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Abstract:
Aims and objectives
The aim of this study is to examine and explore how the indoor and outdoor
environment may affect child-to-child one-way and two-way conversation and consider
children’s perception of how their environment relates to communication and play.
Methodology:
68 observations (34 indoors, 34 outdoors) of five children were conducted over a fourweek period to gather data relating to the types of communication the children engaged
in, followed by interviews with five children. The data was then catalogued according
to inductive themes established from the observations and interviews.
Results
The children used a greater variety of child-to-child communication within the indoors
environment than they do in the outdoors environment. For example, ‘role play
communication’ and also ‘non-verbal communication during parallel play’ were
apparent in the indoors environment but totally absent from children’s outdoor play.
Two-way communication is observed as important for children in both environments
and although one-way limited communication (such as a child shouting “Ahh!” at
another child) was observed in both environments, it was significantly more prominent
during the outdoors.
With regard to the outdoors and the indoors, there was a variety of combination of
‘favourite environment to play’ and ‘favourite place to talk’ expressed by the children,
with little commonality to be found between them.
Conclusion
The findings conclusively reveal that the environment – whether indoors or outdoors does impact a child propensity for utilising forms of communication, although two-way
communication remains important to both. Interviews with the children reveal no
common theme when it comes to favourite place to talk compared to favourite place to
play, and it is recommended future research further consider these findings.
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Introduction:
Academic research has developed a greater understanding of the importance of play towards
child development, including the impact of play on the development of a child’s social and
linguistic skills. Although theorists have enabled research by offering explanations to support
observed events, research in relation to the effects of the environment appear to have focused
predominantly on the outdoor environment (Vygotsky, 1978; Mullick, 2013; Kernan, 2014).
The aim of this study is to further current academic discourse by examining and exploring how
the indoor and outdoor environment may affect child-to-child one-way and two-way
conversation and consider children’s perception of how their environment relates to
communication and play. In order to gather the necessary data, the research involved
conducting observations followed by interviews with five four- and five-year-old children (male
and female) during a primary school reception class in the South West of England.
Inductive thematic analysis (Guest, MacQueen and Namey, 2014) of the observations and the
interviews established themes to enable a discussion between the findings and academic
literature before a conclusion was drawn.
Literature review:
The research project focused on a specific type of interview known in the Mosaic approach as
‘child-conferencing’ (Clark and Moss, 2011, p. 11). Child-conferencing takes the form of a
semi-structured interview and involves the adult listening to the children before asking open
ended questions which provides the children with an opportunity to add any information the
child deems to be important, through whatever method they prefer (Croix, Barrett and
Stenfors, 2018). The children can talk, physically show and/or draw a picture to represent what
they wish to say (Clark and Moss, 2011).
Whorrall and Cabell (2016) consider that language exposure during everyday interactions,
including play, provides a child with opportunity to communicate and interact with both peers
and adults, helping the child to contextualise language with environment, people and
situations. Ramstetter and Murray (2017) appear to support Whorrell and Campbell (2016) by
suggesting that play provides the time and space for children to mentally decompress by
engaging in peer interactions, creating and forming new friendships and, consequently,
support social development by exploring the world through a variety of play. Vygotsky’s (1978)
theory on the zone of proximal development (ZPD) centres around the social interactions of

