
JULIENE MADUREIRA FERREIRA

Inclusive Early Childhood Education 
and the Role of Peer Interaction

Brazil and Finland in dialogue

Acta Universitatis Tamperensis 2430

JU
LIEN

E M
AD

U
R

EIR
A FER

R
EIR

A       Inclusive Early C
hildhood Education and the R

ole of Peer Interaction  
AU

T 2430



JULIENE MADUREIRA FERREIRA

Inclusive Early Childhood Education 
and the Role of Peer Interaction

Brazil and Finland in dialogue

ACADEMIC DISSERTATION
To be presented, with the permission of

the Faculty Council of  the Faculty of  Education 
of  the University of  Tampere,

for public discussion in the auditorium A1 
of  the Main building, Kalevantie 4, Tampere,

on 10 November 2018, at 14 o’clock.

UNIVERSITY OF TAMPERE



JULIENE MADUREIRA FERREIRA

Inclusive Early Childhood Education 
and the Role of Peer Interaction

Brazil and Finland in dialogue

Acta Universi tati s  Tamperensi s  2430
Tampere Universi ty  Pres s

Tampere 2018



ACADEMIC  DISSERTATION
University of Tampere
Faculty of Education 
Finland

Copyright ©2018 Tampere University Press and the author

Cover design by
Mikko Reinikka

Acta Universitatis Tamperensis 2430 Acta Electronica Universitatis Tamperensis 1941
ISBN 978-952-03-0883-4 (print) ISBN 978-952-03-0884-1 (pdf )
ISSN-L 1455-1616 ISSN 1456-954X
ISSN 1455-1616 http://tampub.uta.fi

Suomen Yliopistopaino Oy – Juvenes Print
Tampere 2018 441   729

Painotuote

The originality of this thesis has been checked using the Turnitin OriginalityCheck service 
in accordance with the quality management system of the University of Tampere.



To all children, families and professionals that kindly and generously allowed their lives to be part 

of this work. 
  



  



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

I have been always very fortunate to be able to share my life with so many wonderful 

people. During the process of this doctoral study, I came to cross the path of brilliant 

minds, warm hearts and generous souls, which have played crucial roles in my life 

during the realization of this work. Here, more than recognize, I would like to 

express my deepest gratitude, and honor the significant contributions of these 

remarkable people that took a part in this journey. 

My sincere gratitude to my supervisor, Professor Marita Mäkinen. It was a true 

privilege to be guided by such a competent, loving and warm supervisor like you. 

Your contribution goes beyond the sharing of your expertise in the field of inclusive 

education; you have also inspired me as an attentive and proficient teacher and as a 

caring human being. By a constant presence and true collaboration, you showed how 

academic environments can be constructed with respect and trust. 

I would like to express my appreciation to the reviewers of my work, Senior 

Lecture Ph.D. Minna Mäkihonko and Professor David Rodrigues who have kindly 

and generously accepted to share their valuable contributions to my work. I am also 

thankful for Associate Professor Ph.D. Niina Rutanen for accepting once again the 

role of being my opponent in the defense of this thesis.  

Additionally, I thank Professor Katia Amorim, whose collaboration was essential 

to the development of my ideas, and Professor Kirsti Karila, for the constant and 

important support to my professional and personal growth. I thank you for the 

warmth and kind welcome, and for the inspiration of social commitment to the field 

of Early Childhood Education. 

I would like to express my sincere gratitude to the Dean Risto Honkonen, 

representing the Tampere University, especially the Faculty of Education and 

Culture, and all its staff members, for providing a welcoming, supportive and 

efficient academic environment during the entire process of my studies. More than 

allowing me to benefit from university’s facilities and supporting my studies, you 

have made possible for me to feel as part of the community; a sense of belonging 

that was very important for my understanding of the Finnish values, culture, and life. 

During this process, I was fortunate to participate in the research group Early 

Childhood Education, Institutions, Policies and Practices Research Group, which 



provided me a rich and friendly environment for deep academic discussions. 

Representing all the members of the group I thank you Päivi Kupila for the 

possibility to share and co-construct ideas, projects and practices that were 

significant for my professional development. Likewise, I would like to remember a 

distinctive group of admirable women, who more than work partners during this 

time also became friends, Maiju Paananen, Laura Rantavuori, Laura Pylväs, Johanna 

Lähti, Jenni Pätäri, Hanwei Li, Sanna Ulmanen, Suzana Mikkonen, Sini Teräsahde, 

Anna Rytivaara. It is a lot easier when we have peers to share our thoughts and 

feelings, and you all have made this a great experience.  

My deepest gratitude to the friends I made in the way, Janniina Vlasov, Jenna 

Toivanen, Juulia Koskela, Outi Stüber, Niina Nyysölä, Mirka Gustaffson, Milla 

Kinnunen Maija Yli-Jokipii, and to the friends that I left back home, Rui Moreira, 

Maria Fernanda and Christiano Cunha, Pamela Oliveira, Claudia Dechichi, Gabriella 

Moura, Pedro Martins, and many others. What could I say? This work was only 

possible because I could rely on your constant support and encouragement. Thank 

you also to Eija and Markku Kulo, and the family that I have encountered while 

living in Finland, for warmly welcoming and supporting me during this time. 

Finally, my warmest thanks to my big and wonderful family, specially to my kind 

and loving mother Eliete, my encouraging and attentive father Gilberto and my sister 

and brother, Natalia and Bruno, for supporting my dreams, understanding my 

absence, and filling my life with love and affection not only during this journey but 

throughout my entire existence.  

 

Tampere, during the exceptionally warm summer of 2018  

Juliene Madureira Ferreira 



ABSTRACT 

In line with the cultural-historical theory, and specifically adopting the contributions 

of network of meanings theoretical framework for the analysis of human 

development, this study investigated inclusive education within the context of early 

childhood education. The central aim was to address the different and diverse 

elements that could sustain situations of participation of children with disabilities 

among groups of three- to five-year-old children. This aim was divided into four 

specific objectives, which addressed separately (1) the possibilities of 

interdisciplinary dialog between psychology and education within the investigation 

of inclusive education, (2) the processes through which peer interactions are 

constructed in group activities, identifying the elements that can constrain or 

promote participation, (3) the possible relations between teachers’ pedagogical 

practices and the organization of the school space in such a way as to promote peer 

interactions, and (4) the implementation of inclusive education and how the concepts 

of “special” and “inclusive” education are signified in early childhood education in 

two different social realities.  

The study was conducted under a qualitative epistemological framework, which 

innovatively adopted the network of meanings also as a methodological reference 

for the investigation of inclusive education. The participants were five educational 

psychologists, three early childhood education teachers, four three-and-a-half-to-

five-year-old children diagnosed with intellectual disabilities and their respective 

peers. The data was collected through video recordings, observations, semi-

structured interviews and field diary, in three different phases of research. Data 

analyses were conducted according to each data set. The microgenetic analysis was 

applied on the video recordings, and content analysis was used with the interviews, 

observations and field diary transcripts.  

The results concerning the construction of peer interaction shown an increase in 

the level of complexity during pretense in socially engaged activities, indicating that 

by the actions of peers as well as the share of meanings it is possible to create a 

repertoire that enables children with disabilities to participate in the construction and 

leading of play. Participation was supported by peer interactions, which were 

initiated and sustained by specific dynamics of regulations of behaviors, and the 



pedagogical practices were revealed to be an important element for defining the 

possibilities for children’s participation, and further, for the recognition of 

achievement. The dialog between Brazil and Finland evidenced how different ways 

of implementing pedagogical strategies can influence children’s engagement in joint 

activities and play, and the multiple ways in which children interact with each other, 

which in turn affected how their presence, participation, and achievement were 

constructed.  This dialog also revealed contradictions in terms of how best to 

understand children’s educational needs as well as how to implement pedagogical 

practices in such a way that promotes development within the school context. 

However, at the same time, results evidenced that the interest and the search for the 

peer as a reference was a key element in both investigated social contexts, being 

considered a core element for the implementation of inclusive practices in both 

countries.  

Lastly, results supported the discussions that the intersection of psychology and 

education lies in structuring a work that considers the foci of human development 

to be a reference for inclusive practices. The network of meanings was considered 

to be an important framework guiding the elaboration and implementation of this 

new paradigm of practices, providing insights into how best to deal with complexity 

in educational contexts, and evidencing the indivisible interrelations between 

learning and development. 

 

Keywords: Inclusive Early Childhood Education, Peer Interaction, Human 

Development, Participation, Inclusive Practices. 

 

 



TIIVISTELMÄ 

Tutkimuksen tarkoituksena on tarkastella päiväkodeissa tapahtuvaa inklusiivista 

varhaiskasvatusta kulttuurihistoriallisen viitekehyksessä peilaten erityisesti 

merkitysverkostoteoriaan.  

Tutkimuksen keskeisin tavoite oli tuoda esiin erilaisia ja monitahoisia tekijöitä, 

jotka tukevat kehitysvammaisten lasten osallisuutta 3–5-vuotiaiden lasten ryhmissä. 

Tämä tavoite jakautui neljään osaan, jotka selvittivät: (1) psykologian ja 

kasvatustieteen välisiä poikkitieteellisen dialogin mahdollisuuksia inklusiivisessa 

kasvatuksessa, (2) vertaisryhmien vuorovaikutuksen prosesseja, jotka edistävät 

osallisuutta tukevia ja rajoittavia tekijöitä, (3) yhteyksiä opettajien pedagogisten 

käytäntöjen ja oppimisympäristöjen järjestämisen välillä sekä (4) inklusiivisen 

kasvatuksen toteutumista, lähtökohdasta, jossa erityiskasvatus ja inklusiivinen 

kasvatus ymmärretään kahtena erillisenä sosiaalisena todellisuutena 

varhaiskasvatuksessa. 

Tutkimuksen menetelmällinen viitekehys tukeutui laadulliseen epistemologiaan, 

joka hyödyntää merkitysverkostoja. Tutkimukseen osallistui viisi kasvatuspsykologia, 

kolme varhaiskasvatuksen opettajaa, neljä 3,5–5-vuotiasta lasta, joilla oli diagnosoitu 

älyllinen kehitysvamma sekä heidän vertaisryhmäläisiään. Aineiston keräämiseen 

käytettiin videointia, havainnointia, puolistrukturoituja haastatteluja ja 

kenttäpäiväkirjaa kolmessa eri tutkimuksen vaiheessa. Aineisto analysoitiin jokaisen 

aineistonkeruun jälkeen. Videotallenteet analysoitiin mikrogeneettisellä 

menetelmällä. Haastattelujen, havainnointien ja kenttäpäiväkirjojen analysoinnissa 

hyödynnettiin sisällönanalyysiä. 

Tulosten mukaan osallisuutta tuettiin parhaiten ryhmän keskinäisissä 

vuorovaikutustilanteissa, jotka aloitettiin ja joita ylläpidettiin dynaamisella 

käyttäytymisen säätelyllä.  Opettajien valitsemat pedagogiset strategiat määrittelivät 

lasten osallisuuden mahdollisuuksia. Brasilian ja Suomen välinen vertailu osoitti, 

kuinka eri tavoin toteutetut pedagogiset strategiat vaikuttivat lasten kiinnittymiseen 

yhteiseen toimintaan, leikkiin ja keskinäiseen vuorovaikutukseen. Tämä puolestaan 

vaikutti siihen, millaiseksi lasten läsnäolo, osallisuus ja toiminta rakentuivat.  

Tutkimus toi esiin myös ristiriitaisuutta sen suhteen, mikä olisi paras tapa ymmärtää 



lasten kasvatuksellisia tarpeita. Tulosten mukaan lasten kiinnostus vertaisia kohtaan 

ja pyrkimys heidän pariinsa oli avainasemassa molemmissa maissa.  

Kaikkiaan, tulokset tukevat keskustelua, jossa psykologian ja kasvatustieteen 

leikkauspiste kohdentuu siihen työhön, joka pyrkii luomaan pohjaa inklusiiviselle 

toiminnalle inhimillisen kehityksen näkökulmasta. Merkitysverkostot muodostivat 

viitekehyksen, joka johdattaa uudenlaisen paradigman mukaista kehitystä ja 

inkluusiopedagogiikan toteuttamista monimuotoisissa kasvatuksellisissa 

konteksteissa. Lisäksi ne osoittivat oppimisen ja kehityksen erottamattoman 

keskinäisen riippuvuuden.  

 

Asiasanat: inklusiivinen varhaiskasvatus, vertaisvuorovaikutus, inhimillinen kehitys, 

osallisuus, inklusiiviset käytännöt  
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PREFACE 

Through this work, I present the conclusions of a scientific doctoral level study in 

the field of education that, steering from my previous doctoral thesis in Psychology, 

provided me the opportunity to enlarge the view over the phenomenon of inclusive 

education. Nevertheless, before introducing the main ideas of this work, I would like 

to share how the interest in this particular field of research first started. 

Working as an educational psychologist at a Teacher Training School in Brazil, I 

came across with numerous and diverse challenges to collaborate in a teaching-

learning environment that promoted the development of all children in the school. 

I observed the complexity of inclusive education with the practice within the school 

context, and through my observations, I recognized that if I were to understand how 

I could contribute to the educational system for all children, I would have to 

understand how children experienced and developed in that particular environment. 

My doubts and restlessness led me to a doctoral research in the field of 

developmental psychology, which focused on the analysis of peer interactions and 

the possibilities of development for the child with intellectual disability. In this 

previous study, I explored the concept of Zone of Proximal Development and 

identified evidence to defend the peer relation as a situation that prompts 

development.  

I had completed what I proposed to research and could already better understand 

the mechanisms by which the interactions evolve, and involve children in continuous 

situations of meaning-making, which in consequence allows the construction of 

more complex mental functions. However, the discussions of this work also led me 

to recognize the need to intersect the psychology perspective and the field of 

education, especially when looking towards human development within school 

contexts. In search of this intersection, I focused attention on the contextual 

elements such as the school space, the political discourses, the theoretical 

understandings, and in special the pedagogical practices that sustained peer 

interactions. My interest was instantly directed to how the school environment was 

constructed and was constructing the possibilities for this child (with intellectual 

disability) to develop.  



This particular focus drove me to accept the challenge of this second doctoral 

study, now no longer in my own field of research - Psychology, but in Education, no 

longer focusing specifically in developmental elements, but attempting to understand 

how these elements are situated within the phenomenon of Inclusive Education. 

Therefore, the work that you read is the result of a long, exciting and challenging 

path of investigation that contains a great effort to converge two areas of my interest, 

psychology, and education. It is also an invitation for reflection, which I hope that 

brings enough argumentations and empirical evidence to sustain the idea that 

through the lenses of human development it is possible to think and act towards the 

implementation of inclusive education. Particularly considering that within the 

school context, the participation of the child with a disability is legitimized by the 

relations established with peers, and the achievement should be determined not by 

standardized comparative-based methods, but by a broader understanding of what 

development is.  

The text is constructed, most of the times, by the use of the first-person pronoun, 

especially to describe the methodology and to justify how the sub-studies are 

interrelated. This is not a random decision. I understand that in every scientific 

investigation, independently of epistemology or philosophy, the research is 

circumscribed by and within the decisions made by the researcher. Therefore, every 

scientific work carries a professional, political and above all personal position, that 

evidences the bases of the researcher’s engagement with the topic and the matter by 

him or her studied.  
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1 INTRODUCTION 

The presence and actions of other human beings define the constitution of human 

life. It is a permanent and complex process, in which the development of individual 

characteristics is directly dependent on historical paths of interaction (Sampson, 

1993). This interdependence with others1 begins during the first moments of life, and 

it places a person and his/her development within a web of relations, which define 

(by promoting, restricting, or shaping) both individual social roles and collective 

societal structures (Rossetti-Ferreira, Amorim, & Silva, 2004).  

If one considers the above-mentioned assumption to be a basic truth, when 

reflecting upon the numerous remaining challenges of inclusive education, in 

particular, for children with disabilities, one starts to recognize the need to investigate 

more deeply the field of relations. If developmental paths are constructed by the 

presence and actions of others, and considering that the promotion of development 

is an aspect of the social role of schooling (Kozulin, 2002), interactions should be 

recognized as a goal of inclusive practices as well as a central element of 

comprehending the social-educational phenomenon of inclusion. 

Thus far, discussions and practices concerning the inclusive perspective have not 

always considered interactions to be a central element of inclusive education. In fact, 

the various understandings of the meaning of inclusion appear quite contradictory 

(Miles & Singal, 2010), while international policies agreed following the Declaration 

of Salamanca (United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization 

[UNESCO], 1994) have been interpreted in diverse ways, leading to different 

conceptualizations and practices within the field. In any case, the access, 

participation, and achievement of children with special educational needs (SEN) who 

attend mainstream schools are typically still considered through investigations with 

a focus on children’s outcomes, prioritizing children’s scores in terms of specific 

capacities (Mayne, Howitt, & Rennie, 2017), identifying effective practices via 

standardized parameters (Intxausti, Etxeberria, & Bartau, 2017), or researching 

                                                   
1 I use the italic font to make explicit the designation of a different meaning to the word ‘other’, which 
here takes the meaning ‘another human being.’    
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teachers’ competence with regard to supporting children’s learning during specific 

school activities (e.g., Deng, Wang, Guan, & Wang, 2017; Hamilton & Kecskemeti, 

2015). 

The situation within the field of early childhood education (ECE) is no different. 

The common assumption is that there exists an eminent need to identify and act 

upon the disability as soon as possible, thereby providing children and their families 

with a service that will work to enhance their skills in terms of achieving better 

responses to the social demands of school. In that sense, scientific investigations 

concerning early childhood special education (ECSE) have generally focused on 

early intervention programs, which in addition to identifying practices or models 

appropriate for infants and toddlers (cf. Boyd, Odom, Humphreys, & Sam, 2010), 

also emphasize the different pedagogical strategies available, correlating them with 

preschool attendance and outcomes related to cognitive, social, or academic abilities 

(cf. Camilli, Vargas, Ryan, & Barnett, 2010).  

