Agree

* Agree

Belief that EY settings don’t contribute to or canhcontrol gendering

* | believe that we cannot control gendering.

* | agree

* Even though we think we don’t gender or stereotypeur establishments we
actually do so without realising it.

 Agree
* Agree
* Agree with analysis
 Agree
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There appear to be many stories/ discussion almyst mainly about them
breaking the gender norm by dressing up, playirtg dolls, beingin touch with
their feminine side Throughout the DGs there is a strong messagfethiere are
gender rules that are socially appropriate for liatys and girls. This appears tg
be evident in the nursery and practitioners dectflhese. There is also an
acceptance that things can change- but would drdpge if they reflect the socia
norm (influenced by manufacturers/media).The contmahout children playing
with the same toys but in different ways would sapphe suggestion that
children may view toys differently. This does sugigiat gender influences how
children play.

* Could give boys/girls a cardboard box they woukpthy different play
behaviours- this would be with any toy.

* Agree

* Agree

* Media has a huge impact on which toys boys and gldy with or request — e.g.

cartoons and advertisements.
* Agree
 Agree

» | agree that children can conceptualise toys diffdy although | don’t believe this

is due to gender and more related to children engag different types of play-

Toy survey - initial analysis of the DG survey

Toys which you ALL believe are played with by bothgirls and boys:

* Beach ball, Blue Hoover, Cash register, Castig térayons, Doctor Kit,
Easy bake oven, Etch-a —sketch, Gardening toolgaGdigsaw, Karaoke
machine, Leap Pad, Mr. Potato Head, Mrs. Potatd,H&ak vacuum, Pink]
Lego, Play-Doh Scooter Slinky, Sponge Bob, stuiédo, Toy kitchen,
Trampoline, Tricycle, Xylophone.

Played with ONLY by girls:
« Barbie clothes, Lipstick make up, Princess costume.

Played with ONLY by boys:
* Ben 10, G. I. Joe, Toy soldiers.

Surprises with toys

e Gardening tools — 8 neutral

e Wheelbarrow — 7 neutral 1 boys
* Pink Lego — 8 neutral

* Lego - 6 neutral 2 boys
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Surprises as the survey relates to the discussion

* Princess costume — survey indicates only girlsdisdussion indicated that
boys do play with these although fathers in paldicdo not like this.

* Blue/pink Hoover — whilst the survey indicates #nés be neutral the
discussion indicates that the blue one is primaegn as for the boys or is
neutral whereas the pink one is viewed as being fiirl.

» Lego/wooden blocks — discussion indicates thabthes generally play

with these.
* Agree
* Agree

» Agree with this.
» Agree- surprised about the contradictions withdisgeussions

* Agree
* Boys do play with princess costumes. Agree witkestant.
* Agree

Fathers’ responses

It would appear from the discussions that fathessenthan mothers appear to
react to boys breaking the gender norms.

Fathers appear to have a concern that boys engagstereotypically girls’
activities will result in theboys acting' feminine’.

* Agree

e | agree although many of my mums comment negatiwélgys are ‘caught’
playing in dresses.

» Can have a negative impact on their sons’ behawiauorry about their sexuality.

* Agree

e Agree — fathers come forward more when they daketboys in dresses etc. Some
fathers have fears and put this on to their childFathers’ attitudes can have
negative impact on their sons’ behaviours

* Agree

* Agree

Further response from RP8 sent by email:

In my experience boys tend to just either takeldthesing up off or would put the pink Hoover down
and not really say much about why, they would bestobarrassed. Through doing this | think boys
think it is wrong to play with pink toys or thintfgt are made for girls. They then grow up wittsthi
perception which | feel makes it stronger in sgociet
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General Feedback/Impact

Agree. | have discussed this briefly with my staim and they also found it an
interesting topic. We also discussed the thingsnag subconsciously do to gender
children. | would be keen to look more closely bis topic.

This has certainly made me question and reflechgmpractice and that of my
colleagues. | found this very interesting and duldgasis for reflection in my
personal and professional practice.

| really enjoyed the discussions, in particular hewa might start out with a certain
train of thought and how this could be altered tigto other peoples’ thoughts and
opinions. It made me look at the practices withineatablishment.