children, which may be seen to illustrate Piaget (2002) who advise that children develop most
effectively through child led play. However, Ng and Bull (2018) suggest this play environment
may be enriched with the help of adults through role play and responsive interaction.
The views of Ng and Bull (2018) on the role of adults enriching a child’s environment are
supported by Jarman (2007a; 2007b) whose research within Early Years settings suggest
twelve places which enable children to communicate. All twelve suggestions (Jarman,2007a)
involve the use of materials, for example, a communication space which is small, contained
with boxes or tents and dressed with layers of material, lights and even willow branches – to
create adult-led enclosed or semi- enclosed spaces. The approach by Jarman (2007a; 2007b),
to encourage speaking and listening skills through the creation of space, is furthered by the
research of Otley et al., (2018) who conclude that the level of communication between children
is not solely reliant upon the interaction between children within a space but also on the child’s
proficiency with, and their preferred mode of, communication.
Recognising that children are particularly susceptible to noise, Jarman (2018) is supported by
McAllister, Rantala and Jónsdóttir (2019) who highlight how noise may impede a child’s ability
to communicate. However, it is of interest that McAllister, Rantala and Jónsdóttir (2019) reveal
some children feel they have more freedom to use their voice to shout and scream outdoors,
but to talk indoors. There was also some disagreement by participants whether they
considered the indoor or outdoor environment to be the noisiest (McAllister, Rantala and
Jónsdóttir, 2019) which may be seen to support Otley et al., (2018) view that children’s
experience of communication may be very personal. It may be considered, therefore, that it is
not the indoors or outdoors which may enable a child’s opportunity to communicate; rather
communication is dependent on the places created within these environments and the
individual child’s approach to, and preferred method of, expressing themselves – whether
verbally or limited-non-verbally (Jarman, 2007a; Otley et al., 2018; McAllister, Rantala and
Jónsdóttir, 2019).
Mullick (2013) identified a lack of research on indoor play and the impact this environment
may have on children; yet Kroeker (2017), in a study of the impact of the indoor and outdoor
environments, found that children were more engaged and more self-reliant indoors. Kroeker
(2017) suggests children found the outdoor environment too big or learning, with too many
choices, and therefore could not focus on one task properly, whilst peer-to-peer interaction
within the indoor environment remains consistently conducive to learning, hence reinforcing
the previous findings of Jarman.

Having briefly considered the published academic literature, this paper will now discuss the
methods used in order to, first, observe the forms of communication employed by children
during indoor and outdoor play. The interview methods used to gather the perspectives of
children relating to their favourite places to play and communicate will then be discussed.
Methodology:
As a method of data collection, narrative observations permitted the researcher to record the
different types of communication children used when playing within their natural setting
(Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2011; O’Hara et al., 2011). Following four weeks of
observations, of both the inside and outside environment, a total of 68 observations were
recorded (34 inside, 34 outside). To provide additional data from the children, the initial
research plan was to use Talking Tins to enable the children to record the types of
conversations they were having while outdoors.
Although the narrative observations proved most effective in gathering useful and clear data,
the Talking Tins were prone to record loud background noise and did not clearly capture the
conversations between children. Therefore, it was decided data would not be collected using
Talking Tins as any attempt to make sense of the noise-prone recordings could have been
open to invite researcher bias. With the reliability of this method being compromised, the
validity was affected and so the method of capturing data using the tins, disregarded (Cohen,
Manion and Morrison, 2011). However, both the observations and interviews provided data
relevant to the research project and mitigated any potential loss of data from the discarded
Talking Tins. Consequently, the research data was both valid and reliable (Cohen, Manion
and Morrison, 2011).
In order to mitigate the Hawthorne Effect (Paradis and Sutkin, 2017) during the observations,
the researcher maintained a suitable distance from the participants by sitting on a nearby
table; what the children said could be heard and transcribed, but the researcher was not close
enough for their actions to be obvious to the children. The researcher also ensured the
participants were already engrossed in their activity before commencing observations, to
prevent the children from noticing the presence of the researcher (Papatheodorou, Gill and
Luff, 2013).
During narrative observations, it is necessary to mitigate any unconscious bias by recording
only what each child is doing and saying and omitting all personal opinions and perspectives,
providing what Johnson (1997, p. 285) refers to as ‘descriptive validity’. The researcher’s