In line with the above-mentioned emphasis, previous research findings highlight 

the positive correlations between preschool attendance and cognitive outcomes and 

social skills, whether under direct instruction or an inquiry-based pedagogical 

approach, in a teacher-directed or small-group instruction setting (Camilli, Vargas, 

Ryan, & Barnett, 2010). The results of such prior research have indicated the need 

to provide children with disability services, which should increase their chances of 

developing cognitive and social abilities (Guralnick, 1998; Harjusola-Webb, 

Gatmaitan, & Lyons, 2013; McWilliam, 2015). In many cases, these results have also 

been used as indicators when attempting to define quality in inclusive early childhood 

education. At the same time, over the past two decades, the scope of studies 

concerning ECSE has also expanded significantly, embracing, for example, the 

analysis of programs that are not exclusive for children with disabilities, but rather 

include their parents and demonstrate the importance of supporting the entire family 

throughout the process (e.g., Tolmie, Bruck, & Kerslake, 2017).  

However, even within scientific journals in this particular field, such as the 

International Journal of Early Childhood Special Education or Topics on Early Childhood Special 

Education, which have dedicated special issues to disseminating successful practices 

in early intervention, peer interaction is addressed only occasionally, and even then 

it is understood as an element related to children’s social competence and acceptance 

(cf. Meyer & Ostrosky, 2015). Therefore, despite recognizing the relevance as well 

as the contributions of these scientific studies, when focusing on the role of others in 
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human development and considering it to be a main goal of education, I envision 

the need for more knowledge regarding the elements that sustain situations of access 

and participation in relation to children with disabilities in the school context. The 

need to further investigate the developmental potential of peer interactions during 

routine ECE activities remains, especially if one considers that it is within ECE that 

the entire inclusive schooling process should begin.  

In a previous study (Ferreira, 2017), I investigated the specificities as well as the 

detailed process of regulation of behaviors within peer interaction, and I identified 

empirical evidence to support the idea that children are important partners when it 

comes to defining the developmental paths of their peers with disabilities within the 

school space. The findings of this prior work allowed the discussion of zones of 

proximal development (Vygotsky, 1991, 2007) as being experienced within the peer 

relations established in the school context, while regulations and correlations of 

behaviors were identified as elements that can demonstrate the course of the 

transformations of gestures and actions, thereby evidencing the construction of 

complex cognitive processes. The results opened up the possibility of exploring 

peers as potential partners in the development of inclusive education for children 

with intellectual disabilities, which should serve to extend the perspectives of 

pedagogical action. The results also highlighted the need for a broader understanding 

of what we should consider development within the ECE context, as well as how 

the regulations of behavior could be an interesting component of the analysis of such 

a process.   

However, questions remain regarding how these regulations of behaviors can be 

interpreted and incorporated into pedagogical practices. What elements within 

school routine and practice sustain joint activities and stimulate the learning and 

development of children with disabilities among their peers during ECE? Further, 

and perhaps more importantly, what elements suggest innovative ways of 

implementing inclusive practices? These open questions raised the initial interest and 

guided the elaboration of the present work. 

In addition to the open questions, and assuming that during the early years of life 

the main activity related to human development and learning is play (cf. Lillemyr, 

2009, 2013; Smith, 2010), it is impossible not to think about the role of peers when 

specifically considering the participation of children with disabilities in mainstream 

ECE. Evidently, the actions of adults are essential to guaranteeing spaces and 

promoting play and other situations of interaction, while interactions with adults are 
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important for children’s development (Smith, 2010). Nevertheless it is with their 

peers that children construct and maintain the majority of their play activities 

(Lucena, 2010). Hence, I believe that is by means of peer interactions that 

participation can best be materialized.  

It is important to note that I agree with Alan (2005) and Lauchlan and Boyle 

(2007) that inclusive education should be discussed from the perspective of a social 

transformation, which is carried out by an ethical reflection on how societal values 

are built. From this standpoint, inclusive education is concerned with all children, 

regardless of any differences in gender, race, social background, or developmental 

specificities (Ainscow, Booth, & Dyson, 2006; Ainscow, Dyson, Hopwood, & 

Thompson, 2016). To further pursue that specific viewpoint, I also understand that 

it is essential to consider how different practices can influence, or even determine, 

the experiences of each child. This involves overcoming barriers within education, 

which is related to recognizing the diversity of human constitution and the need for 

different educational approaches depending on the individual student’s needs (Terzi, 

2005), as well as acknowledging the weight that standardized views of learning and 

developing imposes upon inclusive education.  

Therefore, the implementation of inclusive practices is a complex and multi-

determined process. In this study, I aimed to investigate inclusive education by 

addressing the different and diverse elements of the ECE context that could sustain 

situations of participation of children with intellectual disabilities among groups of 

three- to five-year-old children. The study was divided into four sub-studies with 

specific objectives, which resulted in four corresponding articles. The first sub-study 

sought to explore the possibilities of interdisciplinary dialog between psychology and 

the field of education, considering particularly the contributions of the network of 

meanings theoretical framework to the analysis of school contexts with a focus on 

human development (Article I). The second sub-study aimed to investigate within 

group activities the processes through which peer interactions are constructed, 

identifying the elements that can constrain or promote participation, and analyzing 

the possibilities of development for children with intellectual disabilities (Articles II 

and III). The third sub-study was intended to investigate the possible relations 

between teachers’ pedagogical practices and the organization of the school space in 

such a way as to promote peer interactions, considering children’s actions to be 

crucial elements in terms of implementing inclusive classrooms during ECE in 

different cultural contexts, namely Brazil and Finland (Article III). Finally, the fourth 
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sub-study sought to investigate the implementation of inclusive education from the 

perspective of children with disabilities, as well as to analyze how the concepts of 

“special” and “inclusive” education are signified during early childhood education 

(Article IV). 

 In order to address all of these issues, I incorporated the theoretical-

methodological framework of the network of meanings as a guide during the design, 

performance, and interpretation of the results of this study. The network of 

meanings framework offers valuable theoretical grounds for understanding human 

development, as well as valuable insights into the development of research designs, 

which demands the incorporation of a complex set of elements and the 

consideration of contradictions and ambiguities as complementary to understanding 

the specific phenomenon (cf. Rossetti-Ferreira, Amorim, Silva, & Carvalho, 2004). 

With such an approach, I believe that this study will provide a novel means of 

analyzing inclusive practices and settings, bringing into focus discussions regarding 

the possibilities for development within school contexts in general and within ECE 

in particular.  
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2 RESEARCH QUESTIONS  

In accordance with the research aims outlined in the previous chapter, the present 

study addressed the following research questions: 

Regarding the focus on the possibilities for dialog between the fields of 

psychology and education:  

a. What role can psychologists play within the school context in terms of the 

promotion of an interdisciplinary approach incorporating education? 

(Article I) 

b. How can the network of meanings theoretical framework contribute to the 

intersections between psychology and education? (Articles I and II) 

Regarding the investigation of the construction of peer interaction as well as the 

possibilities for development available to children with intellectual disabilities:  

a. How are peer interactions constructed during ECE when children with 

intellectual disabilities are part of the group? Is there any evidence of 

possibilities for development? (Article II) 

b. What elements within peer interactions can indicate achievements in the 

context of inclusive education? (Articles II and III) 

Regarding the focus on the construction of inclusive ECE settings and the 

implementation of inclusive practices: 

a. How is the participation of children with intellectual disabilities constituted? 

(Articles II, III, and IV) 

b. During what activities is the participation of children with intellectual 

disabilities facilitated? (Articles III and IV) 

c. To what extent do pedagogical practices and the organization of the school 

space constitute possibilities for peer interaction as well as the participation 

of children with disabilities? (Articles III and IV) 

Regarding the dialogical perspective between ECE contexts in Brazil and Finland: 
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a. What cultural differences emerging from the identified Brazilian and 

Finnish pedagogical practices can serve to support reflection on the best 

means of enhancing children’s participation in inclusive ECE schools? 

(Article III)  

b. Within a multicultural research perspective, are there situations that could 

be considered core elements of the implementation of inclusive practices in 

both countries? (Article III)  

It is important to note that contrary to the hypothetico-deductive research model 

whereby the researcher treats data in a certain manner so as to test an initial 

hypothesis, in this study I adopted an inductive perspective. The investigation 

followed the raised questions in order to understand a specific set of elements that 

play a role in the constitution of inclusive education during ECE. In that sense, the 

chosen research design allowed for these different and multiple aspects of inclusion 

to be approached, respecting the particularities and methodological demands of each 

of them. The adoption of an article-based dissertation provided a structure that 

served to enhance the work, which in its essential form demanded different phases 

and methods, and considered them as separate units within a single research project. 

To initiate the investigation, I focused on the possible dialogs available between 

the fields of psychology and education, considering the praxis of psychologists 

within schools to be the starting point. The results were grounded in the following 

procedures adopted for this study, which focused on three different aspects of the 

nature of inclusive education: (1) the pedagogical practices, which involve the 

division of space and decisions concerning how to organize activities; (2) peer 

interaction and the possibilities for development available to children with 

disabilities; and (3) the conceptual and theoretical background that sustains the 

educational service.  

The focus of the study concerned the investigation of how peer interaction is 

constructed, how it can promote development, as well as how it is related to the 

participation of children with disabilities in ECE contexts. The study therefore 

considers a diversity of elements that stem from the conceptual backgrounds that 

underline pedagogical practices, the construction and use of the school space, and 

how different cultural settings can provide (or not) indications of the core elements 

necessary for the development of inclusive education. At the same time, this study 

is designed to prioritize children’s experiences and interactions, allowing us to 
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address the concepts of access, participation, and achievement in action, as well as 

opening up space for the daily routines that reveal significant issues relevant to a 

deeper understanding of inclusive education.  

As a final consideration of the research design, I must highlight that the research 

questions were not literally transposed to each of the sub-studies, but were rather 

interpreted and arranged so as to benefit the understanding of the investigative 

process as a unique and integral academic work.   
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3 FRAMEWORK FOR INCLUSIVE EARLY 
CHILDHOOD EDUCATION 

Inclusive education is circumscribed by the notion of social justice as well as the 

right of all children to attend mainstream2 schooling. This notion is derived from 

deep discussion about equity, equality, and respect for differences, which is in turn 

based on a succession of social movements, culminating in the World Conference 

on Education for All that was held in Jomtien (UNESCO, 1990). The result of this 

discussion process is known as the principle of “Education for All,” and it represents 

the ideological points used to defend every child’s right to receive a basic education, 

regardless of their social situation, cultural origin, or developmental condition.  

As an official term, “inclusive education” was first mentioned in the Declaration 

of Salamanca (UNESCO, 1994), in which it served to represent the interests of 

people with disabilities within the discussion of “Education for All,” emphasizing as 

it did the right of all children to be included in mainstream educational systems, 

regardless of their disabilities. The ideas concerning inclusion encapsulated within 

the Declaration of Salamanca were considered to be a starting point for a “new way 

of thinking” in the field of special needs education. It broadened the notion of “all” 

found within previous international agreements and documents, and it encouraged 

the appreciation of differences as a key element in improving the quality of education 

for all children (Ainscow, 1999). This agenda was later strongly accelerated following 

the drafting of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with 

Disabilities (UN-CRPD, 2006), and it gained a pivotal international role in the 

definition of educational policies (see UNESCO, 1994, 2009). Since then, the 

educational systems in many countries have sought to diminish discriminatory 

practices, as well as to provide additional support to help individual learners reach 

their potential (Kuippis, 2014). 

                                                   
2 I use the term “mainstream”’ in this academic work. However, it is acknowledged that equivalent 
terms are available, namely regular school or general education. 
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Alongside the various educational discussions concerning inclusion, 

philosophical, social, and ethical debates also underlie the concept of disability (cf. 

Corker, 1999; Goodley, 2011; Vehmas, 2004; Vehmas & Watson, 2014, 2016), which 

evidently influence how inclusive practices are elaborated. For instance, disability can 

be understood as a socially constructed idea, meaning that the organization of society 

is what determines the impairments experienced by those with disabilities, rather 

than simply the biological condition itself (Shakespeare & Watson, 2001). Further, 

there are arguments in favor of a more critical analysis of the use of the terms 

“disability” and “impairment,” which attempt to defend the necessity of 

deconstructing the dualistic view of disabled/non-disabled (here understood as an 

imposition of the medical view of disability) by employing concepts that focus on 

capacities rather than limitations (Goodley, 2011). In this way, the negative 

stereotypes and cultural values that surround disability and impairment can be 

challenged and separated from the person with an impairment, thereby influencing 

how educational practices can be analyzed and elaborated.  

The present work agrees with Vehmas and Watson’s (2014, 2016) notion that we 

need more concrete viewpoints than just the ideas generated through practices in 

favor of able bodies. In their view, in order to create fair social responses to 

disadvantage, we have to establish a common understanding about disadvantages as 

well as a reasonable (non-arbitrary) way of comparing and correcting them, which 

essentially involves ethical discussions. It is important to acknowledge that 

impairment sometimes results in practical and difficult ethical choices, while to 

deconstruct the idea of the duality between disabled/non-disabled, it is necessary to 

consider the normative dimension of the concept of disability. Without considering 

this ethical dimension, it will be impossible for scholars “to understand disability 

better, to develop and design appropriate policy responses, and in general, to make 

better for disable people” (Vehmas & Watson, 2016, p. 4). Vehmas (2004, 2012) also 

points out the need to consider the lived experiences of those with a disability, 

evidencing its complexity and constitutive multiplicity. By acknowledging the 

relevance of this discussion, these considerations are taken into account in this 

particular study and their value is incorporated into the research methodology.  

Additionally, it is important to recognize that the general understanding of how 

inclusive education should be developed remains subject to discussion. Ainscow’s 

(1999) review concerning the development of inclusive education systems remains 

highly relevant. In this work, Ainscow (1999) argues that to understand the 

http://www.emeraldinsight.com/author/Shakespeare%2C+Torn
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challenges of inclusive education, we have to consider both the history and evolution 

of special education3 (cf. Reynolds & Ainscow, 1994; Mazzotta, 2001; Sassaki, 1997). 

The way special education has developed in each country has also shaped the 

implementation of inclusive strategies, resulting in different educational systems 

around the world, as well as the diverse ways of signifying the concept of inclusion. 

As a result, it is possible to identify systems, such as that seen in Brazil (or other 

Latin American countries, for example, Chile and Argentina), that provide special 

education as a parallel modality of school education, preferably offered within the 

regular education system, for people with SEN due to their disabilities, 

developmental disorder, or intellectual giftedness (Ropoli, Mantoan, Santos, & 

Machado, 2010). Alternatively, there are systems that make special education 

available as a supplement to general education, which is applicable to all children 

who are identified as having SEN, independently of developmental specificities or 

disability (e.g., Finland and Norway). 

An element of the diversity of meanings and understanding created for inclusive 

education also stems from the process of domestication of international policies. 

This process occurs because external models, policies, regulations, or initiatives are 

never simply adopted; they pass through a process of translation or (re)signification 

during which they are turned into actual practices and incorporated with local 

conditions (Alasuutari, 2009; Alasuutari & Alasuutari, 2012). Within the process of 

domestication, local actors play an important role in the adoption of an international 

idea, policy, or model, influencing the interpretations and meaning making processes 

of such. Therefore, when we talk about a concept as complex as inclusive education, 

“making it part of routine practices, has an effect on the symbolic and material status 

of this new elements” (Alasuutari, 2009, p. 67), which demands a local view of this 

international social phenomenon.  

3.1 Challenges of ECE in relation to inclusive education 

Within ECE (schools and daycare centers), the challenges related to inclusive 

education are not unique. There remain obstacles regarding the education and 

training of teachers so as to facilitate high-quality inclusive practices (Mendes, 2010), 

                                                   
3 A field of knowledge and practice devoted to developing the learning and development processes of 
children with disabilities or severe difficulties in learning. 
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which are connected to the diverse understandings of how inclusive education 

should be implemented, resulting in a variety of educational proposals (cf. Guralnick 

& Bruder, 2016; Sekkel & Casco, 2011). Teachers’ education only tangentially 

considers the provision of effective interventions through specific training sessions, 

which results in fragmentized practices rather than a comprehensive educational 

approach (Denari, 2006; Freitas, 2006). In addition, there are still over 58 million 

children worldwide who do not attend school (UNESCO, 2015), while according to 

data from the 23 members of the Organization for Economic Co-operation and 

Development (OECD), an average of 20% of children aged two to six years old 

remain outside the early childhood educational system (OECD, 2016). If we consider 

the specific population of children with disabilities, the most recent international 

information dates back almost a decade (OECD, 2007; in which Brazil was not 

included), when it was possible to see that children with disabilities barely appeared 

in either the special or regular pre-primary educational systems. This set of 

international data indicates the need for improvements in relation to strategies for 

access to mainstream school for children with disabilities, as well as for high quality 

environments to sustain their participation in the educational system.  

To overcome such challenges, recent studies in the field of ECSE have focused, 

among other things, on children’s assessment, early intervention programs, and 

strategies for measuring children’s school outcomes. These three topics are directly 

related to the central points of educational work: the identification of pedagogical 

needs, the elaboration of pedagogical plans, and the measurement of results, which 

are fundamental aspects required to analyze inclusive practices. When considering 

this recent literature, I recognize the significance of the research-based knowledge 

that has been constructed, but also note that it is possible to identify the need to 

systematize new ways of investigating inclusive education, which can serve to 

enhance the development of more comprehensive and coherent practices.  

Leeber, Candeias, and Grácio (2011), when considering different cultural 

contexts, discussed in depth the importance of critically analyzing the use of 

standardized testing to assess children with disabilities and, further, solely utilizing 

such measurement procedures to establish the need for pedagogical support, special 

education, or financial aid. Indeed, Leeber et al. (2013) affirm that “one of the 

barriers to inclusive education is created by the way children, who present some kind 

of learning or developmental problem, are assessed prior to and during their 

schooling” (p. 178). In their work, Leeber et al. (2013) questioned the use and 
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interpretation of standardized testing, and they highlighted the potential problems 

associated with using only this tool to award a diagnostic label, which entails a risk 

of creating low educational expectations or self-fulfilling prophecies. At the same 

time, their study discussed the options for a more dynamic and ecological 

assessment, thereby contributing to the field of inclusive education by pointing out 

the need for a critical and individualized perspective when assessing children, as well 

as a broader perspective when seeking to understand development within the school 

context (Leeber et al., 2013).  