Feel | am more knowledgeable about the social itnpagender.

Agree — was a really interesting topic. You wonldew you can change
perceptions/ideas of people. It looks like it's hole society’s view point that
would need to change.

Very interesting- has made me think.

RP8 (responded by email): Am glad | took part ia ¢inoup have a lot more
knowledge of the social perception of gender.
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Appendix 6: Extract of transcript analysis — Natureof gender

Extracts from the transcripts illustrating analysi€hapter 6: Nature of gender

Nature of Gender

Created Biological
EYP influence Parents Others Affect learning Other effects
EYP participants Other EYP Mothers | Fathers SocietWledia | Others | Girls Boys Behaviour Physical

There is still part of me when the wee

boy puts the hat on, the dress, the high that that wasn't the type of

heels and the beads where you see th
staff going ‘oh here check out XXXX’
and you have a wee giggle but you let
them get on with it

DG1RP5

I do think children need to know if they

are a boy or a girl...and | know we try t

give them opportunities for everything

but | don't think there is anything wron

in letting a boy be a boy and a girl be g

girl. It's what we are doing....
DG1RP8

I'm only going with the Birth to 3

because what they are saying about b
development and they're saying it's the
connections that are made....so if we g
finding that girls are getting treated
differently then the boys are not getting

Probably messages from dad

e thing boys did...you know

boys play at rough-and-tumbl

you know they play with cars

and action men or whatever.
DG1RP2

The parents can influence at
pthat age.
DG1RP5

J

| think it is done by
parents....as well you
know DG1RP4
parents steer them.... RP6
ain
| don't know am kind of
rewayed because when they 3
younger they can be quite
) similar. Their wee traits and

e

r

Society...yes society is
determining gender
DG1RP6

If you had a boy and a girl yo
would need to go out and buy
a boy's set and a girl's set.

DG4RP1
| do think it is society...
DG1RP7
[MV]

it seems to be more ok for gir
to do almost anything they
want...isn't it...? RP3

[MV agreement]

but boys you're saying well it'
ok for boys to do that... you
know or we're leaning toward
that...why is that? Why? Why
at such an early age do we
determine..... RP3

5

5

Boys have a more logical
brain and...they say boys
have a more logical brain

which can accept maths

U and numbers more easily

than girls can.
DG1RP1

| would say...for example
we did tend to have a lot g

boys playing in it
(construction) so we put

scastle in it...with some

ponies so now the girls

will build bridges for their

ponies...and doing
different things like that
DG1RP8

...l mean they do say that
research says that boys a

slower than girls.

Baby boys have a different shape
head than baby girls.
DG1RP3

I think in general and | am
generalising | think girls come
across a bit softer and a bit less
rough than boys in general if you
look at that. If that makes sense?
DG1RP8

="

al They've grown up with mixture of
toys and mixture of things and
allowed to do all sorts of
things...so...but there are still
definitely differences.

RP3DG1

I don't know am kind of swayed

because when they are younger they
recan be quite similar. Their wee traits

and things. | think it can depend on
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exposed to as much then those
connections are getting left....and if the
don't get used then they die basically
s0...DG3RP6

See | don't know maybe '‘cause we w
with the under 5s....DG3RP4

it is just automatic...you just Kkig
them...RP6

| think in early years it is differen
‘cause they are small..to

honest...maybe if it was a school.
think they do...
RP8

but as babies itis...'cause it
distinguishes them.....so that it is pink
for a girl and blue for a boy-

DG3RP6

| think a nursery it is always a totally

different environment because we hav

the training and we understand.
DGARP

Well | suppose when you think about
parents coming to visit the nursery for
the first time then...when | think about
it...| probably do...respond differently b
saying things like®h she's so petite
she's lovely whereas a wee boy I'd go
‘oh he's a big boy for his age’

DGEBR

things. | think it can depend
yon lots of things, their
upbringing.
DG1RP6
ork
Fathers can be quite protecti
sof girls boys get that much
more leeway.
t DG2RP6
De
..Early years couldn't change
it...I mean media...| mean
from the now to Christmas it
is all the toys and then you've
got the parents families
grandparents so it extends...|

what we're trying to do..
DG4RP6

D

| don't think society
determines whether you are
born a boy or a girl, you are
born a boy or a girl.
e DG1RP4

You go with society's
expectations...and you behay,
you fitin...