methodology was designed to be objective in its approach and not to expect findings and avoid
being subjective, which would negate the validity of the research (Cohen, Manion and
Morrison (2011).
To facilitate the interviews, children were chosen at random from the returned parental consent
forms. Each participant child was asked in an age appropriate manner to consent to take part,
in line with the ethical considerations of BERA (2018). In order to complete the research during
an outbreak of Chicken Pox, the parameters of the methodology were changed resulting in
five children, with each child observed a maximum of once a day over four weeks, resulting in
sixty-eight observations in total. Some children had more observations than others due to the
participant children being away from the setting, at different times, due to Chicken Pox.
The proposed method of interviewing two children at a time, with an aim of providing a
companionably comfortable environment as quickly discarded due to the children being prone
to distracting one another. Single child interviews were adopted and, since the researcher was
already familiar to the children as a member of the setting staff, the children were still made to
feel comfortable. In line with the ethical considerations (BERA, 2018), each participant
consented to be interviewed prior to the interview taking place as well as consent being
received from parents and the setting. The consent from child participants was obtained using
assent and it was made clear to each child that they retained the right to withdraw at any time
(BERA, 2018).
To mitigate unconscious bias, interviews were recorded using a digital voice recorder, which
was later transcribed. As the interview was semi-structured, it allowed for the gathering of rich
data, which informed the conclusions reached through the analysis and discussion of the
research (Atkins and Wallace, 2012).
The findings from the observations and interviews will now be presented and analysed.

Results:
Data gathered from the observations reveal a pattern of five main types of play used within
both environments (indoor and outdoor), which are: non-verbal/limited together play, two-way
conversation, one-way conversation, non-verbal parallel play, and role play communication.
The children were also observed to combine two types of play together within both the indoor
and outdoor environments.

Analysis of the data indicates the most noticeable aspect relating to the variety of
communication throughout play is that the indoor environment involves nine types of
communication as opposed to the five types of communication associated with the outdoor
environment.

Whilst children engage in two-way conversation in both environments, the number of two-way
conversations is significantly greater within the indoor environment, with the findings indicating
that it is the most popular means of conversation; sixteen out of 34 conversations between
children within the indoor environment were two-way, compared with ten out of 34 within the
outdoor environment.
An example of two-way conversation indoors is provided by Child E and Child L at the
colouring table (see Appendix H).
Child E: ‘Do you think this is good for my ballet teacher?’
Child L: ‘Yes I do. Can you pass the blue?’
Child E: ‘I will give it to you after I’ve used it, okay? We can swap now.’
Child L: ‘And we can swap again, now. Do you like my picture? It’s for my mummy?’
Child E: ‘Yeah’
The data in relation to non-verbal/limited-together play shows the highest occurrence in the
outdoor environment, accounting for seventeen out of the 34 observed interactions. Data from
the outdoor observations reveal that, over the four weeks, all five of the child participants would
spend their time outside running around together with other children either just screaming or
using very limited communication such as ‘Roar!’ and ‘Ahh!’.
In comparison, the indoor environment only noted one out of the 34 observed interactions to
be of non-verbal/limited-together play. It is also clear from the indoor communication graph
(see Graph 1) that non-verbal parallel play, which was the third most engaged with form of
communication, did not occur within the outdoor environment (see Graph 2).
Graph 2 illustrates that one-way communication, which occurs when a child talks to
themselves instead of communicating with others, is the third highest type of communication
to occur during play outdoors (numbering four out of the 34 observations). One of the five
focus children was walking around the woods, chatting to themselves before looking at insects.
They continued to talk to themselves out loud about the insect they had found. The indoor
environment only had one such observation involving one-way communication.
The data reveals Child B’s favourite theme and place to play is Castle and Knights role play,
located outside. Their favourite place to talk is also in the Castle. Child B does not mention
the inside at any point within the interview. In contrast, Child E only discusses the inside
environment; data shows Child E enjoys playing in the role play Jungle Tent, indoors, and her