With regard to the focus on early intervention, it is possible to identify different 

theoretical approaches and a widely divergent target audience, ranging from only the 

child to including the whole family (Buschmann, Multhauf, Hasselhorn, & Pietz, 

2015; Guralnick, 2005), which evidences the complexity of this support system. Early 

intervention is encouraged, since it represents an attempt to prevent the decline in 

intellectual development that can occur during the early childhood period for 

children with developmental delays (Guralnick, 2016). Recent studies have shown 

that it is not just about diagnosing the child at an early stage of development, but 

rather investigating in depth the behavioral, interactional, and cognitive function 

patterns, as well as understanding the specificities of each child (cf. Boyd, Odom, 

Humphreys, & Sam, 2010; Brown, Johnson, Paterson, Gilmore, Longui, & 

Karmiloff-Smith, 2003; Gilmore, Cuskelly, Jobling, & Hayes, 2009). Early 

intervention programs have prioritized social and communicative skills, which are 

sustained by the positive effects of intervention in terms of increasing social 

interaction in small children, especially with regard to an increase in parallel play 

behaviors and the improvement of social interactions among peers (Kaisa & 

Roberts, 2012; Stanton-Chapman & Brown, 2014). Likewise, prior studies have 

indicated social interactions to be a valuable starting point for the development of 

important cognitive functions, while play activities such as pretend play have been 

positively associated with the development of social skills (e.g., Barton & Pavilanis, 

2012; Jiayao, Hestenes, & Wang, 2016). Therefore, social and emotional 

improvements can result from specific interventions, although they require specific 

professional training that can support inclusive education and enhance the 

participation of children with disabilities (Carta, Greenwood, Luze, Cline, & Kuntz, 

2004). 

In addition to the identification of children’s needs and the implementation of 

early intervention programs, recent research studies have also focused on the 
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measurement procedures associated with children’s outcomes in specific skills. 

Language as a marker of human development is a current and important topic, and 

in that regard the development of language in children with severe disabilities has 

been found to be significantly higher in those attending inclusive settings when 

compared to children who experienced schooling in segregated environment 

(Rafferty, Piscitelli, & Boettcher, 2003). Similarly, children with intellectual 

disabilities but no impairment of their social-emotional skills performed better in 

inclusive settings than in segregated settings, showing that the opportunity to interact 

with children with typical development offers the chance for improvements in their 

responses to social demands at school (Buysse, Goldman, & Skinner, 2002; Holahan 

& Costenbader, 2000).  

It is well known that high-quality inclusive environments benefit all children (cf. 

Gavish & Shimoni, 2011; Giangreco, Carter, Doyle, & Suter, 2010; Rieser, 2011), 

and that as an international policy, inclusive education is one of the most important 

challenges still needing to be overcome during this century, demanding constant and 

deeper investigations. The steering and comparison of children’s outcomes are 

considered to be valuable mechanisms for supporting the decision-making process 

in relation to the implementation of educational policies and funding for school 

reforms (Byrne & Ozga, 2008). Nevertheless, an overview of the literature indicates 

a need to analyze inclusivity within ECE by considering the experiences of children, 

as contextualized in the microsphere of the classroom. It is understood that there 

exists a need to explore peer relations and elaborate a broader understanding of how 

human development can be assessed within the ECE context.  

3.2 Inclusion through the lenses of human development 

When analyzing the different aspects of inclusive education, Ainscow et al. (2012) 

described its complexity using the concept of “ecology of equity.” According to this 

concept, students’ experiences and outcomes are best understood in relation to the 

different contexts and social structures that interfere with schooling, for example, 

teachers’ practice, demographic areas served by schools, family histories and culture, 

and socio-economic factors. Based on this perspective, Ainscow (2016) indicates that 

there are three interlinked factors that should be addressed in order to understand 

and improve educational systems with regard to inclusion, namely within-school 
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factors, between-school factors, and beyond-school factors. The interrelations between 

these three dimensions point to the sorts of strategies that are needed to enhance 

equity within educational systems, and they prompt the conclusion that in order to 

understand inclusive education, complexity has to be taken into account. 

The combination of the three factors identified by Ainscow (2016) is important, 

since it evidences a structure requirement for the educational system to function. 

Nevertheless, acknowledging the need to consider the complexity revealed by the 

interlinked factors (Ainscow et al., 2012; Ainscow, 2016) in terms of understanding 

the experiences of students within educational settings, as well as how inclusion is 

materialized in individual lives, renders it essential to investigate how children 

develop as members of these different social structures and contexts, which intersect 

their existence. The challenge, according to Cairns, Elder, and Costelo (1996), is to 

investigate the child’s development, recognizing that the social, psychological, 

behavioral, and biological factors correlated to the historical and cultural contexts 

compose this process, and to consider these elements as interdependent 

compositions, that is, as part of an open system. 

 To overcome this challenge, I adopted the lenses of human development 

approach to investigate inclusive education, conceptually understanding 

development as the process (or set of different processes) by which human beings 

experience their existence with others as well as the transformations imposed by this 

relation over time, along their lives (Smolka, Amorim, & Leite, 2016).4 This 

understanding of the concept of development is based on the construction of the 

cultural-historical5 theoretical framework, which was developed from the work of 

Lev S. Vygotsky (1896–1934).  

Vygotsky’s contribution was revolutionary in its time, postulating that human 

nature is the result of the socially guided internalization of cultural experiences 

transmitted from generation to generation in a historical process (Slunecko & 

Wieser, 2014). As a result of the theoretical application of historical dialectical 

materialism in the analysis of human psychological functions, artistic productions, 

and culture, the key element of cultural-historical theory became the dialectic 

                                                   
4 For an extensive review of the different theoretical frameworks, see Bee (2003), Dasen and Mishra 
(2000), Newman and Newman (2015), Papalia, Olds, and Feldman (2008), and Salkind, (2004).  

5 There are theoretical discussions concerning the use of the terms “cultural-historical” and “social-
historical” to define Vygotsky’s work, although we do not explore this issue in the present study. The 
use of the term “social-historical” in section 3.2.1 is in accordance with the term originally used by the 
authors that reference the network of meanings theoretical framework.   
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relations between the individual and his/her social reality (Cubero & Luque, 2002). 

Van der Veer (1994) explains clearly how Vygotsky’s theoretical approach was 

contrary to the biological and cultural determinism that was predominant in his time, 

proposing that environmental and genotype elements where constitutive of human 

development. Additionally, Vygotsky argued that both organisms and environments 

change during their continual interaction, and because of this, it is inconceivable to 

sustain the notion that development is a result of the simple assemblage of these 

elements. Rather, the idea is to overcome the barrier between social and individual, 

as well as between cognitive and emotional, thereby understanding these elements 

in a dialectical way (González-Rey, 2011). 

Regarding the discussion of human development within cultural-historical theory, 

the majority of scientific works have focused on the concept of the zone of proximal 

development (ZPD). A search of various databases, such as Web of Science, 

PsycINFO, Scopus, and PsychLIT, revealed that in the past five years over 300 

articles have discussed the ZPD to some degree. Researchers who have dedicated 

their entire professional lives to the work of Vygotsky affirm that an understanding 

of what the concept of the ZPD really means has not yet been achieved (cf. Prestes, 

2010, 2012; Valsiner & Van der Veer, 1993; Veresov, 2017). The concept of the ZPD 

is present throughout Vygotsky’s work, revealing aspects of his theory that allow an 

understanding of its complexity and complementarity (cf. Holzman, 2010). For the 

purpose of this study, the two pillars that sustain the idea of development behind 

this concept are important. First, there is the sine qua non condition of the other for 

human development, mediating the use of tools or the use of signs, meaning that it 

is not the sign itself that mediates the development of higher mental functions, but 

rather the individual (the man or woman) that mediates when creating or using signs 

as external means. By presenting the beginning of human development as a 

“collective (joint) or social activity carried out by or with the assistance of a collective 

subject in a cultural environment” (Rubtsov, 2016, p. 5), Vygotsky opened up an 

entirely new way of thinking about development and learning. Here, this key element 

sustains the idea of investigating development within the relation with others, and 

particularly with peers. 

Second, there is the idea of unity and complementarity between learning and 

development (Newman & Holzman, 1993, 2002). This idea informs the 

understanding that the development of higher mental functions occurs through 

learning situations, which are not directly related to academic activities, but rather to 
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the completion of a cycle of mental processes specifically constructed through social 

situations. In Vygotsky’s words, “the human learning presupposes a specific social 

nature and a process by which the child takes part in the intellectual life of those who 

surround” (Vygotsky, 1991, p. 100). In this sense, the social sphere, as ways and 

forms of cooperation and interaction, provides the situations wherein joint solutions 

to problems start to be built, and it is within these situations that learning 

development happens (Veresov, 2017).  

It is important to note that within this theoretical perspective, development does 

not exclusively occur through conscious and determined instructional processes, for 

example, intentional teaching mediation, but rather through the construction or 

sharing of meanings in joint activities that demand constant transformations in the 

way the individual signifies the world. What actually promotes human development 

is the child’s experience within his/her interrelations with others (González-Rey, 

2011; González-Rey & Martínez, 2013; Prestes, 2012), which sustain the 

transformation of interpsychological processes into intrapsychological processes 

(Wertsch, 1985b). Thus, development cannot be considered to simply be the 

systematization of a specific content (reading/writing, mathematics, etc.), but rather 

the comprehension of all the spheres that pass through the individual’s constitution.  

Based on the understanding that learning precipitates development, or that 

development is completed by learning and vice-versa (Newman & Holzman, 2002), 

a substantial number of studies have indicated that pedagogical practices must be 

elaborated within the ZPD, instead of being based on the results of immediate 

knowledge-based testing (cf. Veresov, 2017). In this sense, this idea illustrates the 

importance of investigating learning processes, rather than academic results.  

Additionally, it is important to consider the relevance of individual subjective 

experience in Vygotsky’s work (Van der Veer & Valsiner, 1991). For Vygotsky, there 

is a uniqueness contained within the individual’s experience, which is characterized 

as a unity defined by all the characteristics of that individual’s personality as well as 

all the characteristics of the environment. This notion came to be named by 

Vygotsky as perezhivanie, which is typically translated as lived experience (González-

Rey, 2012, 2016). Despite not being able to fully develop his ideas regarding the 

particular conceptualization, Vygotsky initiated the discussion about the possibility 

of dialectically integrating the spheres (i.e., social, psychological, behavioral, and 

cultural) that were previously understood as separate elements of the nature of 

human beings. In this study, this idea contributes to the development of a means of 
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understanding how social phenomena, including inclusive education, should be 

investigated by considering the experiences of individuals. 

Hence, the decision was made to investigate inclusion through the lenses of 

human development within the cultural-historical theoretical framework, which was 

interpreted here as the potential to analyze the access, participation, and achievement 

of children from the perspective of what the individual and the context were able to 

produce together, considering the historical process by which inclusive education 

was/is constructed in each cultural context. This theoretical framework guided the 

elaboration of the theoretical basis for this research process, indicating a focus on 

the particularities of interactions in ECE contexts.  

However, the interconnection between the focus of human development and the 

analysis of a complex and multi-determined social phenomenon such as inclusive 

education for children with intellectual disabilities demanded a further basis. It was 

important to understand how the meanings that are produced in each of the different 

social spheres (classroom, school, policies, etc.) are integrated or intersect with the 

child’s experiences. In order to contribute to theoretically arranging the concepts as 

well as methodologically organizing the complexity of elements, the network of 

meanings theoretical framework was determined to be a valuable tool.  

3.2.1 Contributions of the network of meanings 

The network of meanings (Rossetti-Ferreira, Amorim, & Silva, 2000, 2004, 2006; 

Rossetti-Ferreira, Amorim, Silva, & Carvalho, 2004; Rossetti-Ferreira, Amorim, 

Silva, & Oliveira, 2008) is a theoretical framework that originated within the research 

work of the Center of Investigation of Development and Early Childhood 

Education6 of the University of São Paulo, Brazil. During its initial stages, the 

elaboration of this framework occurred for the purpose of investigating the 

development of small children within the complex social setting of daycare centers. 

The aim at the time was to understand how the different social spheres (e.g., family, 

institution, and child’s singularity) emerged within the moment (defined by time), 

space (defined by location), and experience (defined by processes) of the daycare 

                                                   
6 A research group interested in understanding the phenomenon of human development, particularly 
during the early years, in all the possibilities in which this phenomenon is manifested. Currently, all 
academic studies are coordinated by Professor Katia de Souza Amorim. For more information, access: 
www.cindedi.com.br  
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center, as well as how they allowed (or constrained) possibilities for the child’s 

development during the entire school year (Rossetti-Ferreira, 2006). Such a process 

required the elaboration of unique methodological reasoning, which led to a refined 

theoretical concept of how human development, during the early stages, can be 

understood within its complexity.  

In order to understand the complexity of the personal, relational, and contextual 

elements within the child’s development, the work demanded the expansion of 

theoretical borders as well as the “search for more adequate paradigms” (Rossetti-

Ferreira, 2004, p. 16). In this sense, the systemic approach of Urie Bronfrenbrenner 

(1993) was incorporated within the dialog on social-historical theory (Vygotsky, 

1991, 1993; Wallon, 1986b), while the interconnection between the different social 

spheres was placed within the discussion about the temporal dimensions of historical 

constructions (Spink, 1996). The result was the incorporation of the concepts of 

present time, lived time, historical time, and prospective time into the analysis of human 

development within social contexts. Likewise, by highlighting the centrality in the 

meaning-making process elaborated by Jerome Bruner (1997), it was possible to 

deepen the theoretical discussion regarding the uniqueness contained within the acts 

of significations (meaning making) and its centrality to understanding how humans 

are constituted by others. To understand how these elements were interlinked, the 

idea of complexity within the work of Edgar Morin (1996) established a constructive 

and interesting dialogue with the social-historical perspective. The result of such 

laborious academic work was the definition of human development as the following:  

“The human development happens through a complex processes, immersed in a 
mesh of elements of semiotic nature. These elements are conceived as dialectically 
inter-related. Through this articulation, personal aspects in interaction with others in 
specific contexts found inseparable parts of a process of mutual constitution. 
Therefore, people are immersed in, constituted by and submitted to this mesh, and at 
the same time, they are actively constituting it, contributing to the circumscription of 
possible trajectories, to his own and other people’s development” (Rossetti-Ferreira, 
Amorim, & Silva, 2004, p. 23). 

 

From this perspective, development is understood as a continuous process that 

occurs throughout life, taking place within a (inter)relational and complex process, 

immersed in different social contexts and temporal spheres, which is structured and 

determined by uncountable and non-predictable ways of establishing interactions 

with other individuals and cultures. These encounters institute the above-mentioned 
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dense mash of elements of a semiotic nature (Rossetti-Ferreira, Amorim, & Silva, 

2000). The net metaphor is then applied to explicate the interconnections between 

these elements as well as to highlight the complexity paradigm. The innovative 

contribution of the network of meanings to the conceptualization of human 

development is that, first, it clarifies the role of others as an intrinsic element of the 

definition of developmental paths. Human beings are defined by the presence and 

actions of others, which will happen dialogically and be signified subjectively. Within 

this theoretical perspective, interactions are the element that allows the signification 

of the world and the production of meaning to be shared, thereby becoming central 

processes through which development occurs. Therefore, we drift away from the 

perspective of the other as an external source of modeling, and we instead understand 

it as a constitutive element of the human species.  

Second, by emphasizing the interactive character of human development, the 

network of meanings also assumes the interconnectivity to be a characteristic of the 

entire process. It is the interactions of7 individuals (e.g., child-child, adult-child, 

mother-child) and of social contexts (e.g., family-daycare, daycare-municipal 

administration) that design the experiences and create the possibilities for specific 

meaning-making processes, which will result in different possibilities for 

development. Thus, “the analysis of psychological developmental processes might 

consider the individual in development as part of systems and search to apprehend 

the relationship between him, others and the phenomenon around them” (Rossetti-

Ferreira, Amorim, Silva, & Oliveira, 2008, p. 151). Figure 1 below highlights the 

interconnections foreseen by the network of meanings.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                   
7 The use of the preposition “of” rather than “between” is deliberate. From this theoretical perspective, 
if we understand that human beings constitute each other, there is no clear definition of the boundaries 
between individuals and contexts when we analyze the process of development; therefore, we do not 
use “between.” 
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Figure 1.  The configuration of the interconnection between the child’s constitutive elements 
according to the network of meanings 

 

Following this reasoning, there is not only one path of human development, nor 

are there clear universal marks to define it. The complexity of the phenomenon 

delimitates its singularity, which leaves us to understand that there are multiple 

possibilities, unpredictabilities, and contradictions within the process (Rossetti-

Ferreira, Amorim, & Oliveira, 2009). It is exactly this recognition of all these 

elements that makes the contributions of the network of meanings meaningful for 

this study, since the aim was to investigate the phenomenon of inclusive education 

by addressing the different and diverse elements of the ECE context, having in mind 

the presence, participation, and achievement as markers of the phenomenon of 

inclusion.  

In addition, when considering the focus on children with atypical development,8 

the network of meanings also contributes by reflecting the singularity of 

developmental paths, thereby broadening the theoretical view of how this process 

can be analyzed. In this sense, an intellectual disability loses its organic and 

constrained characteristic and becomes a possibility of the human condition. As 

                                                   
8 I adopted the term “atypical development” as a reference for a situation wherein the differences 
between the conditions of development are significant, such as in the cases of children with intellectual, 
physical, or sensorial disabilities, developmental disorders, or advanced abilities.    
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such, the disability is also viewed as a socially constructed phenomenon that is not 

strictly defined by measurable marks. In this regard, the network of meanings 

embraces what Vehmas and Watson (2016, p. 5) term an “uncomfortable 

unpredictability,” which appears when there is more room for the voices of people 

with disabilities in the research context. This means that what initially appears to be 

a limitation of some theoretical frameworks in terms of working with the multiplicity 

of factors that constitute a phenomenon, such as the role of material, cultural, and 

structural elements, is actually a fundamental principal of the network of meanings. 