DG2RP4

It is society...’cause | think
within our profession...we
don't go down that road...you
know...this is the girls' things

think all that has an impact on or the boys' things...I think ou
parents...| mean as a parent...

do.
DG2 RP5

It has a lot to do with
society...you know? The
generations going back you
know....it's what you were
taught then...

DG2RP1

DG1RP5
Do boys' and girls' brains

did | make that up?
DG1 RP7

No | was at a course at
eExperiential Play and they
had a speaker who said
that there was a difference
DG1 RP4

For boys who are always
the dinosaurs or always at
the blocks and if you have
I a certain thing you have
Igot to teach...you have to
improvise and maybe use
that area to do the teachin
in. If they wanted to
learn....you're going to
improvise and do
something...in the areas
that they like.

DG3RP5

not develop differently? Of

lots of things, their upbringing.
DG1RP6

I think it is because girls tend to
have more concentration that they
pick it up and I think because girls
can be...used to more things like
babies and stories but boys are
always physical and doing things
like that. So it is obviously going

> take a bit longer to build their
concentration if you think about it
that way

at DG1RPS8

When that group of boys are
having another one of their Jack
Sparrow type times the girls are
geither probably sitting in the house
corner quietly or they are in the
book corner or something like
that...they're not being disruptive.
DG3RP4
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Appendix 7: Extract of transcript analysis - Sexuaity

Extracts from the transcripts illustrating analysitapter 7:Sexuality

Sexuality

Stereotypes

Heteronormativity

Responses to girls
who do not conform

Responses to boys who do not
conform

Stereotypes that have changedAdult in waiting

Concerns expressed

Parents | Staff Parents | Staff NurturingDancing| Domestic| Becoming Need to | Gay Bullied
mum and dad| know
DG3 DG3 | think...If you have a working family | No, | agree that the boys.. |l Everything he did even at sug

So what is a 'girlie girl'?
Researcher

[MV- pink/pink princess]
| know we do say
that...we do say that a lot
about girlie girls RP5
she doesn't want to take
part in the physical RP6
or get messy RP7
usually that's the kind of
girls isn't it? They don't
want to... RP6

get their knees dirty. RP3
[laughter- MV]
everybody knows what
we mean RP4

...one of the wee girls thg

What about a 'real wee boy' how would yoll where 2 parents are working then

define ‘a real wee boy'? Researcher
rough-and-tumble doesn’t want to sit
down...RP6
Bob the builder RP7
Runs. RP6
...a belt with tools in it. Asking do you have|
things for me to do? He's definitely a wee
man...manly who needs to fix...he's a boy
wouldn't touch a doll or a pram or anything
like that...he's got this instilled in his mind
that he's you know Bob the builder...RP3
he'll just change something elis¢o a tool
...RP5
yes into something else RP3
into swords Rp6

ta bit of Lego will be made into a screw

h"?Dictures of cars...DG2RP3

they'll take on the roles in the house
corner. You see the difference or the
other way if it is just mum and the
dad's out working then you will see
the wee boy taking on that role.
DG1RP6

Emblems and things...RP5

So just different...RP8

they are made different...their shape
RP5

They have what maybe you would
consider...what a boys' thing on
it...maybe a car or a football...RP8

agree that there are
differences...and their
sense of genitalia...you do
need to teach...they need t
know what will happen.