favourite place to talk is the Story Corner, also located indoors. When asked why Child E likes
the inside, she answered with, “Inside is warm”.
Although Child C’s answers involve the role play areas inside, including where he likes to talk
at school (in the Kitchen and Dinosaur area), he prefers to play in both the indoor and outdoor
environments. Findings for Child L are similar to Child C, in that she likes to play inside on the
colouring table but, interestingly, Child L prefers to talk outside in the playground even though
her favourite theme and place to play is located inside.
Child H’s answers were similarly mixed, as they liked to play Batman and Superman (role
play) indoors but his favourite place to play is on the slide, outside. Similar to Child C, Child H
preferred to play both inside and outside.
The data from the interviews reveals three out of the five children said they prefer to talk to
their friends only indoors. This is supported by the Graph 1 where two-way conversations were
predominant for indoor play. Two out of five children (including Child H, who said both
environments) preferred to talk to their friends outside, coinciding with the Graph 2, as twoway conversation was the second most common type of communication used within that
environment.

Discussion:
The data highlights the way in which the environment may scaffold (Vygotsky, 1978) children’s
language, which supports Hoff (2006) who explains the environment is key to children learning
language which may then be used to communicate with others.
The data clearly reveals that the outdoor environment led seventeen out of the 34 participants
to engage with non-verbal/limited-together play which, it may be surmised, limited their
opportunity to learn and practice new language skills during their play. These findings may be
seen to support Jarman (2007a; 2007b; 2018) who advocates the creation of environments to
stimulate communication, regardless of whether they are situated indoors or outdoors.
However, the same data may be seen to also support the views of McAllister, Rantala and
Jónsdóttir (2019, p. 7), whose participants placed a particular importance on the outdoors in
order to find and express a voice that may not be appropriate to an indoor learning
environment.

Data considering the indoor and outdoor environments in relation to children’s communication
exemplifies Kroeker (2017) who, although arguing that the outdoor environment is too vast
with too many options leading a lack of focus in children, also acknowledges the outdoor
environment allows for peer-to-peer conversation, as may be seen from the observed twoway conversation of children outside. The findings which observed all five participants running
around outside and predominantly using limited/non-verbal communication, also support the
view of Czalczynska-Podolska (2014) who states playgrounds encourage children to
predominantly engage in physical play, such as running around, which limits children’s
intercommunication. Conversely, Little and Wyver (2008) advocate that the outdoor
environment provides a great space for peer interactions and play, allowing for greater
spontaneity than an indoor environment; although the data suggests the spontaneity observed
by Little and Wyver (2008) may relate to play which utilises more gross motor skills than
language development.
The data shows children engaging in different levels of communication and language
according to the environment they are in, as observed during the two-way conversation at the
inside colouring table compared with the more limited communication outside. These findings
illustrate Hoff (2006) who suggests different environments expose children to different
language opportunities.
With respect to Hoff (2006) and Schmerse et al. (2018), the findings illustrate the importance
of an environment in a setting that supports Bandura’s (1977) social learning theory, where
children can use conversation to learn from one another, and develop their understanding of
language as well as social interaction. Data detailing the mention of a ballet teacher and a
child’s “mummy” during conversation exemplifies Hoff’s (2006) view that it can be the
variability across the environments that support and ultimately provide the scaffold (Vygotsky,
1978) for children’s development in language, offering opportunities to explore cultural
difference, social status, parents, ethnicity and child care experiences.
The data provides additional context to the work of Lash (2008) by illustrating now the variance
of the school environment, whether indoors or outdoors, can create a variance in the
opportunity to develop communication skills. Similarly, the findings may be seen to expound
Ervin and Tripp (1991, cited in Hoff, 2006) and Pellegini et al. (1997, cited in Hoff, 2006) who,
despite advising how peers may enable children to build or scaffold (Vygotsky, 1978) their
own language through each other, do not consider how the indoor or outdoor environment
may impact the success of these endeavours.