The research work regarding this theoretical framework has matured as the 

researchers involved in the process applied the theoretical-methodological 

perspective in different contexts and with diverse focuses on the phenomenon of 

human development (cf. Amorim & Rossetti-Ferreira, 2004a, 2004b, 2005; Ferreira, 

2017; Moura, 2012, 2017; Moura & Amorim, 2013; Pauli & Rossetti-Ferreira, 2009; 

Rossetti-Ferreira, 2006; Rossetti-Ferreira & Gosuen, 2000; Yazlle, Amorim, & 

Rossetti-Ferreira, 2004). Previous studies in the field of developmental psychology 

that have used the network of meanings to analyze social situations involving 

children with disabilities (cf. Menezes & Amorim, 2016; Roriz, 2005; Roriz, Amorim, 

& Rossetti-Ferreira, 2010) have highlighted how this theoretical framework supports 

a wider perspective on how best to interpret and understand the (inter)relations that 

define the nature of the disability. In addition to contributing to the 

conceptualization of human development and the elaboration of methodologies for 

the investigation of such a phenomenon, the framework has also provided elements 

that sustain reflections concerning practices in ECE contexts, evidencing the need 

to improve strategies intended to encourage peer interactions (Ferreira, 2017).  

In this sense, the network of meanings has been understood as a theoretical 

reference that should serve to promote possibilities to intersect developmental 

psychology and the field of education when analyzing the phenomenon of inclusive 

education. The dialog between this theoretical perspective and the foundations of 

inclusive education (i.e., access, presence, participation, and achievement) has 

allowed the consideration of peer interactions as an element of this intersection and, 

consequently, the focus of the study. Moreover, adopting this framework stresses 

the commitment to analyze the process of inclusion by means of the lenses of human 

development, when considering within historical materialism the methodological 

principles needed to investigate psychological functions, as well as the commitment 
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to emphasizing the roles of different actors involved in the developmental process 

during a particular historical moment.  

 

3.3 Peer interaction, participation, and achievement during the 
early years 

  

It should be clear by now that the theoretical foundations of this work involve the 

notion that the social context, as an exchange of interpersonal sense, is the context 

of human development, understanding that human characteristics are constituted 

within a culturally structured environment. However, it is still important to define 

what I understand by interaction, as well as to qualify how this process can be 

identified among small children and how it can be related to the discussion of 

inclusive education.  

For Hinde (1976), interaction refers to a sequence of actions whereby a subject 

shows a determined behavior towards another individual (interaction unit), inducing 

(or not) an answer. This author affirms that the analysis of interactive processes is 

possible by means of the identification of different elements, such as the content of 

the situation, type of behavior, frequency, pattern, reciprocity, complementarity, 

cognitive and moral levels, and penetrability. Based on those elements (also known 

as categories), it is possible to analyze the interaction unit, understand the extension 

of individuals’ involvement, and perceive how different behaviors affect each other 

during the interactive process.  

Hinde (1976) also points to the differentiation between the concept of interaction 

and the concept of relationship, which are commonly used as synonyms. This 

differentiation occurs by the time of immersion of both components (subject A and 

subject B) in the process, as well as by the level of penetrability or interference from 

the action of “A” in the behavior of “B.” Interaction is hence an analysis unit 

constituted by diverse behaviors, although it does not necessarily generate a 

relationship. Yet, a relationship contains a context ruled by specific dynamics, being 

susceptible to changes according to those elements. Thus, the relationship covers a 

group of interactions at a specific time characterized by the description of the 

interactive context. The contribution of Hinde’s concept lies in the understanding 
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that interaction can be considered to be an isolated unit of behavioral analysis, and 

it can be subjected to a strict investigation that may or may not establish a 

relationship.  

However, when investigating interactive processes, it is important to differentiate 

the context captured by a specific timeframe that registers a moment of interaction 

(e.g., a frame of a video recording) from the process restrained during the total period 

of interaction, which can explicit a specific type of relationship. In this sense, Hinde’s 

(1976) concept fails to clarify which behavioral mechanisms can be isolated for 

analysis when the focus of the investigation is the establishment of a specific relation, 

such as the construction of shared meaning during pretend play. This concept limits 

the identification of interaction by the subsequent flow of actions established by two 

or more subjects, thereby disregarding behaviors that can appear outside the 

timeframe established by the dyad.  

In order to further elaborate a means of investigating human interactions, 

especially considering the age of the children within ECE, the contributions of 

Carvalho, Império-Hamburger, and Pedrosa (1996) were found to show possibilities 

for reflecting on how to analyze peer interaction through the identification and 

observation of the regulation of behaviors. According to Carvalho, Império-

Hamburger, and Pedrosa (1996), the definition of interaction is “a potential 

regulation among subjects within a social field” (p. 4). The term “potential” extends 

the impact as well as the possibilities when we analyze the context of the interactive 

process, since it does not just refer to a present action (as past elements and future 

implication), but rather to all possible exchanges of information within a specific 

social field. According to this idea, what defines interaction is the identification of a 

situation wherein there are multiple possibilities for the attribution of the meanings 

contained in the timeframe between a stimulus and the regulatory behavior. The 

subjects define the nature of the interactive systems and delimitate the social field, 

not the time of immersion or the physical characteristics of the environment, as 

would be the case according to Hinde (1976).  

The major contribution of this means of understanding interaction is that, first, 

it is a strictly social factor, which means that the source of regulation is found in the 

presence or action of a co-specific species – another human – even when one of the 

subjects involved does not recognize that his or her actions regulate the other. Second, 

this specific idea opens up the possibility of analyzing situations wherein small 

children, who are not necessarily always aware of the implications of their actions, 
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are interacting. The field of interaction is amplified, and the identification of the 

interaction unit occurs not solely as a result of isolating a sequence of subsequent 

behaviors, but rather by understanding the relation of the regulations of behaviors. 

That is, when the behavior of one individual can only be understood if the behavior 

of another is considered. Third, this process evidences the mechanisms by which 

meanings are socially and culturally constructed/shared even when verbal dialogs are 

not yet part of the process, which assists with the analysis of how small children 

construct peer culture, as well as how they support each other’s development. 

Regulations of behavior have been at the center of studies focused on interactions 

among children, proving to be resourceful elements with which to analyze different 

aspects of children’s construction of peer culture (Carvalho & Pedrosa, 2002, 2004; 

Lucena & Pedrosa, 2014). This has also been discussed in studies focusing on the 

development of coordinated play and communication (Pedrosa & Carvalho, 2005, 

2006; Viana & Pedrosa, 2014), and as an element for analyzing the emotional 

reactions of babies and toddlers in institutionalized situations (Moura, 2017). In all 

cases, the regulations of behaviors have allowed the analysis of different dynamics 

of interaction evidencing the “how” and “why” specific situations are constructed. 

Regarding learning environments and the specificity of the presence of a child with 

disability, Ferreira (2017) has shown how regulations of behaviors, and more 

specifically reciprocal regulations, are fundamentally present in situations of learning, 

suggesting that it is within reciprocal regulations of behavior that the most effective 

learning processes can occur – by means of joint attention, sharing of objects, 

imitative processes, and above all mediation by peers.  

Considering the discussed definition of interaction, it is important to clarify the 

interconnections with the main topic of this study, namely inclusive education. In 

the field of special education, particularly within the discussion about the promotion 

of inclusive education, I understand that the phenomenon of interaction includes 

two principals of inclusion: participation and achievement. Participation is 

understood as “the quality of their (children) experiences whilst they are there 

(school) and, therefore, must incorporate the views of the learners themselves; and 

‘achievement’ is about the outcomes of learning across the curriculum, not merely 

test or examination results” (Ainscow, 2016, p. 147).  

If we consider the social nature of human beings, the experiences that the concept 

of participation is referring to will necessarily trespass on others present and involved 

in the ECE context. The peer in this sense is particularly important for the child. 
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Due to the proximity in age, some elements shared between children enable a more 

effective learning process. According to Lewis and Rosenblum (1975), the frequent 

contact among peers precipitates the discovery of the relation between a child’s own 

actions and the actions others, and it is through this discovery that inner social 

repertoires develop. The continuality of this process should be a preponderant factor 

for healthy and diverse relationships established during adult life (Lewis & 

Takahashi, 2005).  

Similarly, when discussing the notion of achievement in relation to a child with a 

disability, and considering it as an element that extends beyond mere tests or 

standardized procedures, the focus of the argumentation will be directed toward how 

the culturally structured historical knowledge that the school offers is being signified 

by the child and then appropriated into her or his life. Again, interactions, now 

perceived as a broader understanding of constructing and sharing meanings, form 

the background to the discussion, since it is through others that we construct a sense 

of the world. Therefore, it is specifically the recognition of how peer interaction is 

part of, or even a defining element of, participation and achievement that renders it 

a relevant issue to be investigated within the field of inclusive education.  

The above-mentioned ideas are also supported by various studies that have 

offered substantial arguments to strengthen the understanding of children as active 

participants in society (Corsaro, 2005; Faria & Sales, 2007; Hujala, 1998; Leinonen 

& Sintonen, 2014; Mello, 2011; Oliveira-Formosinho & Formosinho, 2012; G. 

Souza, 2007). Children exhibit true involvement, and they are essential members of 

social processes. They not only learn and acquire a cultural repertoire, but also 

actively construct culture and, consequently, transform spaces, routines, and social 

situations (Corsaro, 2003). Lucena (2010) evidenced through an analysis of case 

studies that even without the occurrence of verbal language, or with only its incipient 

use, the process of meaning making in which small children engage can be inferred 

through their actions, gestures, sounds, mimes, and other movements of their body. 

The contexts of shared play with peers were identified as the main and most 

significant situation for reproduction, but also for the elaboration of new shared 

meaning, that is, the construction of a shared peer culture (Lucena, 2010). The 

regulations of behaviors contained within the peer interaction represent potential 

situations for human development. Indeed, in a previous study, I (Ferreira, 2017) 

pointed out the different roles of physical contact, joint attention, and the 

transformation or increase of the complexity of cognitive functions in the 
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development of children with intellectual disabilities in ECE settings. Such studies 

contribute to the debate on the importance of considering what children produce in 

terms of peer culture by themselves, as well as how adults (a teacher or researcher in 

this case) can construct situations that allow the child not only to be noticed and 

heard, but also to show herself within different interactions. 

In addition, research concerning peer interactions stemming from different 

theoretical approaches has indicated that children’s relationships improve in quality 

as a result of their engagement in inclusive programs. Guralnick, Connor, Neville, 

and Hammond (2006) used a randomized clinical trial to assess the value of a 

comprehensive intervention program in improving the quality of the peer 

relationships of children with developmental delays enrolled in a community-based 

inclusive program. The results showed that the primary benefits of the intervention 

included the prevention of negative interactions during social play with peers. 

According to Holahan and Costenbader (2000), the majority of research in the field 

of ECE focusing on children’s interactions has used behavioral observations and 

teacher rating scales to investigate the phenomenon of inclusion. Studies with such 

a focus have demonstrated positive effects on the social interaction skills of children 

with autism spectrum disorder (ASD) in inclusive settings using behavioral-based 

interventions (cf. Camargo, Rispoli, Ganz, Hong, Davis, & Mason, 2015), as well as 

the positive impacts of social communication interventions with children with 

developmental delays (Stanton-Chapman & Brown, 2014).  

It is also important to highlight that the teacher’s skills in terms of adopting the 

child’s perspective and supporting his/her chances to participate are essential 

(Emilson & Folkesson, 2006). This can prove an additional challenge when 

considering the need for high-level education and training in order to develop 

pedagogical practices, which enhance the possibilities of participation for children 

with disabilities. According to Ainscow (2001), among the reasons for the lack of 

participation of children with disabilities in collaborative activities during ECE is the 

lack of appropriate qualifications on the part of staff members. The qualifications – 

knowledge and skills – of the teachers who provide services to young children in 

inclusive settings may vary by title (e.g., special education teacher, head classroom 

teacher, teacher assistant, paraeducator), training, and experience (Gomez, Kagan, & 

Fox, 2015), thus leading to questions about the ability of some professionals to 

provide inclusive services.  
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Therefore, considering that it is during their ECE that children first make the 

transition from the family to the institutionalized social environment, and that by 

this process there is an enlargement of their contact with social-cultural elements, 

which in turn allows the construction of new social experiences (Vale, 2012), the 

school’s routine in this matter, beyond being the element that guides the actions in 

time and space, thereby facilitating the learning process, as explained by Barbosa 

(2006), encompasses the possibility of constructing culture, values, and behaviors. It 

can influence not only children, but also their families, in relation to social 

transformations, such as the notion of equity, respect for diversity and differences, 

and social justice (Mevawalla, 2013; UNESCO, 2008). ECE hence becomes a 

potential scenario for the investigation of how children with disabilities and children 

with typical development experience each other’s presence, construct (or not) joint 

activities, and potentially live the inclusion. According to Sekkel and Casco (2011), 

these are the reasons why it is within the ECE context that, perhaps, it is most 

feasible to reflect upon an inclusive education based on the humanization of learning 

environments and processes.  

Moreover, it is understood that it is the experience of the element that produces 

the necessary ruptures toward the transformation of crystalized concepts (Sekkel, 

2003), while by elaborating a reflective process focused on the child, it is possible to 

sustain an investigation addressing the child’s effective participation and 

achievement within the relations established by and between children. 
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4 CONTEXTS OF THE STUDY 

In this study, the investigation of inclusive education is contextualized in two 

particular social realities, namely Brazil and Finland. In essence, considering the 

geography, the history, the structure of the social systems, and the cultural 

differences, it is expected that when analyzing inclusive educational practices in both 

countries, profound distinctions should be found in terms of how the inclusive 

policies are translated to practice. Therefore, in this chapter, I provide a brief 

contextualization of how early childhood inclusive education has been developed in 

both realities.  

I consider it important to note that in a previous study, Rutanen, Amorim, Colus, 

and Piattoeva (2014) pointed out similarities between these two countries with regard 

to the central value of human dignity, the understanding of children’s right to life 

and full development, and the defense of children’s right to daycare services prior to 

compulsory school. Therefore, it is already established that in general terms the 

international policies regarding early childhood education have been accepted and 

introduced into the two countries’ national educational policies, including the 

policies of inclusive education. Additionally, Rutanen et al. (2014) discussed how, 

despite facing different social and educational problems, these two nations share a 

stress on equality and children’s right to participation, and they both face concern 

over the “schoolification” of ECE. These common elements are understood as 

bonding points between the two realities, allowing for dialog and mutual learning. 

Yet, the significant differences are valued as providing a rich and diverse perspective 

for the investigation of a complex phenomenon such as inclusive education.  

4.1 Brazil 
In Brazil, ECE is recognized as a right of all children from birth, which is 

guaranteed by the Child and Adolescent Statute (ECA) (Ministry of Education and 

Culture, 1990) and the Law of General Guidelines for Education n. 9.394\96 (LDB) 

(Ministry of Educational and Culture, 1996). For children from zero to three years 
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of age, daycare centers or similar institutions offer ECE. After four and up to six 

years of age, this service is provided by schools (or pre-schools), which in the public 

sector all fall within the pedagogical responsibility and budgetary administration of 

the municipalities (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2006). Additionally, according 

to the Brazilian National Curriculum Guidelines for Early Childhood Education 

(Ministry of Education and Culture, 2010), ECE should provide the conditions 

necessary to ensure recognition, appreciation, respect, and interaction among 

children, thereby promoting their integral development and respecting individual 

needs.  

To guarantee the implementation of an inclusive perspective within education, in 

2013 the Ministry of Education and Culture elaborated the Curriculum Guidelines 

for Basic Education Diversity and Inclusion (Ministry of Education, 2013). This 

document sets out the actions needed to achieve inclusive education, not only 

addressing the essential pedagogical needs of children with disabilities, but also 

possible measures for assuring equity between students from different social 

backgrounds and diverse cultural origins. Regarding the education of children with 

disabilities, the educational system follows the Special Education in an Inclusive 

Perspective Policy and Framework (Ministry of Education, 2008). This document 

elaborates the actions of special education within mainstream schools, with the aim 

of enhancing the access, participation, and achievement of children with disabilities 

within the school system. From this perspective, specialized educational assistance 

(SEA) is the main pedagogical action. It consists of extra hours of individualized 

support, preferably offered within the mainstream school system from ECE to upper 

secondary school, for all children with sensorial, intellectual, physical, or multiple 

disabilities, children with developmental disorders (e.g., autism), or children that 

demonstrate intellectual giftedness. This SEA is also responsible for adapting 

materials (e.g., amplification of texts, braille translations, and technological resources 

for children with low mobility) and training students to use specific tools to help 

them throughout the schooling process.   

However, with specific regard to ECE and children with disabilities, the Brazilian 

legislation does not contemplate any obligation on the part of the state to provide 

SEA for children under four years of age, establishing a mandatory service only for 

children from four to six years of age. This document hence restates previous 

guidance that “from birth to three years, the specialized educational services is 

expressed through early intervention services, which aim to optimize the process of 
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development and learning in interface with health and social services” (Ministry of 

Education and Culture, 2008, p. 10). 

Based on this reality, recent studies conducted in Brazil have concentrated on 

investigating inclusion within ECE either by addressing special education actions, 

evidencing the need for such interventions (Anunciação, Costa, & Denari, 2015; 

Massaro & Deliberato, 2017), or discussing teachers’ perspectives on inclusion 

(Brandão & Ferreira, 2013; Silva & Portugal, 2017; Vitta, Vitta, & Monteiro, 2010) 

and the impact of national policies (Vitta, Silva, & Zaniolo, 2016). From a general 

perspective, the results highlight three challenges remaining in this field. First, the 

need to overcome the attitudinal barrier of acceptance. In Vitta, Vitta, and 

Monteiro’s (2010) study, teachers were found to consider the disabled children's 

socialization to be the main contribution of the inclusive process. They still deemed 

inclusion to be restricted to children with the potential for independence, 

highlighting that children with intellectual disabilities experienced more difficulty 

than those with physical disabilities. The study concluded that teachers require 

preparation not only regarding the understanding of various disabilities as well as the 

educational needs related to them, but also about adequate physical space, material 

resources, and specific technical assistance. Vitta, Silva, and Zaniolo (2016) discussed 

the remaining barrier to acceptance, and they emphasized that education and training 

are the key factors needed to transform teachers’ understanding and practice.  

The adequacy of teachers’ education and training also appears as a defining factor 

in terms of enhancing the chances of successful inclusion (Pinto & Goés, 2006). The 

study revealed that when children with disabilities are left to their own devices, they 

can demonstrate a low level of inclination to join in collective play and to share in 

dialogs. However, depending on the forms of mediation within the group, they can 

engage in relatively complex imaginary situations, with characteristics that suggest 

contributions to their intellectual development, in the comprehension of the cultural 

context, as well as in the emergence of creative elaborations about the world. 