DG2RP6
DG2
| feel that they should
know RP8
so do | RP5
DG2

Just because obviously
boys and girls are different
we wouldn't say - oh if it is
a dog and a cat we would

a very young age he was

three...four...he was so camp

or he was over the top with

oeverything | mean he didn't d
any of the boisterous stuff thg
all the boys did. | mean he was
always wanting to put his-self

around the girls
DG1RP1

It's a terrible thing to say but
wouldn't be surprised if that
wee boy turned out to be gay|

Because everything he did

even at such a very young ag
he was 3/4...he was so camp

or he was over the top with

h

D
t
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I'm chatting about she's
always in trousers but sh
is still a girlie girl by the
things chooses to do...RR
so it is her behaviour that
defines her not just her
appearance. Researcher|
no | would say it is
...behaviour RP6
behaviour- RP5

ok behaviour that defines
her as a girlie girl...ok-
Researcher

| think it comes back to
that again...obviously if a
girl is acting feminine
then that's ok if a girl is
acting a bit boisterous it's
ah she's a wee
tomboy...and it seems to
be acceptable...but when
itis a boy it is less
acceptable in some
people...most people's
eyes...for them to act
feminine...DG3RP8

driver...or something...or a hammer RP3
eagreement MV

they make everything into swords or super
P heroes RP6

in construction they are not allowed a gun

and they'll say it's an aeroplane..RP5.

[laughter /that's right...MV]

Yes...like that...I would say the boys in our

place...RP5

so they are creative...RP6

oh yes RP3

aye the wrong way...RP6

As their mums came in and their dads as v
it was'get they dresses bfivhat are they
doing?' DG1RP1

But his dad went crazy DG1RP4

Yes...so when dad comes in and sees his
in a dress he thinks oh no and that's when
doesn't want him to wear it. It's not
necessarily that he doesn't want him to ha
fun in the dress but he doesn't want it to le
to DG1RP8

I mean that's your child...his dad is
like...come on you're not a girl come on.
DG2R

would be.

ell

50N
he

| think if it was told today that a doll
was a boys' toy and a car was a girlg
and we brought every child up tellin'
them that...then that is the way it

DG2RP8

say itis a dog and a cat...
it is a boy and a girl...Rp8
,that's right Rp6

that's a good way....of
putting it Rp5

[general laughter]

do you think that boys and
girls are as different as
dogs and cats? Researche
well that was just an
example... they've got to
know..it's Mr and
Mrs...there is
differences.....it's mum and
dad you know..RP8

they have also got to know
am a male....cause you
have then got to think
about their
reproduction...RP5

and the things that are
going to happen to their
bodies..RP4

ceverything | mean he didn'td
any of the boisterous stuff thg
all the boys did DG1RP1
I think it is just a fear some
parents have got...the minute
they see that type of
behaviour...they have an
association with it....
DG2RP4

=

DG2

I think it is just a fear some
parents have got...the minute
they see that type of
behaviour...they have an
association with it....RP4
[MV- of agreement]

| think they think | don't want
my child to be gay....'cause
they don't want their child to
be different...or be bullied...
RP3

and they see other wee boys
who don't dress up and...they
want their wee boy to be like
RP6
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Appendix 8: Extract of transcript analysisPlay

Extracts from the transcripts illustrating analy€iapter 7: Play

Play
Play behaviours with toys Colour of toys
Boys’ behaviour Girls’ behaviours Behaviours Pink toys Blue toys Other colours
exhibited by both
rough and tumble compliant imaginative girlie domestic| other Grey/silver | other
noisy nurture creative pretty
aggressive gentle busy (girl) domestic
helpful giggly attractive
physical quieter nurturing
boisterous
It is amazing boys will | If a girl is acting a bit Even in the likes of | 'Cause you know DG1 | have a 7 year old son

go for something with
wheels on it and I've
watched for years
it's...it's...you know
....you can have 5 or 6
dolls and 1 car and sur
enough there could be
boys there but they will
all want the one car.
DG1RP

| have girls’ toys and

boisterous it's...she's a wee
tomboy...and it seems to be
acceptable

DG2RP8

eEverything is girlie girls you

Bknow it is princess...it's the
role play with the mummy
with the baby....you'd never

never see them in the cars

3see them in the blocks, you'd

DG3RP

the writing corner
boys will roll a bit of
paper up and have it
as (demonstrates a
telescope) whereas
the girls are drawing
nice wee pictures...o
whatever.