A theme arising from the interview data, is children’s conflict between their favourite place to
play and their favourite place to talk. However, both Child B who said ‘Castle’, and Child C,
who said ‘Dinosaur and kitchen area’, remarked their favourite place to play is also the same
as their favourite place to talk. These findings support the research of Strong-Wilson and Ellis
(2007) who consider that certain locations may become special to a child's play because of
the qualities that inspire imagination, or because of a certain play activity, such as a swing,
that is not available elsewhere. The data and Strong-Wilson and Ellis (2007) suggest children
may speak to each other in a place that is special to their play, and have congregated there,
because of the play activity and not solely because of the opportunity for conversation: that
the conversation may result from engaging in play.
Child H, E and L had different locations for their favourite place to talk and play. For example,
Child L expressed her favourite place to play is the colouring table but her favourite place to
talk is the playground. The findings, in this case, do not support Strong-Wilson and Ellis (2007)
but may be seen to support Stephenson (2009) who observed that, when it comes to a child's
conversation, it can be the company they seek that is more important to them than having that
conversation in a favourite play area. Strong-Wilson and Ellis (2007) and Cameron and Lao
(2013) argue that the classroom can become a favourite place for the children as long as
adults have provided the children with a variety of opportunities to support their exploring,
creativity, expressions and social interactions. The view of Strong-Wilson and Ellis (2007) and
Cameron and Lao (2013) are supported by the findings since both Child C and Child L were
afforded the opportunity to be creative at the colouring table and were observed to engage in
conversation. That being said, three out of the five children said an area outside was their
favourite place to talk which may be seen to support White’s (2004, cited in Strong-Wilson and
Ellis, 2007) view that natural environments, such as the outdoors, are key to stimulating social
interaction and communication between children and so it is the environment children gravitate
towards to.
The data supports the view of Leggett and Newman (2017) and Ng and Bull (2018), that indoor
environment is more language rich than the outdoors, since it was observed the indoor
environment had more communication types between the children than the outdoor
environment (see Graph 1 and Graph 2). As the finding reveal, children outside were more
focused on playing and communicating through non-verbal/limited communication in
comparison to their communication inside, which illustrates Czalczynska-Podolska (2014) who
explains that traditional playgrounds limit children to physical play, such as running around,
which results in less opportunity to communicate and less exposure to language.

One key finding was the importance of the environment to children’s language. In the indoor
environment, children used a greater variety of communication than when the children were
in the outdoor environment (see Graph 1) which supports Kroeker (2017) who determined
that, when indoors, children are more engaged and self-reliant. However, the findings which
illustrate that children’s interactions with peers is different between the indoor and outdoor
environment also challenge Kroeker’s (2017) study, who observed no difference in the form
of interactions between children when located in either environment. For example, the data
clearly shows children inside used primarily two-way conversation communication, where
outside they used primarily nonverbal/limited together play communication, such as ‘Roar!’.

Conclusion:
The research findings support the academic, peer reviewed literature in revealing that
environment does play a role in children’s communication and language. Both environments
evidenced a variety of communication used within them, although the indoor environment
encouraged nine forms of communication compared with the five types observed in the
outdoors. Very limited communication, such as roaring at one another, predominantly
occurred during the outdoors, whereas two-way communication was observed in both, but
significantly greater within the indoor environment.
The data supports a view that, although it is the opportunities created by the Early Years
practitioners which stimulate the children’s language learning (Jarman, 2007a; Jarman,
2007b; 2018), the outdoors can be paramount to a child expressing a voice that otherwise
may not find an outlet (Otley et al., 2018; McAllister, Rantala and Jónsdóttir, 2019). The
findings suggest a particular importance of outdoor play affording verbal/limited-together play
for a child to convey emotion, character, or intent despite creating noise that may otherwise
prohibit learning; and the indoor more conducive to learning communication skills and
practicing language.
With regard to the question of whether children perceive certain environments as being
influential upon their child-to-child communication, the interviews concluded children do view
certain environments as being more influential in where they can communicate than others.
Whether the child’s favourite environment to talk – whether indoors or outdoors - is the same
as their favourite place to play is very varied, with one of the five participants revealing that
their favourite place to talk and play being indoors, another expressing outdoors for both
activities, one stating that they prefer to play indoors and talk outdoors, Child L saying they
prefer to play outdoors but talk indoors, and the final participant saying that although they
prefer to talk indoors they don’t differentiate between the outdoors and indoors when it comes
to play – both are just as enjoyable.
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Appendices
Appendix A