Anunciação, Costa, and Denari (2015) investigated specific interventions for the 

development of motor skills, an implication usually identified in children with Down 

syndrome. Their findings suggest that creating pedagogical solutions for specific 

needs contributes to the global development and participation of children in the 

school context. Hence, teachers must be trained to identify and elaborate appropriate 

interventions.  
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However, relatively few studies have been published in high-quality specialized 

journals concerning ECSE in Brazil9 that focus on peer interactions. Pinto and Góes 

(2006) do emphasize the central role of the teacher as a prompter of interaction, 

although they raise the discussion of the benefits of joint peer activities for children 

with disabilities. Similarly, when comparing the interactions between children with 

intellectual disabilities and children with typical development, Freitas and Mendes 

(2009) note that despite the similar frequency of interaction, it is possible to identify 

distinctions in terms of the quality of communication and joint actions. The 

interactions among the children with disabilities are poorer, and they more frequently 

demand the intervention of adults.  

4.2 Finland 

In Finland, the integrated approach to education and care is based on the ECE 

system, that is, the so-called “educare” model. The Finnish legislation (Finnish Board 

of Education, 2017) defines ECE as a planned and goal-oriented entity of education, 

upbringing, and care, with an emphasis on pedagogy. All children under seven years 

of age (i.e., official school age) are entitled to early childhood education, which is 

organized by ECE centers, family daycare, or in the form of club and play activities 

(Children’s Day Care Act 36, 1973). From the age of six, children are entitled to 

systematic education and instruction provided in the year preceding the start of 

compulsory school. The pre-primary school year (age of six) became mandatory in 

2015, meaning that the municipalities are obliged to offer free of charge educational 

services to all children. Similarly to Brazil, the core role of ECE is to promote 

children’s development and learning opportunities, supporting in all its aspects any 

difficulties that may arise.  

As a right of the child, all municipalities must offer children either a place in a 

daycare center or an equivalent reimbursement that can allow one of the parents to 

stay at home and look after the child. The decision about whether to place the child 

in the ECE system or take on the responsibility to provide such care at home relies 

on the parents. ECE in Finland is directly connected to other social security systems, 

and it is understood as an essential element for the development of both the 

                                                   
9 I considered here journals evaluated as being at levels A1, A2, and B1 by the national evaluation of 
scientific journals within Brazilian science and technology.  
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individual and the nation. According to Hujala, Fonsén, and Elo (2012), this active 

and highly subsidized integrated net of services allows Finland to provide and sustain 

100% coverage of assistance, which involves practices of education and care. The 

country has adopted measures to guarantee equal opportunities and quality within 

this service, shifting from a focus on care routines to a focus on practices that aim 

to support children’s well-being, learning, and development in every aspect of 

everyday life (Vlasov, Hujala, Essary, & Lenskaya, 2016).  

Within this framework, regardless of disabilities, cultural background, or social 

conditions, all children have the right to be placed in one of the institutions (private 

or public) that are part of the ECE system, as well as to receive health and social 

assistance provided by the integrated services. The assessment of children’s 

educational needs takes place once the child attends the educational service, and all 

children are entitled to receive support for their growth and development. This is 

different to the Brazilian system, wherein educational assistance is only offered for 

children with disabilities.  

A three-step support system represents the path by which special education is 

offered in Finland according to the National Core Curriculum for Basic Education 

(Finnish National Agency for Education, 2014). This focus is on providing the 

earliest possible support in order to prevent developmental and leaning problems. 

Each child in ECE has the right to systematic and goal-oriented education, 

instruction, and care, which is documented in the individual early childhood 

education and care plan. The first step in the support system is the general support, 

through which children receive immediate assistance with the systematization of 

formal knowledge. If this proves insufficient, the child is forwarded for intensified 

support, which is based on careful assessment and long-term planning in multi-

professional teams. The final step in the support system is the special support. At 

this point, the student requires an individual education plan. The special education 

system aims to provide holistic and systematic support that enables children to 

complete their compulsory education and be prepared to leave comprehensive 

school. 

Special education can be offered in different ways (e.g., individually, collectively, 

part-time within the classroom, in separate classroom, content oriented, activity 

oriented, and further on) (Elbaun, Vaughn, Tejero-Hudges & Watson-Moody, 

2000), and there is not one particular method that can guarantee an effective and 

cost-efficient intervention. Current research in this field has highlighted that early 
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intervention, has been one of the strong points of the Finnish special education 

system (Chong, 2016; Itkonen & Jahnukainen, 2007), being related to both student 

achievement and the prevalence of students with disabilities. There is a high 

emphasis on research based interventions (Benedict, Horner & Squires, 2007) and 

in interventions based on assessment of results (Holopainen, Kiuru, Mäkihonko & 

Lerkkanen, 2018). 

Another important element that sustains inclusive education is the qualified 

teachers. In the center of the three-step support system in Finland is the specific role 

of special education teachers. These professionals are educated and trained at 

University, and are well equipped specialists to elaborate pedagogical strategies based 

on research and assessment of results for each case (Engelbrecht et al., 2017). 

Currently, within ECE, teachers are expressing concern about the ongoing changes 

in their work environment (cf. Donnelly & Watkins, 2011), especially those related 

to the adult-child ratio and the challenges of a more heterogeneous population of 

children (Tuomi, 2004). A study conducted with ECE specialists from the northern 

region of Finland pointed out that education, work experience, personal life history, 

and personal attitudes toward work are the most influential variables in the process 

of growth toward teachers’ expertise. The education and training of ECE teachers 

to respond to the social demands of inclusion necessitates new kinds of working 

methods as well as measures for educational planning (Happo, Määttä, & Uusiautti, 

2013).  

However, regarding the relevance of peer interaction within the context of ECSP, 

Finnish researchers have evaluated teachers’ pedagogical competency to enhance 

peer interaction and reported high overall quality (Syrjämäki, Sajaniemi, Suhonen, 

Alijoki, & Nislin, 2017). The findings emphasized versatile pedagogical modes of 

structuring activities and space, as well as intensive methods to promote peer 

interaction and joint participation, especially scaffolding communication and 

supporting social competences. Additionally, Finnish academics have also invested 

in methodological approaches toward understanding children’s perspective (cf. 

Lipponen, Kumpulainen, & Paananen, 2017), and they have discussed the extent to 

which these methodological procedures and reflective practices can be used as tools 

for understanding children’s perspective on meaningful moments in the Finnish pre-

primary context. These discussions have been found to have direct implications for 

curriculum development in the ECE context.  
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Considering this brief description of the Brazilian and Finnish realities, it is 

possible to note that despite adopting the same international guidelines and 

expressing a similar understanding of inclusion, Finland and Brazil have structured 

their educational system differently, providing distinct services for different 

populations of children. However, regardless of the very distinct paths for 

implementing inclusive practices, in both realities the teacher still plays a central role 

in the entire educational process, and in this sense, teachers’ education and training 

is a common concern. The focus on peer interaction has been more prevalent in 

recent investigations, but it is still rarely tackled when the phenomenon under 

discussion is the inclusion of children with disabilities. 
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5  METHODOLOGY 

In this chapter, I initially present the theoretical perspectives upon which I based the 

methodology for this research, contextualizing the entire investigative process that 

led to the four sub-studies. Subsequently, I address the research design and the 

utilized methods, presenting the participants, the instruments, the resources for data 

collection, and the analytical procedures applied during the different phases of the 

research. 

5.1 Epistemology 

Considering the aims of this study and the research questions raised, as well as the 

specificities of ECE as a field of research, I determined to address inclusive 

education using a qualitative research perspective. The research design when 

applying a qualitative approach seeks to make discoveries that lead to new insights, 

and it has a research focus that prioritizes natural settings, wherein nothing is 

predefined or taken for granted (Sherman & Webb, 2005). It is an investigative 

process that strives for the construction of knowledge about a given phenomenon 

based on its meanings, its constitutive trajectories, as well as the complex and 

determinant relationships that delimit it, considering for such an enterprise the 

experience of those who “lived” or “felt” it (Sherman & Webb, 2005). In this sense, 

the qualitative epistemology assumes subjectivity in the process of knowledge 

construction, breaking with the neutrality paradigm and considering processes, 

senses, and social constructions as objects of study (González-Rey, 2002). 

 The subjectivity recognized within qualitative research becomes a central 

element when the intention is to give voice to the participants and to understand 

their narratives and representations as an intrinsic part of a social phenomenon. 

According to González-Rey (2002), the subjectivity “is socially determined, not by 

an external linear determinism from social to subjective, but by a constitutive process 

that integrates, simultaneously, the individual and social subjectivity” (González-Rey, 
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2002, p. 37). Therefore, subjectivity reflects in itself part of the social context, and 

by means of its analysis it is possible to apprehend aspects of the social phenomenon 

(Minayo, 2006). Furthermore, the adoption of a qualitative methodology is mainly 

justified by the fact that no quantitative proposal would provide the possibility of 

valuing the participants’ experience at the same time as allowing possibilities to work 

with different and diverse aspects of a social phenomenon.  

Based on this epistemology, I found within the network of meanings 

methodological reference (Rossetti-Ferreira, Amorim, Silva, & Carvalho, 2004) the 

guidelines for incorporating the assumptions of qualitative methodology by means 

of structuring a research design that permitted the integration of the different aspects 

of inclusive education, thereby embracing its complexity. 

5.2 The network of meanings methodological framework 

The network of meanings, as a methodological framework, was elaborated with a 

focus on investigating human development, considering human constitution to be a 

complex process that occurs through relations with multiple others. During the 

process of its elaboration, some of the discussions focused on structuring 

methodological paths able to contemplate such complexity, as well as providing the 

means by which interactions and the construction of meaning resulting from them 

could be objects of study. The network of meaning is not identified as, nor does it 

propose, one specific method. It instead works as a “compass” for researchers, or as 

lenses that mediate consideration of social phenomena that involve human 

development (Rossetti-Ferreira, Amorim, Silva, & Carvalho, 2004).  

Within this theoretical framework, the elaborated scientific reasoning is strictly 

grounded in three pillars: (1) a design that allows multiple factors to be captured, (2) 

the researcher’s posture as a toolmaker, and (3) a process of data analysis conducted 

in a relational way. Item (1) is based on the theoretical assumption that human nature 

and, therefore, any social phenomenon is the result of a continuous and complex 

process articulated by different elements (Rossetti-Ferreira, Amorim, & Silva, 2006). 

In that sense, any scientific investigation needs to signal the articulation of the 

elements involved in the composition of the investigated phenomenon by capturing 

and evidencing how they are interconnected. In this study, when applying the lenses 

of human development with a focus on children’s experiences, it became clear which 
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elements should be addressed in order to investigate the complexity contained within 

inclusive education in those specific ECE contexts. For graphic representations of 

this, see the Figure 2 below.  

 

Figure 2.  Network of meanings methodological framework in this study 

 

Considering the need to evidence these multiple factors, while complying with 

the methodological considerations of the network of meanings, the researcher must 

adopt a posture as a toolmaker (item [2]). This means that he/she is responsible for 

shaping, adapting, or creating tools or instruments that will be used to accomplish 

the investigative task. The use of multiple resources for data collection (e.g., 

interviews, observations, questionnaires), as well as the different strategies for using 

one specific tool, are examples of this methodological pillar. Here, I used three main 

instruments for data collection: video recordings, interviews, and observations 

registered in field diaries. However, based on the phase of the research and the 

specific aim to be addressed, these instruments where constructed and applied in 

different ways, which I will explain in detail later in this text.   

Lastly, regarding the item (3), the process of analysis should be conducted in a 

relational way or, in other words, it should “consider the various configurations of 

the net of meanings involved in a determined situation” (Rossetti-Ferreira, Amorim, 
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Silva, & Carvalho, 2004, p. 33). This methodological pillar requires the researcher to 

maintain a constant dialog between the data, the research problem, and the context 

throughout the analysis. It recognizes that “depending on the question raised and 

the moment in the analytical process, specific meanings emerged from the net should 

be prioritized” (p. 32), thereby allowing different perspectives to appear in the same 

study. 

Furthermore, the context and the moment in which the investigation takes place 

also delimitate a specific understanding of the phenomenon. According to Rossetti-

Ferreira, Amorim, Silva, and Carvalho (2004), in addition to our biological structure 

and our culture, there is a circumscription in the attribution of meanings that is 

constituted by the limits of historical time as well as by the “here and now” of the 

situation. In this sense, it is important to recognize the limits of the researcher’s 

interpretations and theoretical discussions, since they are submitted to this 

circumscription. This final methodological consideration is applied during the 

elaboration of each phase of the study and, at the end of the investigative process, 

when the integration of all the articles takes place. By means of these three pillars, 

the investigative process contemplates the contradictions and complementarity 

present in human social nature, and it assumes that both have equal place in the 

composition of the phenomenon of inclusive education.  

The network of meanings, as a methodological reference, has been used in 

different studies in the field of psychology, especially within developmental 

psychology (Almeida, 2014; Colus, 2012; Ferreira, 2013, 2017; Moura, 2012, 2017; 

Moura & Amorim, 2013), including research that focuses on the inclusion of 

children with disabilities within ECE (Yazlle, Amorim, & Rossetti-Ferreira, 2004). 

However, within the field of education, this approach remains unprecedented. 

Furthermore, it is important to recognize that the use of different tools to collect 

data is not a specificity of the network of meanings methodological approach. On 

the contrary, Banister, Burman, Parker, Taylor, and Tindall (1994) have pointed out 

the benefits of triangulating different sources of data collection in qualitative 

research. The specificity of the network of meanings relies on how the information 

is interpreted within the understanding of the net metaphor. The focus is not on the 

type of data and information, but rather on how they relate and interconnect. In this 

sense, each set of data can be used in diverse ways during the analysis, depending on 

the focus of each research question, while the information can even be contraposed 
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to reveal contradictions, which in the case of this theoretical-methodological 

framework is a constitutive part of every social phenomena.    

5.3 The research design and methods   

The present research was conducted in three different phases, each of which had its 

own set of procedures, addressing different aspects of the studied phenomenon. For 

the initial two phases (I and II), data were collected in educational institutions in 

Brazil, while in the final last phase of the research (III) data were collected in an ECE 

institution in Finland. The data collected were gathered in three separate databases 

and then used in all four sub-studies, as described in Table 1 below.  

 
Table 1.  Overview of the research phases  

Phases of 
research 

Article Participants Instruments Year 

Phase I I, II, and IV Educational 
psychologists and 
teachers from ECE 
– Brazil 
 

Interviews, 
observations, and 
field diary 

2013\2014 

Phase II II and IV Children from ECE 
– Brazil 

Video recordings and 
field diary 
 

2014 

Phase III III  Children from ECE 
– Finland 

Video recordings and 
field diary 

2015 

  

The first research phase was characterized as an immersion in the field of 

research. That is, a grounding in the recognition of the possibilities to intersect 

educational psychology and education, as well as a preliminary contact with the 

phenomenon of inclusion. During this phase, the aim was to investigate the role of 

psychologists within the school context, with a focus on the possibilities offered by 

an interdisciplinary approach, and to make contact with inclusive education via the 

narratives and representations of the teachers who work directly with children with 

disabilities in ECE schools.  

The following step involved structuring an investigative process that would allow 

inclusion to be explored from different perspectives, while still considering the links 

between human development and peer interactions. During phase II, the focus was 
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more directed toward the processes of insertion and the participation of children 

with disabilities within the school context, especially during joint activities conducted 

with peers. The field of research was ECE schools in Brazil.  

As a last process, phase III repeated the procedures for data collection applied 

during the previous stage of the research, but this time considering an entirely new 

social context as the research field, namely Finland. This phase constituted an 

entirely new database of image, which was intended to be used to broaden the 

analysis of inclusive education, raising the contradictions and complementarities that 

can be emphasized when a comparison is made between two different social 

environments. The possibility to align the Finnish and Brazilian data, as well as to 

analyze them as mirrors of each other, was a relevant method for highlighting the 

core elements of the studied phenomenon.      

5.3.1 Participants  

The fields of research in phases I and II were two ECE schools that belonged to the 

Brazilian public education system. School A is a teacher training school, which is 

part of a federal university in the state of Minas Gerais. School B is an ECE center, 

located in the same city, which is part of the municipal educational system.  

It is important to note that within the structure of the Brazilian education system, 

the municipal sphere is officially responsible for ECE. There are national guidelines 

and quality parameters (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2006) that should be 

respected by the entire system, although each municipality has the autonomy to 

design and implement their own methods, specific regulations (e.g., the school’s 

calendar, regulations to accommodate national policies in the district’s financial 

budget), and curriculum adjustments. This situation results in discrepancies within 

the public system, and it is aggravated when one considers the social inequality that 

marks the economy in the country following the flow of economic disparity and 

income concentration (Guerra, Pochmann, & Silva, 2003).  

In this particular study, it was considered important to collect data from an ECE 

school that is part of the municipal system, but also to contrapose such data with a 

dataset from an institution that has a different structure and funding resources, such 

as the teacher training school (differences that will be evidenced in the article IV). 
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The Federal educational system10 is exclusively responsible for higher education. It 

is bound by a different sector of the Ministry of Education and Culture, responding 

to specific regulations. Therefore, in teacher training schools, staff members are 

hired by the university. They have the autonomy to construct their own curriculum, 

and they are required to perform research activities in parallel to their teaching hours. 

Teacher training schools are recognized in Brazil for their innovative practices in 

relation to education.    

During phase I, the participants were five educational psychologists and three 

teachers, who are staff members of the two above-mentioned ECE schools, as 

described in Table 2 below.  

 
Table 2.  Participants in phase I  

Pivot child Age/gender Level of 
education 

Workplace Professional 
experience 

Teacher A 31 years 
Female 

Bachelor’s degree 
in education 

School A – 
Federal  

13 years as a teacher 
in ECE  
 

Teacher B 36 years 
Female 

Master’s degree in 
education 

School A  3 years as a teacher in 
ECE and 8 years in 
elementary school 
 

Teacher C 26 years 
Female  

Bachelor’s degree 
in education 

School B – 
Municipal  

5 years as a teacher in 
ECE 
 

Psychologist 
A 

42 years 
Female 

*Master’s degree 
in psychology  

School A  15 years of experience 
in schools 
 

Psychologist 
B 

38 years 
Female 

*Master’s degree 
in psychology 

School A 11 years of experience 
in schools 
 

Psychologist 
C 

31 years 
Female 

*Master’s degree 
in psychology 

School A 3 years of experience 
in schools 
 

Psychologist 
D 

32 years 
Female 

*Master’s degree 
in psychology 

School A 5 years of experience 
in schools 
 

Psychologist 
E 

44 years 
Male  

*Master’s degree 
in psychology 

School A 13 years of experience 
in schools 

NOTE: All five psychologists also have a license to teach degree, which is equivalent to 60 ECTS of teacher training 

                                                   
10 Brazil has 17 teacher training schools, all of which are part of either public federal or state 
universities.  
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During phase II, the participants were three children with intellectual disabilities 

(pivot children11) and their peers (a total of 62 children12) from the three- to five-

year-old age group, who also attend the same ECE schools in Brazil (Table 3).  