DG3RP3

Even in the house

there's no unisex toys
as such. Toys are
predominately for
boys or girls...babies'
toys are pink and blue
even all the pre-tech
rthings...
DG1RP7

We shouldn't do it but
you know you can't

bthey're playing it is

help but put pink on a

| felt ok about that
because the Hoove
was blue, | bought
a blue cooker a
blue iron a blue
everything and the
kitchen was grey it
was silver you
know but still |
didn't want my son
to feel
uncomfortable with

and when he was 2 he
rwanted the kitchen and
the Hoover and
whatever and my
husband really was
against him getting then
all but | went against my
husband and | bought it
all for him but on the
same hand my son at 2
and 3 and even at 7 say

mummy | want to wear ;

[
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boys’ toy in my own
house never mind their
own homes and the
youngest in particular
who is 3 will always go
for the boys' toys not
the girls toys...you
know?

DG1RP3

before they're
stereotyped | mean at ¢
months old you're not
really buying cars for
boys are they you know
but you know but in the
playroom in the nursery
playroom they go for,
for the engine the car.
DG1RP1

DG1RP4 you know
boys play at rough and
tumble you know....

A lot of the girls will play with
the cuddly teddies but | don't
see the boys so much...no
matter what colour the teddie
are it is the girls who seem to
take to the teddies.

DG3RP6

DG3
Maybe 'cause they're not in th
> construction area as much as
the boys are...the girls in plag
will maybe in the construction
area if the doll's house is out
but they wouldn't choose to g
in...RP5
so it's the doll's house they're
playing with...RP3
yes...huh they wouldn't
choose to go in and build with
the Lego or the Stickle Bricks
or whatever...RP5
or build a doll's house RP4

always I'll be the
mummy and I'll
make the dinner you
can be the baby and

sthe man will take on
the role of fixing
things you
know?...am going
out to work...they
take they roles upon

dhemselves so they
are thinking that.

e DG3 RP6

O

wee girl can't you no..
DG2RP5

You buy a wee girl a
blue pram but you
wouldn't buy a wee
boy a pink tractor
They're gearing it
towards a market for
the girls and it is all
pink and sparkly and
pretty and then there i
the market for the
boys.

DG4RP5
You know Barbie's sit
and ride car is pink so
you wouldn’t go and
buy a wee boy that bu
you would let a wee
girl be on a Thomas
the Tank engine sit
and ride.

DG4RP3

resources and that!
what he got to play
with .. RP5

right the colour
seems to have
significance...yes?
Researcher

oh yes | wouldn't

Hoover RP5
[general laughter —
sMV]

...obviously does
play with a blue
pram or a blue
Hoover it's no
really something

t we notice. And like
we said girls being
tom-boys are - it's
no really an issue
but when boys

DG4RP8

have got him a pink

sdress and high heels |
wouldn't let him
DG1RP

The kitchen was grey it
was silver you know
DG1RPS
| says ‘what are you
hoping Santa will bring
you for Christmas?' He
says a castle and at tha|
page we were looking a
castles but he says | ca
look at the pink castle it
has to be a grey one
because my dad says
that’s for boys
DG1RP5

[
t

=
—

There they will play
with them if you give
them a choice between
pink and blue the girls
will choose pink and the
boys will choose blue.
DG4RP8
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Appendix 9: Toy survey analysis

Frequency

Generally girls or
both

<80%

Consensus of toys under each
category

Differences
between DG and
WS

S, do htZ

I
y

None

e.
Baby doll, beads, Beanie baby be

brush and mop, doll house, hoops
horses, iron and ironing board,
pram, tea set, Winnie-the-pooh.

avWS added these

,to this category

Easy bake oven,
vacuum -
8ok, stuffed

Elmo, toy
kitchen.

ad, scooter
trampoline, tricycle, xylophone.

. The DG added
ing,

these toys :

,Easy bake oven,
ink vacuum,

sponge Bob,
stuffed Elmo, toy
kitchen, blue

Hoover, h

dinosaur

Stori Buzz and Woody

DG - r

WS
blue Hoover

e, Super Hero
costume rs

Wider group —

rs

'

sponge Bob

Across 3 categories :| <80% | Barbie Jeep — girls, generally girls
both/ and both

generally girls/

always girls

Across: 3 categories | <80% | Toy story Jessie — crosses both

generally girls/
both/
generally boys

categories
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