Results from interviews
Favourite theme to play

Castle and knights
Mums and dads
Batman and superman
Jungle tent
Colouring

Favourite place to play

Castle
Dinosaur area
On the slide
Jungle
Colouring table

Favourite place at school to talk Castle
Kitchen and dinosaur area

Child B
Child C
Child H
Child E

Outside and inside
Story corner
Playground
Prefer playing inside or outside

Outside
Inside and outside
Outside and inside
Inside
Outside

Child L

Appendix B
Child B interview
Interviewer: Hi Child B, do you remember when you said you would be happy to help me with my
project? Well I need to ask you a few questions to also help my project, is this okay? If you change
your mind at any point can you tell me, you wont be in trouble for changing your mind. So B. are you
still happy to be on the green face?
Interviewee: yes
Interviewer: so Child B, can you tell me or if you would like you can draw a picture, can you show me
or tell me what your favourite thing to play is?
Interviewee: hmm castle
Interviewer: is it the castle? Would you like to draw a picture of the castle?
Interviewee: okay, that’s the under bit
Interviewer: yeah, what do you like about the castle?
Interviewee: it has knights so I’m going to draw some knights
Interviewer: that’s a beautiful drawing, where is your favourite, so that is your favourite thing to
play, is that also your favourite place to play as well
Interviewee: yes
Interviewer: or do you have another place?
Interviewee: no I like the castle and I have another one, outside
Interviewer : outside, would you like to draw where outside you like to play?

Interviewee: the castle
Interviewer: where is your favourite place to talk to your friends at school? Do you like to talk to
them inside?
Interviewee: outside
Interviewer: do you have a particular place outside you like to talk to your friends?
Interviewee: hmmm no mm the castle
Interviewer: you like the castle don’t you
Interviewee: I’m going to draw an arrow on my castle see. Arrow, arrow arrow
Interviewer: and do you prefer to play with your friends inside or outside?
Interviewee: outside
Interviewer: you have done some beautiful drawings there Bruno, thank you very much for helping
me, shall we go back to class now?
Interviewee: okay

Appendix C
Interviewer: Hello Child C, do you remember when you said you would be happy to help me with my
project? Well I need to ask you a few questions is this okay? If you change your mind at any point
can you tell me, and you won’t be in trouble. So Child C, are you still happy to help and be on the
green face you circled?
Interviewee: okay
Interviewer: so Child C, you can draw, or show me or just tell me your answers okay? I have some
paper and pencils here if you would like to draw. What’s your favourite thing to play?
Interviewee: (long pause) mums and dads
Interviewer: mums and dads yeah and where is your favourite place to play?
Interviewee: the dinosaur area,
Interviewer: you can draw a picture of the dinosaur area if you would like?
Interviewee: I don’t know how to draw dinosaurs
Interviewer: that’s okay, you don’t have to draw a picture if you don’t want too
Interviewee: I can draw the bridge though
Interviewer: okay and at school where do you like to talk to your friends?
Interviewee: (long pause) next to the kitchen and dinosaur area
Interviewer: and do you prefer to play with your friends at school inside or outside?
Interviewee: outside and inside

Interviewer: outside and inside, why do you like both
Interviewee: because uh uh I swap over with friends
Interviewer: you swap over with friends
Interviewee: yeah
Interviewer: perfect, thank you very much Child C for helping me shall we head back to class now?
Interviewee: yes

Appendix D
Child H interview
Interviewer: Hi Child H, do you remember when you said you would be happy to help me with my
project? Well I need to ask you a few questions to help my project if that’s okay? If you change your
mind at any point can you tell me and you won’t be in trouble for changing your mind. Are you still
happy to be on the green face and help me?
Interviewee: okay
Interviewer: so you circle the face you want too okay, perfect thank you very much. So you can draw
pictures, or tell me or show me you answers to my questions. So what is your favourite thing to
play?
(Long pause)
Interviewee: Batman and Superman
Interviewer: Batman and Superman is your favourite thing to play?
Interviewee: did you know I have a Batman at my house, and did you know I have four
Interviewer: and
Interviewee: I have four no five and I’m nearly five too
Interviewer: you are aren’t you, Child H where is your favourite place to play?
Interviewee: um
Interviewer: where do you you like to play? You can draw it on the same piece of paper if you want
too
Interviewee: on my slide