As for phase III, the field of research was an ECE center in a medium-sized city 

in Finland. Contrary to the situation in Brazil, the Finnish education system is known 

for its homogeneity, which originally stems from the close relation with the welfare 

state that foresees access to ECE as a subjective right, as well as the quality in terms 

of educational services in all schools enshrined as a principle of social equality 

(Karila, 2012). According to Karila (2010), quality assurance in Finnish ECE is 

assumed to stem from well-trained staff who have constant access to professional 

development opportunities, a situation that demands high and continuous 

governmental investment. In Finland, all the ECE centers are part of the municipal 

social system, although they are bound by a core and national curriculum, which 

establishes the focus of the pedagogical work and the quality criteria for all ECE 

centers. During phase III, the participants were one child with intellectual disability 

(the pivot child) and her peers (twelve children) from the three- to five-year-old age 

group.  

 
Table 3.  Participants in phases II and III  

Pivot child 
(PC) 

Age Diagnosis ECE context  Total children 
in class 

PC 1 3 years and 
11 months 

Intellectual deficit 
associated with Down 

syndrome 
 

School A – Brazil – 
Federal institution 
 

2 with disability 
and 16 without 

PC 2 4 years and 
9 months 

Intellectual deficit 
associated with Down 

syndrome 
 

School A – Brazil – 
Federal institution 
 

2 with disability 
and 17 without 
 

                                                   
11 The term “pivot” is a reference to the process of data collection, which was constructed so as to 
have the child with a disability as a focal point. However, in article IV we also adopted the term “target 
child” or “target children.”  

12 The total number of children in the two Brazilian schools is 66, but during the data collection 
process, four of them had to be dismissed from the process. Therefore, I consider the total number 
of students in the class, as part of the data and contextualization of research field, but I do not consider 
the children as participants.  
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PC 3 3 years and 
2 months  

Intellectual deficit 
associated with Down 

syndrome 
 

School B – Brazil – 
Municipal institution 
 

1 with disability 
and 28 without 

PC 4 3 years and 
5 months 

Intellectual deficit 
associated with Down 

syndrome 

School C – Finland – 
Municipal institution 

1 with disability 
and 11 without 

NOTE: It is considered important to clarify that a Down syndrome diagnosis was not an inclusion 
criterion for this study, but rather a circumstantial coincidence during the random selection of case 
studies  

 

The social environment (in this case, the school environment) and all its elements 

continually circumscribe the field of research by means of the agencies that are part 

of it (rules, routines, structures, social functions), the subjects involved (family, 

children, teachers, and other professionals), and the relations that are constructed 

and produced by those elements. Therefore, even if the direct participants in the 

research were those mentioned above, it is important to consider that the narratives 

and representations of their experiences carry the multiple intersections of the many 

others that also share and construct this living process. 

For a clear characterization of the participants in phase II and III, it is important 

to mention that intellectual disability is understood as a phenomenon where there is 

"a significant limitation both on intellectual functioning and on adaptive behavior 

expressed in conceptual and practical skills"( American Association on Intellectual 

and Development Disabilities, 2010. p.1). At the early stages of life, intellectual 

disability can be manifested by the persistence of different developmental delays, 

which mark milestones of human development. Some of these delays are related to 

how the child explores and incorporates experiences into their repertoire of abilities, 

the establishment of preliminary nonverbal communication and language 

development, and concrete and abstract reasoning. Intellectual disability is often 

associated with repercussions of diseases developed during pregnancy, genetic 

anomalies, physical and psychological traumas causing neurological damage, abuse 

of substances, situations of significant parental neglect or comorbidities of other 

developmental disorders (e.g., Autism syndrome). It is identified and measured using 

validated developmental assessments and analysis of the child’s history, and may be 

mild, moderate or severe (World Health Organization, 2012).  

In the case of the participants, all children were diagnosed with Down syndrome. 

Intellectual disability is a very common condition associated with this diagnoses. In 

a general way, children with Down syndrome tend to present a list of associated 
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conditions (e.g., heart problems, nutritional and hormonal issues, an unstable neck 

that may require surgery), and phenotypes that are particular to the syndrome (e.g., 

better performance on visual-spatial tasks than on verbal or auditory, adaptive 

behavior strength relative to intelligence, and pleasant and social personality) 

(Association on Intellectual and Development Disabilities, 2010.). Nevertheless, as 

the etiology is not a destiny, each child has to be assessed individually.  

Children in this study were tested and followed by a multidisciplinary team of 

physicians, psychologists occupational therapists and other professionals. All 

children were diagnosed with intellectual disability. Additionally, PC1 (see table 3) 

had a heart problem that was corrected with surgery during the first month of his 

life. The surgery was successful, but the recovery time demanded over one year of 

constant care and limited locomotion of the child, which resulted in delays on the 

development of control of the spine, acquisition of balance, and motor coordination. 

During the child’s second of the child’s life, language development delay was also 

identified. However, the family provided intensive and constant support, and he was 

able to go to school at the beginning of his third year. In the context of learning, this 

child is very active and curious, attentive to other children and very eager to explore 

the environment (still experiencing a lot through the sensorial channels). As for PC2, 

he did not present any heart condition but was submitted to surgery to correct a 

malfunction of his gallbladder. This child presented nutritional problems, such as 

allergies and intolerance to different substances, difficulties to sleep due to reflux, 

severe stomach pains, and moderate hearing loss, which interfered on how he 

experienced days in school. Regarding learning processes, the child is described as 

clever and independent. He went to the bathroom by himself (although he needs 

help with proper personal hygiene), eat alone and was able to understand voice 

commands from the mother and from the teacher.   

PC3 presented a severe heart condition, which was treated with surgery when she 

was four-months-old. Similar to PC1, recovery also demanded constant care and 

limited the locomotion of the child during her first year of life. The child also 

presents allergies to specific substances. In the context of learning, the child is very 

communicative, she uses gestures, a variety of facial expressions and vocalization to 

express her wishes and intentions. The developmental delay of motor skills challenge 

her with the activities that require refined movement, and often there were situations 

of emotional stress and conflict with other children. As for the PC4, there was no 

severe medical condition associated with the syndrome. The child has no nutritional 
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or hormonal issues, nor presented malfunction in the circulatory system. In the 

learning situations, she is an attentive child that search to interact with other children. 

Communication skills are very limited, thus there is no use of systematized gestures 

nor vocalizations. Communication happens supported by objects. The child takes 

interest in the activities that are happening and freely engage in them.  

The other participants in phase II and III were peers of the pivot children. Even 

being identified as children with typical development, (i.e., children within the same 

age group that did not present any kind of neurological, physical or sensorial 

particularity that would significantly affect the child’s adaptive behavior, nor their 

intellectual functioning) it is important to mention that they did not form an 

homogeneous groups. Among the children that didn’t have an intellectual disability, 

there are other elements that characterized their development particular. Those 

elements were not analyzed in detail nor discussed in depth, but only in the context 

of the analysis of the interaction with the child with disability.  

5.3.2 Instruments and procedures for data collection  

Three instruments were used to collect data in this research study, namely video 

recordings, interviews, and a field diary. Interviews were mainly used during phase I, 

video recordings during phases II and III, and a field diary throughout all three 

phases. 

The first step in data collection within the network of meanings framework 

(Rossetti-Ferreira, Amorim, & Silva, 2004) is the “dive” of the researcher into the 

research field. This process is particularly important, since it is considered that any 

social phenomenon results from social and historical factors, which need to be 

acknowledged when defining the investigative path. In the present study, the dive 

into the research field was actioned by approaching those who work and construct 

discourses and practices regarding inclusive education in schools. Therefore, 

observations and interviews were judged to be suitable tools for constructing the 

research corpus during phase I.  

The interview process, due to its representative criteria, allows the explication of 

both the objective nature (concrete facts, objectives, etc.) and the subjective nature 

(attitude, values, beliefs, etc.) of the topic under discussion (Minayo, 1996). It is an 

instrument that has been used in qualitative research in every field of knowledge, 

being recognized as an especially valuable tool in situations where each individual is 
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considered to be an important social actor in order to reveal the construction of a 

given phenomenon (Banister et al., 1994).  

In the present study, this instrument was applied in the form of a semi-structured 

interview (Szymanski, 2004). Each interview had a duration of approximately forty 

minutes for each of the participants, and the interviews were performed within the 

research fields at the most convenient time according to each participant’s schedule. 

The interviews conducted with the teachers addressed five main topics of discussion: 

(1) teacher’s understanding of intellectual disability, (2) teacher’s education and 

experience with inclusive education and (3) children with disabilities, (4) teacher’s 

ideas about pedagogical planning within an inclusive perspective, and (5) teacher’s 

expectations regarding the development and learning of a child with a disability. The 

interviews with the psychologists had one main topic of discussion: their 

understanding of the role of psychology within the school context. 

To guide the process, a developmental psychology technique was applied 

(Brenner, 2005). According to this technique, the researcher proposes an informal 

conversation guided by a pre-elaborated script, which should direct the participant 

away from expressing immediate responses and toward expressing their reflections 

on the situations, concepts, or ideas that formulate their understanding of the 

investigated phenomenon, namely inclusive education (Brenner, 2005). Using this 

specific instrument and procedure, it was possible to access the information that 

composed the understanding of the social context in which the children were 

immersed, as well as how the concepts of inclusive education were signified. These 

data are considered to be of great importance in relation to determining how the 

meanings are arranged within a network.  

During phases II and III, the main instrument used for collecting data was video 

recordings. Supported by consistent previous research findings in developmental 

psychology and educational research (Carvalho, Branco, Pedrosa, & Gil, 2002; 

Derry, 2007; Falcianelli & Gagglioli, 2016; Pedrosa & Carvalho, 2005; Odegarard, 

2012; Pálmadóttir, 2012; Souza & Batista, 2008), this specific instrument was 

recognized as the most suitable resource for following and registering interactive 

processes, especially among children. This is due to the possibility of following the 

dynamic and the continuality contained within an interaction. This instrument 

evidences behaviors, gestures, face and body expressions, and speech, which are all 

elements that allow the analysis of communicative and meaning construction 

processes.     
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In addition, video recordings are advised when the data collection involves a 

complex situation (Falcianelli & Gagglioli, 2016). Thus, in the case of the present 

study, the complexity involved in the human interactions and development that are 

the situation and the lenses (respectively) by which the phenomenon of inclusive 

education will be addressed justify the use of this instrument. Moreover, it is 

important to emphasize that video recordings allow the researcher to analyze a scene 

from different perspectives, offering the possibility to watch the exact moment of 

data collection several times. This situation contributes to the relational analytical 

process foreseen by the network of meanings (Rossetti-Ferreira, Amorim, & Silva, 

2006; Rossetti-Ferreira, Amorim, Silva, & Carvalho, 2008).  

The video recordings started in phase II during the first week of April 2014. They 

were collected weekly, lasting approximately fifty minutes for each of the pivot 

children, throughout the entire Brazilian school year. The recordings took place in 

different spaces and during diverse types of activities. However, I prioritized 

situations in which the children were interacting freely, and I tried to diversify the 

time at which the videos were taken, thereby allowing different aspects of the 

school’s routine and the children’s daily experience to be addressed (e.g., guided 

activities in the classroom, storytelling, physical education, lunch time, free activity 

in schoolyard, art class, library, and playroom).  

In parallel to the use of the above-mentioned instruments, I also wrote a field 

diary during all three phases of the research. The field diary, which is sometimes 

referred to as field notes, has commonly been used in the field of anthropology 

within ethnographic research methods (Emerson, Fretz, & Shaw, 2011). It is 

characterized not only by its use as an research instrument, but also by the theoretical 

references that the researcher states when deciding to use it, making “it clear how 

the researcher’s own experiences, values, and positions of privilege in various 

hierarchies have influenced their research interests, the way they choose to do their 

research, and the ways they choose to represent their research findings” (Harrison, 

MacGibbon, & Morton, 2001, p. 325). 

According to Bogdan and Biklen (2003), there are two kinds of field notes, 

namely descriptive and reflective. Here, I adopted the reflective perspective, which 

involves registering elements that go beyond the description of the situation, people, 

and scenario. It reports feelings, ideas, impressions, and hypotheses for explaining 

the observed dynamics, clarifications, and many other elements that can reveal 

details, intentions, and meanings that will support the understanding of the 
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phenomenon within the proposed analytical process. In the present study, the field 

diary was used to report personal observations, perceptions, and reflections 

regarding the entire investigative process, and it was through the field diary that I 

had the opportunity to register and systematize my involvement in the research.  

Acknowledging the complexity of this research design, and aiming to answer the 

research questions raised in this study, I chose to organize the entire structure of the 

investigative process using case studies. The case study method is not understood 

here as a method of analyzing cases, but rather as a way or a specific structure to 

define, organize, and explore specific situations in order to understand a 

phenomenon (Cousin, 2005). According to Yin (2010), the case study method 

“allows the researcher to retain the holistic and meaningful characteristics of real life 

events” (p. 24), especially when the divide between the phenomenon and the context 

is not clearly evident. This means that when the context in which the phenomenon 

occurs is so intensely implied within its very nature, the separation between them or 

an attempt at nullity would result in the dissociation of the phenomenon. The 

fundamental characteristic of the case study method lies in the concentration of the 

data collection process in a unique life trajectory(ies) (or specific situation[s]), which 

at the same time requires a work with a high number of variables without any 

dissociation between them and the context, and also provides a deeper and expanded 

way to conduct the research. 

In this study, I formed multiple cases by centralizing the data collection and the 

analytical process on the children with disabilities, considering and naming them as 

pivot children. Therefore, despite having three different phases of research, the study 

was organized as a whole composed of four unique trajectories, as represented by 

Figure 3. This structure allowed the analysis to be conducted in a relational way, as 

foreseen in the network of meanings methodological considerations (Rossetti-

Ferreira, Amorim, Silva, & Oliveira, 2008). 
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Figure 3.  Organization of the case-studies 

By organizing the research into case studies, it was possible to observe the 

interactional processes and their continuity within a given period of time. In addition, 

this approach made evident the differences in each network, thereby allowing the 

data to reveal which elements should be more carefully investigated during each of 

the three phases. These procedures are aligned with the network of meanings 

methodological assumptions (Rossetti-Ferreira, Amorim, Silva, & Oliveira, 2008), 

and they were considered to be interesting and fruitful path to investigate the social 

phenomenon of inclusive education via the lenses of human development.  
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5.3.3 Data analysis  

When referring to the contributions of the network of meanings to the analytical 

process, Rossetti-Ferreira, Amorim, Silva, and Oliveira (2008) note that one of the 

methodological challenges when adopting this perspective is to comprehend how 

the complexity of different systems can converge as well as to be present during the 

process of data analysis. The process of analysis places the data collected by each of 

the different instruments in parallel and in accordance with each of the research 

questions being addressed (Figure 4). Thus, for each of the research questions raised, 

the same set of data could be considered in different ways, while the different kinds 

of information made explicit by each of the instruments can be more or less 

significant in terms of responding to that specific research question. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.  Analytical process adopted in this study 

This kind of research design favors scientific works that focus on “how” a 

specific phenomenon occurs, preserving the event’s meaningful characteristics and 

allowing several different analytical procedures to be performed. Again, the idea of 

the researcher as a “toolmaker” emerges, this time emphasizing the researcher’s role 

in searching for alternative or diverse ways to bring these different sets of data 

together.  
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Since there is no specific order or exact measure concerning how to use the 

various types of information, the researcher has to advance in the analytical process 

while keeping in mind that his/her decisions delimit the study and, therefore, have 

to be explicated at all times. This situation configures the active, reflexive, and critical 

position of the researcher within the investigative process, and it has been recognized 

as a characteristic of the studies that follow the methodological contributions of the 

network of meanings (Amorim, 2012, 2013; Ferreira, 2017; Moura & Amorim, 2013; 

Moura, 2012, 2017).  

However, despite recognizing the need to treat the data in a parallel and relational 

way, each set of material collected using the three above-mentioned instruments 

demanded a particular procedure for examination. The materials that originated 

from the transcriptions of the audio-recorded interviews conducted during phase I 

were analyzed in accordance with the developmental psychology technique applied 

during the data collection (Brenner, 2005). From this perspective, the focus is on 

identifying the key elements that can reveal how the concepts are elaborated or 

signified by the participants from an abstract discursive view to a practical lived 

experience. The procedure consists of categorizing the topics discussed, which were 

derived from the interview’s pre-elaborated script, and, within each category or 

theme, identifying the core elements that define the topic as a concept. This means 

that the researcher observes which kinds of words are associated with that particular 

topic, as well as which kinds of relations the participant is establishing in order to 

explain or express his ideas about the concept.  

To illustrate this point, consider the example provided by the extract from the 

interview transcript and the analysis presented in Figure 5 below.   

“…I don’t know the proper words to describe the intellectual disability, but 

I think it is an organic condition in children that limits their possibilities to 

learn in the same way as everybody else. It slows the learning process, and 

because of that, it demands special education. My child (referring to one 

student in the classroom) has to have someone there with her all the time, 

otherwise she doesn’t even sit still. She has difficulties interacting with other 

students, sometimes she even bites, she doesn´t speak yet, but she 

communicates a lot with gestures, but I have to pay constant attention…” 

(Teacher A)  
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Figure 5.  Sample of the analytical process of the interview material 

 

A similar procedure is described by Carley and Palmquist (1992) in relation to 

converting the text into a map of concepts and then interpreting the map(s) 

according to the investigated phenomenon. It is important to highlight that, despite 

adopting a procedure characterized by Brenner (2005) as a technique used in the 

field of developmental psychology, this analytical process did not disregard the 

intersections with the methods described in the field of educational research (cf. 