Interviewer: on your slide
Interviewee: yeah I have and do you know I have a tree house
Interviewer: do you is that at home?
Interviewee: um that’s where my slide is and my slide is a little but too little for me now but it still
fits
Interviewer: and Child H
Interviewee: yes
Interviewer: where is your favourite place you like to talk to your friends at school?
Interviewee: outside and inside
Interviewer: do you have a special place
Interviewee: yes in the kitchen
Interviewer: and do you prefer to play with your friends inside or outside when you are at school?
Interviewee: inside and outside
Interviewer: you like both
Interviewee: yes both
Interviewer: well thank you very much Child H. Shall we go back now?

Appendix E
Child E interview
Interviewer: Hi Child E, do you remember when you circled the green face because you were happy
to help me with my project? Well I need to ask you a few questions to also help my project is this
okay? If you change your mind at any point can you tell me, you won’t be in trouble for changing
your mind. You can draw pictures, tell me your answers or you can show me. Are you still happy to
be on the green face?
Interviewee: okay green
Interviewer: thank you Child E, so what is your favourite thing to play?
Interviewee: um Topsie and tim
Interviewer: topsie and tim, yeah what is topsie and Tim?
Interviewee: it something that you watch
Interviewer: is it, and what else do you like to play?
Interviewee: umm (long pause)
Interviewer: you can draw a picture if you want
Interviewee: the jungle tent
Interviewer: and is that also tour favourite place to play or do you have another favourite place?
Interviewee: that’s my favourite place
Interviewer: would you like to draw a picture (long pause) what are those that you’ve drawn?
Interviewee: those are the cushions

Interviewer: the cushions, what do you like to play when you are in the tent?
Interviewee: umm play with the the umm cuddles toys
Interviewer: they are cute toys aren’t they, and when you are at school where is your favourite
place to talk to your friends?
Interviewee: umm
Interviewer: where do you like to chat to your friends?
Interviewee: where the stories are
Interviewer: and what is your favourite story
Interviewee: Goldilocks and the three bears
Interviewer: what’s that that you’ve drawn
Interviewee: that’s me
Interviewer: where do you like to play with your friends at school do you prefer inside or outside?
Interviewee: inside because it’s warmer (long pause) done!
Interviewer: Child E - that is a really beautiful drawing you have done and you’ve done ever so well
with writing your name. Thank you for answering my questions, would you like to head back to class
now?

Appendix F
Child L interview
Interviewer: Child L, are you still happy to help me with my project?
Interviewee: yes
Interviewer: would you be okay to answer some questions for me?
Interviewee: yes okay
Interviewer: great. You can show me, tell me or draw a picture to your answers anything you want
to do okay. What is your favourite thing to play?
Interviewee: colouring
Interviewer: colouring okay, that’s great. And where is your favourite place to play?
Interviewee: at the colouring table
Interviewer: and at school where do you like to talk to your friends?
Interviewee: in the playground
Interviewer: in the playground that’s great. Wow that’s a good drawing can you explain what you’ve
drawn for me?
Interviewee: this is the climbing frame, this is the slide and I went down it super-fast
Interviewer: wow. was it a big slide?
Interviewee: it was a very long slide

Interviewer: that’s great. do you prefer to play with your friends inside at school or outside at
school?
Interviewee: outside
Interviewer: why do you like outside?
Interviewee: because you get lots of fresh air to run around in
Interviewer: great, thank you so much Child L for helping me with my questions shall we go back to
class now?
Interviewee: yes okay
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Drawing from child B’s interview of the castle