Sherman & Webb, 2005; Seidman, 2013). On the contrary, I consider that the 

process adopted in this study converges the principals that are considered relevant 

in both fields, such as the respect for the natural environment, the search for 

discoveries that lead to new insights, and the need to understand the phenomenon 

by means of the experience of those who live it as well as by the wholeness of its 

process. These principals, according to Sherman and Webb (2005), represent the key 

elements of all qualitative research methods in the field of education.  

Regarding phases II and III, since my study focused on children’s interactional 

process, and based on the fact that I was looking at the phenomenon of inclusive 

education via the lenses of human development, I adopted two distinct procedures 
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for the analysis of video recordings: video mapping and microgenetic video analysis. 

The video mapping first consisted of a broader look at the recorded material and the 

identification of potential empirical indicators that mark situations where the 

phenomenon can be investigated in detail, based on each of the research questions 

needing to be addressed. This is the first step in the transformation of the video 

resources into video data (cf. Erickson, 2006). To map the video material, I created 

a coding and counting system for each of the analytical situations (that is, each time 

I had to look into the data in order to answer a specific research question), which 

were explained in detail in each of the methods sections of the sub-studies. The 

mapping procedure allowed for a broad perspective on the video data, and it 

facilitated the return to significant situations (episodes) based on the codes that were 

created as well as the identification marks in the time reference of the video.   

To continue the process, I proceeded in analyzing the selected episodes in depth. 

To do so, I used microgenetic video analyses. This is a qualitative method that 

consists of a thorough and continuous description of the elements that characterize 

or structure a process, situation, or phenomenon (Wertsch, 1985a). A microgenetic 

analysis is a process by which the researcher attempts to identify the origins or 

genesis of specific processes, which demands constant and deep contact with the 

empirical material as well as a focus on the details, minutiae, and evidence relevant 

to aspects of the process in question (Góes, 2000).  

This kind of analysis has been used in different studies involving children (Anjos, 

Amorim, Franchi, Vasconcelos, & Rossetti-Ferreira, 2004; Barbosa & Zanella, 2005; 

Chen & Siegler, 2000; Monteiro & Freitas, 2014; Scorsolini-Comin & Amorim, 

2010), and it has been heavily applied in studies following the network of meanings 

methodological framework, thereby offering a unique contribution to the 

investigation of human development. However, it has also been defended as a 

valuable procedure for the analysis of learning processes (Siegler, 2007), and it is by 

no means the only analytical strategy used in relation to the network of meanings. In 

his broad investigation, Siegler (2007) demonstrated that a microgenetic analysis 

allows multiple forms of changes in understanding within the learning processes in 

varied age groups, and he discussed how this analytical approach reveals the relations 

between a child’s development and environmental elements. 

Recently, there has been an increase in the number of researchers who utilize 

different software programs in order to analyze their dataset (through facial 

expression identification, verbal commands, or any other element), crossing data and 
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summarizing the events. In the present study, the microgenetic video analysis used 

during phases II and III focused on the interactive processes of children with 

disabilities within ECE school contexts, and within this specificity, I aimed to 

identify the empirical elements that could answer the raised research questions. Part 

of this process demanded an understanding of the kinds of behaviors or empirically 

observable signs that could be interpreted as significant in relation to responding to 

each of the research questions. Therefore, I conducted the microgenetic analysis 

manually (i.e., without the support of software). 

This involved meticulous work that, once done, permitted the identification of 

the origin of the interactional dynamics and the elements that allow the interaction 

to happen. By looking into the dynamics of the process of interaction, it is possible 

to highlight “how” the transformations present in that moment (however briefly) 

happened. In addition, and perhaps more importantly, it allowed the exploration of 

the elements that participated in the process.   

Finally, the content of the field diary was analyzed via a direct situational content 

analysis. This means that the fieldnotes were considered to be complementary 

information as well as support for the methodological decisions made during the 

investigative process. The data contained in these fieldnotes were situated side by 

side in time with the events registered by the interviews and the video recordings, 

and then treated as a fruitful strategy for providing supplementary information 

(Etherington, 2004; Ortlipp, 2008). In this way, I could return to the state of mind 

that I experienced while the data collection was taking place.  

The analysis of this specific material was important in terms of clarifying specific 

events (e.g., when the children interacted for the first time in a specific way) or 

registering the explanation unofficially given by the teacher about her plans for 

specific activities. I also used the fieldnotes to recover highlighted situations (e.g., 

the relevance of specific gestures within the peer interaction) or procedures (e.g., the 

placement of children in a specific position in the classroom) that, at the time of data 

collection, I perceived to be relevant to the understanding of what was going on. At 

the end of this entire analytical process, and returning to the methodological 

guidance of the network of meanings that underlies this study (Rossetti-Ferreira, 

Amorim, & Silva, 2004), all the data were interconnected and placed in simultaneous 

dialogue.  
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5.3.4 Ethical considerations 

 

Before any scientific study is conducted, the research project should be submitted to 

and approved by the ethical committee(s) responsible for the control and supervision 

of scientific research involving human beings. In the case of the present study, the 

research project was submitted to and approved by the Ethics in Research with 

Human Being Committee of the University of São Paulo, Brazil, as well as by the 

public agency that regulates research actions and authorizes data collection involving 

human participants in the city of Tampere, Finland. 

It is important to note that all the utilized procedures strictly complied with each 

country’s regulations at the time of conducting the research. First, the research 

project was submitted to the ethical committees and research service centers in both 

countries. After approval was granted, the ECE schools were contacted, and 

following the acceptance of their directors, I had access to the participants’ contact 

details. The acceptance terms were elaborated (explaining the research project’s aims, 

methodological design, and confidentiality assurance) and presented to each 

participant at a suitable time during the three phases of the study. The research did 

not involve any kind of cost or damage to any of the participants. The interviews 

were scheduled so as to accommodate the participants’ timetables and location 

preferences. Any costs associated with displacement were covered by the researcher, 

and the participants were assured of their freedom to end their involvement at any 

time without penalty.  

All the material constructed via the data collection processes was organized into 

databanks, which were made available to each of the participants upon request. 

These databanks were the responsibility of the researcher and the universities 

involved, and they will be destroyed following the publication of this work, as agreed 

with the families of all participants.   

In addition, the commitment to value the ethical rules of research involving 

human being, such as secrecy and the promise of no harm or damage to either the 

physical body or psychological state of mind, was translated into this study through 

three different actions. First, the participants’ anonymity was guaranteed by the 

creation of codenames for each of them that were used throughout the entire 

investigative process and the publication of the research findings. Second, photo 

filters were applied to all images of the participants, thereby safeguarding them from 
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facial recognition. Third, specific feedback was offered for the professionals 

involved in the research as well as for the families of the children who kindly agreed 

to participate in the study.  

The feedback for the professionals was delivered in four group discussion 

sessions in which I presented the main findings of the research and discussed the 

practical implications for pedagogical practices. These sessions took place in March 

2016 and April 2017, and they had a duration of approximately three hours. For the 

families of the participating children, I elaborated a report evidencing and explicating 

the potential within the interactional process in the ECE contexts that were observed 

and investigated in this study, and I attached to this report the articles that had been, 

at that time, accepted for publication. In addition, I scheduled meetings with each of 

the families of the pivot children in order to allow for more detailed discussion. In 

Finland, the family did not show any interest in an individual meeting, although they 

expressed satisfaction upon receiving the written report. In Brazil, two of the three 

families requested meetings, which took place in May 2017 and had a duration of 

approximately thirty minutes.  

By following these procedures, I understand that this study not only respected 

the ethical issues that are so important in any scientific work, but also deliberately 

systematized a way of allowing the participants to benefit from their kind and 

generous contribution to science by participating in this specific study.  
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6 RESULTS  

The aim of the present study was to address inclusive education by investigating the 

different elements of the ECE context that could sustain situations of presence, 

participation, and achievement on the part of children with intellectual disabilities 

within groups of three- to five-year-old children. In this chapter, I present the results 

of each article (sub-study), evidencing how the diverse angles addressed in the 

articles are connected to the main aim of the study.   

6.1 Article I – The network of meanings and educational 
psychology: Theoretical and practical possibilities 

This study was developed with the aim of exploring the possibilities for 

interdisciplinary approximations between the fields of psychology and education by 

analyzing the practices of educational psychologists within the school environment, 

as well as considering the network of meanings (Rossetti-Ferreira, Amorim, Silva, & 

Carvalho, 2004) to be a theoretical framework that can guide the systematization of 

such work. This article was contextualized as the starting point for converging or 

intersecting my personal scientific thinking, as derived from developmental and 

educational psychology, with educational research.   

The study investigated the practices of educational psychologists through 

reflections on five professionals. It is important to note that the data used for this 

study were collected when this group of psychologists was implementing a reflective 

process regarding their own work. Thus, via the systematized registration of the 

group’s reflective actions, I addressed the research question: what is the role of 

psychologists within the school context? The focus was on defining the role of 

educational psychologists when they work side-by-side with the teachers in the 

school, as well as understanding its contributions to the school context. Further, the 

study also intended to raise discussions regarding the possibilities for developing 

practice based on the network of meanings. The network of meanings was used as a 
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framework for analyzing the multiple meanings that intertwined and constituted the 

work of educational psychologists and, from that perspective, to reflect on the 

elements that bridge psychology and education in the practice of schoolwork.  

The main findings of this study were related to three key points. First, the results 

revealed that the educational psychologists were involved in all levels of schoolwork 

(i.e., pedagogical, administrative, and political). The demands stemming from the 

school’s routine situated the psychologists as partners in developing pedagogical 

practices (e.g., joint pedagogical planning with teachers, students’ developmental 

assessment), coordinating actions that are related to the school’s administration (e.g., 

conduct meetings, elaborate educational projects, mediate relations between teachers 

and parents), and contextualizing political decisions (e.g., decisions that impact the 

implementation of inclusive educational policies). The different and diverse actions 

performed by the educational psychologists extended the traditional roles foreseen 

by references in the field of educational psychology (Cassins, 2007; Martínez, 2010; 

Patto, 2010). 

Second, the intersection of psychology and education lies in structuring a work 

that considers the foci of human development to be a reference for practice. When 

considered from the micro perspective of the classroom, this key point was 

understood as an element guiding the practice of educational psychologists, changing 

the paradigm of how to intervene in the school context. The results sustained a 

discussion that indicates the need for educational psychologists as well as other 

professionals, such as the teacher and class aides, to conduct work that understands 

learning development to be a unique process, thereby enhancing the promotion of 

actions that focus on the child’s experiences. 

In this sense, instead of organizing the work by prioritizing the fulfillment of the 

school’s demands, that is, dividing those demands into separately work packages 

(e.g., schedule and conduct meetings, elaborate educational projects, assess children’s 

outcomes, or organize parents days), the center of the work should be the child, and 

the complexity of the learning development process should be respected. The 

practice’s focus originates from the developmental needs of the child rather than 

including the child as one of the school’s demands. Following this change of posture, 

instead of a health/clinical service in school that takes care of symptoms, there is an 

educational service that provides holistic development.  

Therefore, the network of meanings was considered to be an important 

framework guiding the elaboration and implementation of this new paradigm of 
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practices in educational psychology within the school space. This is important not 

only because this theoretical framework provides insights into how best to deal with 

complexity in educational contexts, but also because it makes evident the indivisible 

interrelations between learning and development and, consequently, the impacts of 

this understanding on pedagogical matters. In addition, from a macro perspective, 

as an element of the research proposal as a whole, this second key point supported 

the decision to adopt human development as the lenses through which inclusive 

education, as a social but also an educational phenomenon, was going to be 

addressed in the present study.    

As a third and final key point, the results also provided insights regarding the 

need to improve the quality of the education received by educational psychologists, 

thereby preparing future professionals to converge distinct theoretical perspectives 

in order to solve diverse problems within the school reality. The results showed that 

since these professionals will act directly with the teaching/learning processes in 

basic education, it is essential for them to have theoretical and practical competencies 

that foster an understanding of both school structure and public educational policy, 

and which will enable the psychologists to productively contribute to the 

implementation of pedagogical practices. Such contents or theoretical references are 

associated with teachers’ education and training. This sphere of the phenomenon 

was not explored in depth in the present work, although it could be appointed as a 

possibility for future discussion. 

6.2 Article II – Intellectual disability in kindergarten: Possibilities 
for development through pretend play 

This study analyzed the possibilities for development for children with intellectual 

disabilities found within the interactive situations constructed by their peers. As 

such, the study design accommodated the complexity of focusing on interactive 

situations, while at the same time allowing the data to reveal evidence that could 

open up discussion about the possibilities for development in educational settings. 

The challenges associated with dealing with complex theoretical concepts, such as 

human development, as well as the qualitative microgenetic analysis with a focus on 

peer interaction, demanded the narrowing of the situations by which the 

phenomenon was going to be addressed. In this sense, we (me and my co-authors) 
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explored the construction of peer interaction and the possibilities for human 

development by analyzing situations of pretend play.  

The data collection was based on the use of video recordings of peer interactions 

in one particular case study, which were subject to a microgenetic analysis following 

a two-step procedure. In line with previous research (Berger, 2002; Kishimoto, 2012; 

Lifter, Foster-Sanda, Arzamarski, Briesch, & McClure, 2011), during the analysis 

situations of pretend play emerged frequently, suggesting that such spontaneous and 

authentic constructions were relevant to the children participating in the study. The 

results revealed three aspects to be relevant to the general research aim. First, the 

study identified an increase in the level of complexity of the pretense seen during 

socially engaged activities, indicating that by the actions of others as well as the share 

of meanings it is possible to create a repertoire that enables children with disabilities 

to participate in the construction of play. We understood complexity in this 

particular study to be the continuous addition of different repertoires of 

representation into the same episode of interaction. In this regard, the study showed 

that children with disabilities can create a scenario for pretend play to happen and, 

by means of the composition of actions, gestures, and mutual eye contact, the 

children were able to incorporate elements of pretense into each other’s stories.    

Second, there was reciprocity in the dynamics of the regulatory behavior, which 

means that peers regulated the pivot child’s behavior in the same way that the pivot 

child with a disability regulated the peers’ behaviors. This result reflects the potential 

contained within peer interactions in the ECE context as a learning environment for 

all children. We understood the possibility for children with disabilities to regulate 

their peers’ behavior to be a sign of potential participation, while identifying such 

processes opens up the possibility to discuss the influence of children with 

disabilities on the construction of the environment.  

The third aspect evidenced the possibility of children with intellectual disabilities 

leading the pretend play. This situation was identified via the analysis of the genesis 

of the interactions, when there was an opportunity to follow up each child’s set of 

movement and gestures within the situation of peer interaction. The results provided 

evidence that children with intellectual disabilities can also be active in the process 

of meaning construction, can serve as a reference for peers in the group, and can 

attract the interest of others despite not having the same communicative skills and 

resources. In this regard, the results also suggested that cognitive capacity or 
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intellectual achievements are not necessarily principles by which children choose 

their partners in play.  

The results of this particular study revealed fragments of the ways in which the 

children elaborate their means of sharing and constructing meaning within 

interactions, and they further indicated that regulations of behavior could be an 

interesting element with which to analyze the participative constructions of peers in 

kindergarten. Moreover, the study suggested that when considering the pillar of 

participation, the investigation of inclusive education indicates the need to further 

develop pedagogical practices that not only reflect the importance of peers, but also 

promote those interactions within the ECE context.  

6.3 Article III – Reflection on inclusion in early childhood 
education in Brazil and Finland: Pedagogical practice, 
school space, and peer interaction 

The aim of this study was to investigate the possible relations between teachers’ 

pedagogical practices and the organization of the school space in order to promote 

peer interactions within inclusive classrooms during ECE in different cultural 

contexts, namely Brazil and Finland. The participants belonged to two different ECE 

settings in two distinct social contexts (Brazil and Finland), and the results indicated 

several differences regarding the organization of space and the structure of group 

activities between the teachers’ practices in the two investigated ECE contexts. 

These differences empirically evidenced interesting and important arguments related 

to how inclusive education can be broadly understood, as well as how cultural values, 

such as individualism or collectivism, play a role in the translation of theoretical 

concepts and international policies into practice in the classroom. In addition, by 

contrasting the elements observed in both practices, the results also evidenced the 

variety of details that inclusive education requires, as well as how teachers’ practices 

play a protagonist-like role in this process by means of the ways they choose to 

conduct activities, divide the space, and organize the material. 

The cultural differences and the distinct theoretical perspectives that ground the 

pedagogy in each school became apparent through the details regarding how to 

proceed with guiding the school’s activities (e.g., constraining the activity within a 

timeframe or allowing the possibility for children to use their own time 
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requirements), showing that cultural patterns, which value to some degree at least 

the physical contact, verbal commands, or eye gaze in relation to establishing 

interaction, circumscribe pedagogical decisions as well as professional posture and 

practice (e.g., prioritize group or individual work, intervene at all times or only when 

required by the children, propose collective or individual production of work). These 

differences indicated the division and organization of the school space, and they also 

revealed how the two educational systems allow more or less participation by 

children in the decision-making processes concerning daily routines at school. 

Therefore, the dialog between Brazil and Finland evidenced how different ways 

of implementing pedagogical strategies (e.g., with or without children’s previous 

participation and decision making, in smaller or bigger groups, with or without a 

time limit in which to perform the activity, working on the floor or on the table) 

influenced how the children engaged in joint activities and play (e.g., using 

toys/objects to establish a connection or using themselves, considering or not the 

peer to be part of their own narratives, or engaging in play spontaneously or due to 

external demand). It also evidenced the multiple ways in which children interact with 

each other (e.g., by negotiating or not the use of space/objects with peers, silently 

and by eye contact, or by verbal expressions or physical contacts), which in turn 

affected how their presence, participation, and achievement were constructed. The 

results did not identify one specific pedagogical approach to be preferable in terms 

of the development of inclusive practices. Rather, the study opened up discussion 

about the importance of reflective actions, evidencing that the participation of 

children needs to be addressed and understood within the context and within the 

peer interactions.    

Differences between the school contexts in Brazil and Finland were expected, 

and they were even considered to be an element that could assist in the analysis of 

the core issues concerning the phenomenon of inclusive education. However, 

despite all the differences that can be explained either by the specificities of cultural 

origins or the educational backgrounds of the teachers, the results showed that 

children with disabilities are genuinely interested in their peers’ gestures and actions. 

The focus on the genesis of children’s actions revealed that the peers were agents of 

constant behavioral regulation (Carvalho, Império-Hamburger, & Pedrosa, 1996), 

which grounded the processes of imitation of different ranges of actions. At the 

same time, the results also showed that peers can take on the role of adults and adapt 

communicative resources when interacting with children with disabilities. Therefore, 
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the peers actively influenced the pivot child’s learning process, which is in line with 

the findings of previous studies (Carvalho, Branco, & Pedrosa, 2002; Carvalho & 

Pedrosa, 2002, 2004; Ferreira, 2017; Lucena, 2010). Hence, independently of the 

organization of the space and the structure of the activity, this element will be 

present. 

The study showed that peer interactions influence the construction learning 

experiences of the children with disabilities in living spaces, thereby opening up 

discussion about the importance of promoting situations in which the learning 

process can be conducted within peer interactions. This result also indicates the need 

for further exploration of the role of social representations in the learning situations 

of children with intellectual disabilities, and of the possibilities for developing 

inclusive settings via collaborative learning and the enlargement of communicative 

resources.     

Finally, this study also revealed contradictions between how the specific 

educational needs of children with intellectual disabilities are understood by teachers 

and how they are accommodated in the daily school routine. By comparing the 

analysis of both datasets, the results showed how in Brazil, despite the teachers 

considering the pivot child to be in need of special education and specific curriculum 

adjustments, the school’s activities were conducted within the same timeframe and 

according to the same requirements as the rest of the group. In contrast, in Finland, 

the school did not foresee the provision of specific educational services for the pivot 

child, nor curriculum adjustments, although the teacher organized the space and 

activities in such a way that allowed children with intellectual disabilities to work at 

their own pace and to their own standard.  

Contributing to the investigation of the different and diverse elements within the 

ECE context that could sustain situations of participation on the part of children 

with disabilities, these results evidenced two specific elements. First, that peer 

interaction should be considered a pillar element in pedagogical strategies intended 

to implement inclusive practices. Second, there exists a need to further investigate 

how the concepts of special education and inclusive education are signified within 

ECE and translated into pedagogical practices.  
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6.4 Article IV – What is special about special education from the 
inclusive perspective? 

The aim of this study was to explore the meanings constructed by teachers for the 

terms “special” and “inclusive” education, as well as how they are translated (or not) 

into practices in classroom environments during ECE. The study followed a three-

point agenda. First, it sought to identify the meanings for teachers of the terms 

“special” and “inclusive” education. Second, it aimed to understand how they are 

manifested in teachers’ practices. Third, it sought to understand the possibilities for 

promoting inclusive pedagogy by focusing on the analysis of human development. 

Two sets of data were used in this study, namely interviews and video recordings. 

The superposition of these two materials offered the possibility to intertwine 

discourse (teachers’ understanding of pedagogical actions) and practices, planning 

(abstract thought of the activity) and practice in action (children’s activities). The 

analytical focus remained on the themes of the ‘role of regular (mainstream) schooling for 

children with intellectual disabilities’ and the ‘learning process of children with disabilities.’ The 

videos were analyzed in light of the contextualization of the scenes, thereby 

evidencing the different situations within the ECE routine wherein the teacher’s 

pedagogical praxis and potential learning situations could be identified. This method 

is aligned with the understanding of complexity that grounds the methodological 

approach of the network of meanings, and where judged to be relevant to reveal the 

breaking point between theory and practice. The results revealed four significant 

points of reflection or situations that allow discussion of how the terms “special” 

and “inclusive” education are being signified and interpreted into practices.  

The first result concerned the significance of individual activities within 

pedagogical practice. It was possible to identify that contrary to the discourse 

regarding the essentiality of group work, when considering the entire school routine, 

individual activities were the most frequent type of activity engaged in by all three 

cases. This fact revealed that the teachers structured their practices in the classroom 

by privileging an individualized learning setting in which results are expressed more 

frequently in an individual product. The second result refers to the meaning of the 

terms “special” and “inclusive” education. In the teachers’ discourse, the term 

“inclusive education” is related to a comprehensive understanding of the social 

justice ideology of inclusion, in which the school should provide equal possibilities 

for access, participation, and achievement for children with disabilities. Yet, “special 
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education” is expressed in the teachers’ discourse as a support system, which should 

provide assistance for them in terms of promoting inclusive actions. In addition, 

accordance was also identified between the teachers’ discourse about the role of 

mainstream schooling for children with disabilities and the content of statements 

contained within the national guidelines and the school’s curriculum, which showed 

that the structuring idea of inclusion is part of the teachers’ discourse. The teachers 

went even further than the stance mandated in the national policies, stressing the 

development of children with disabilities to be a role of the school. In this regard, 

the teachers specified what they understand of children’s development, and in that 

way, defined it as cognitive development and/or the improvement of capacities to 

mediate knowledge. This result is interpreted as being directly related to how the idea 

of academic results grounds the work of teachers, even if they express theoretical 

assumptions that indicate a broader understanding of human development. 

Third, the results revealed that between the teachers’ discourses and their 

practices, there were contradictions in terms of how best to understand children’s 

educational needs as well as how to implement pedagogical practices in such a way 

that promotes development within the school context. Despite expressing an 

inclusive educational discourse wherein teaching and learning are constructed as 

having the student’s needs as the central focus, the teachers preschedule all activities 

without first assessing the child. Likewise, despite expressing an understanding that 

the teacher’s role is considered to be fundamental for the mediation of the entire 

process, the majority of practices were conducted by the class aide. The presence of 

the class aide was considered by the teachers to be vital. That is, an action of special 

education services, without which it would be impossible to conduct the work. The 

term “special education” designated all the actions that were conducted by the 

special education teacher during extra school time or in the classroom by the 

constant intervention of an assistant (class aide, specifically hired to follow the child 

with a disability). This contradiction was also revealed in the video analysis, wherein 

it was evidenced that for the majority of the time, it was the class aide who 

conducted, mediated, and intervened pedagogically, while the teacher focused on 

providing instructions for activities and assisting the group of children in general.  

As a fourth and final point, the results disclosed the constraining effect of the 

aide’s presence. Many times when the class aide was attempting to mediate the 

resolution of the individual activity, her presence constrained a potential situation of 

learning with peers, while her/his actions did not result in the construction of the 
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academic abilities that she/he was aiming for with the mediation. Here, the results 

indicate that the aide’s intervention could disrupt the dynamic of the construction of 

meanings, imitation, and communication processes between the pivot child and 

his/her peers. It is important to note, however, that we did not explore the possible 

origins of this disruptive behavior, which could be associated with numerous 

different factors, including the aide’s lack of adequate qualifications and training. 

Nevertheless, this result highlighted that it is important to reflect upon the relations 

established by the continuous assistance of an adult in all learning situations with the 

child, and that part of the training for class aides (or equivalent assistants) should 

incorporate information regarding the potential of peer interaction. Additionally, the 

results showed that the group’s rhythm established the basis for the structure and 

performance of individual activities, rather than the individual demands of children 

as a student-centered approach would require. In this sense, it was possible to 

identify a pedagogical dynamic concerned with achieving a homogenous classroom, 

where the flow of activities changes according to the outcomes of the majority of 

the children.  

Regarding the specific aim of the study as a whole, this article provided elements 

for a reflection on the transcendence of theory into practice in inclusive educational 

settings, thereby evidencing the contradictions that are present in small pedagogical 

decisions and actions. Moreover, it also raised questions concerning the kind of 

intersections between inclusive and special education that we are proposing, as well 

as how they allow or constrain situations of learning and development.    
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7 DISCUSSION: BACK TO THE RESEARCH 
QUESTIONS 

7.1 The construction of inclusive ECE settings 

According to Mittler (2010), for a long time the greatest struggle involved actually 

reaching a common understanding of what and who presented special educational 

needs, that is, identifying the public of inclusive education. Should this nomenclature 

(SEN) be restricted to those who have disabilities or should it be extended to all 

children who, for any reason, are experiencing difficulties learning the systematized 

knowledge required during schooling? Kiuppis (2014) advances this discussion and 

notes that rather than identifying the what and the who, it is more relevant to identify 

how inclusive education can be turned into practice, not for a group of students, but 

as an educational proposal. The implementation of inclusive practices is a complex, 

multi-determined, as well as politically, socially, and culturally situated process, and 

in that sense, the current discussion is turned toward how best to determine 

empirical evidence and assess three key elements: access, participation, and 

achievement.  

Considering this at all times, when answering the research question regarding how 

the participation of children with disabilities is constituted within ECE, two factors 

are judged to be important for the discussion. First, participation was supported by 

peer interactions, which were initiated and sustained by specific dynamics of 

regulations of behaviors. Second, the pedagogical practices were revealed to be an 

important element for defining the possibilities for children’s participation, and 

further, for the recognition of achievement.  

Regarding the dynamics of regulations of behaviors, the capacity to regulate the 

behavior of others made it possible for children with disabilities to fully take part in 

pretend play, thereby creating a situation wherein the imitation of gestures, 

movements, and models of play prompted the learning process available in the ECE 

context (articles II and III). When considering the relations between inclusive 

settings and practices and the interaction of children, the above-mentioned situation 
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evidenced a specific dynamic that fits with the understanding of what participation 

truly means: the possibility to perform jointly with other students learning activities 

that are designated to the group of children (Mittler, 2000), while respecting, 

however, the specificities of each child. Therefore, the identification of inter-

regulations of behaviors made explicit the mechanisms that connected the behaviors 

of children with disabilities and the learning context, allowing reflection on the 

pedagogical practices that create and sustain an inclusive ECE environment. By 

means of this understanding, it is believed that the present study offered material to 

defend the idea that to identify participation it is necessary to look at how the 

child performs the activities within the relation with others in the group. 

Participation is only identified when the school activities are considered from the 

perspective of the group’s dynamics, and it is possible to recognize the inter-

regulations that sustain interactions that allow the child to express him or herself, 

influence others’ behaviors, and co-construct meanings for the experiences in the 

learning environment. This understanding situates the analysis of the genesis of 

behavioral regulatory systems as one possible empirical indication of the process of 

participation, considering the perspective of the micro-sphere of peer interactions 

within the classroom routines. 

As for the defining role of pedagogical practices, in particular, the organization 

of space and materials in ECE contexts affected the affordances for peer 

interaction (e.g., demanding more or less physical contact), molding the type (e.g., 

pretend play with or without a narrative), and the content of children’s exchanges 

and constructions. The configuration of space available per child is not a 

statistically significant predictor of the quality of childcare (Pessanha, Aguiar, & 

Bairrão, 2007). Nevertheless, qualitative approaches to spatiality within ECE suggest 

that spaces and materiality can be vital for children’s exploration of participation, 

and that the physical environment enables children to interact and position 

themselves in play and meaning-making processes (Nordtømme, 2012). In this 

sense, the present study evidenced how the different possibilities concerning the 

division of space prompt specific types of reciprocal regulations of behaviors, which 

can support a child with a disability in acting and co-constructing with his/her peers. 

Situations in which the children had to share objects and were constrained by smaller 

spaces resulted in more regulatory behaviors, more physical and eye contact, and 

more verbal exchanges. In addition to the quantity, the content of the dialogs 

presented intentions of behavioral changes, and they involved constructing joint 
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narratives within a story-telling process, which is more demanding in terms of 

elaborating cognitive functions than a situation in which there are only imitative 

processes (article III). 

Likewise, the structure of the guided activity, whether performed in pairs or in 

groups, by an individual or by a shared set of materials, showed that children with 

disabilities can be influenced to develop specific abilities, such as conflict 

management. Depending on the configuration of the established partnerships, the 

situation implicitly forces, for example, a child with a disability to follow the same 

rhythms as the children with typical development (article II). Reliant on the means 

of intervening in situations of joint activities, the adult (not necessarily the teacher) 

created certain dynamics that either improved the possibilities for inter-regulations 

(articles II and III) or constrained the engagement processes and possible learning 

situations from peer interaction (article IV). Thus, it is claimed that the way in which 

the support is designed directly affects the nature of an inclusive (or not) setting, 

while the organization of space and materials is considered to be an important 

element of teachers’ practice with regard to the implementation of inclusive settings. 

Hence, the awareness of impacts on the promotion of peer interaction should be 

part of every teacher’s education and training (Stipek, 2002).   

This study also revealed contradictions between the theoretical frameworks and 

practical actions, demonstrating that even in situations where the teacher had specific 

training and/or previous experience in special education (the case for two out of 

three participants in that study), there was still room for confusion and misplaced 

assistance for children with disabilities. The practical role of the teacher and the class 

aide (article IV) exemplified a scenario in which the support could easily cross a line 

and become the teaching practice itself, and despite the inclusive discourse, a parallel 

special education system for children with intellectual disabilities was being put in 

place. Previous research has positively correlated teachers’ motivation and good 

practices with their knowledge-based training and experiences (cf. Bruns & 

Mogharreban, 2007; Fayez, Dababneh, & Jumiaan, 2011; Sze, 2009). However, the 

findings showed that specific training and previous experience were not necessarily 

defining factors behind the practices that prompted peer interaction in this study.  

Even considering the relational aspect of the nature of space in which it is 

recognized that children dialectically construct the school space through their 

interactions within it (Vuorisalo, Rutanen, & Raittila, 2015), and the fact that space 

is a product of social, collective, and shared constructions, which carry an individual’s 
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subjectivity (Soja, 1996), the majority of ECE environments are still pre-established 

and organized exclusively by adults (e.g., in terms of the architecture, selection of 

basic materials, distribution of children within specific spaces, etc.). For that reason, 

the teacher plays an important role in identifying the possibilities offered by learning 

situations within peer interaction that prompt exchanges that are only constituted 

within joint activities performed with others, thereby supporting the meaning-making 

process. 

Specific cultural elements were considered during the process of investigation, 

although they were not recognized as markers to define a unique way to identify 

participation. On the one hand, in the Brazilian context, the children were placed in 

bigger groups and they had access to fewer resources, which created a demand for 

intensive social interaction, conflicts, and physical contact. On the other hand, the 

Finnish children shared their school space with less peers and they had access to 

enough resources, which lowered the demand for disputes or physical contact. 

However, when analyzing the context of the interactions as well as the genesis of 

regulatory systems, the results showed that both contexts provided situations for 

children with intellectual disabilities to express themselves, execute actions that were 

developed by the group of children, and, above all, construct alongside others the 

experiences that are foreseen in relation to ECE in each context.  

In this sense, when reflecting on which kinds of activities could facilitate the 

participation of children with disabilities, it is recognized that both free and 

guided activities allow children with intellectual disabilities to take action and fully 

participate in the ongoing construction of their group. Indoor and outdoor 

environments provide the children with situations in which to communicate with 

their peers with intellectual disabilities. Further, both big groups and just working in 

pairs while sitting at the same table offer opportunities for children with disabilities 

to look for references regarding how activities should be performed. What actually 

determined the possibilities for children with intellectual disabilities to express 

themselves, conduct the actions demanded by the educational contexts, and take 

place in the associated meaning-making processes was the pedagogical decision to 

allow children with intellectual disabilities to access and freely explore their 

possibilities with peers in each set of activities. Therefore, based on an overall 

consideration of the results, it is understood to be necessary to fully consider the 

relational elements when developing pedagogical practices.  
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Here, it is important to reiterate what Vehmas (2004, 2012) has discussed 

regarding the need to portray the disability via the lived experience, evidencing its 

heterogeneous character in a contextualized way and breaking through the barrier of 

prejudice. Above all, this study has respected the actions, rhythms, voices, and 

experiences of the children involved, with or without a disability. This means of 

considering the phenomenon of inclusion allowed the identification of situations in 

which a disabled child was proposing and leading the collective learning process, 

situating this child as a potent partner for children with typical development. When 

considering the issue of practicality inserted into this particular research question, it 

is the alignment between the learning objective of the activity, the individual’s 

specific needs, and the kind and amount of support given to the disabled child that 

can, in balance, determine the possibilities for participation. Therefore, rather than 

addressing the matter as a question of “what activities facilitate participation?,” it is 

now understood to be more relevant to consider “how best to organize the activities 

in order to allow peer relations to support learning processes.”  

7.2 Peer interaction and developmental processes during ECE  

In this research study, pretend play was found to be present in several different 

moments of peer interaction, either in the format of role play (cf. Fein, 1987) or 

fantasy play (cf. Lindsey & Colwell, 2013). It took place as either a central process 

or within fragments of other types of joint activities, emerging as a significant 

situation for children to engage and construct interactions in both countries. The 

frequency of the activities was not the main criterion by which to consider it a leading 

activity. Nevertheless, it was understood that in this case, pretend play fits with the 

principles of an activity that “brings about major changes in the child’s mind and 

within which mental processes occur that prepare the child’s transition to a new and 

higher stage of his development” (Leontiev, 2009, p. 334), and for that reason, I 

chose the situations of pretend play to be investigated more deeply.  

Through the analysis of pretend play, it was possible to identify situations of peer 

interactions that allowed reflections on the possibilities for transforming 

imminent abilities into real abilities, thereby constructing more complex 

ways to represent and construct meaning, or in other words, to use signs as 

external meanings. In particular, article II revealed the potential within the dynamics 
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of regulations of behaviors, showing that even unintentional actions on the part of 

children with intellectual disabilities regulated their peers, and via the response(s) to 

this regulation, the children with intellectual disabilities were able to apply/construct 

meaning for an object/situation and initiate make-believe play. The imaginative 

actions of the children with intellectual disabilities were sustained by the behavioral 

clues (e.g., gestures, combinations of movements, body positioning, and eye gaze) 

and verbal guidance (i.e., words used by the children to signify the process and 

contextualize the play) offered by their peers with typical development. This 

situation evidenced that the immediate presence, attention, and reaction of others 

affected and shaped the type of performance of the individual child (Rucinska, 2014). 

In this sense, the response of classmates to the actions of the pivot child and the 

scenario that they were co-creating was the central element of the continuity of 

further make-believe actions.  

In article III, the findings revealed two different dynamics of constructing 

pretend play in the Brazilian and Finnish data. On the one hand, the pivot child was 

invited to engage in a make-believe narrative initiated by a classmate, in which the 

peer interaction provided the elements that sustained the make-believe process, 

meaning that the peer provided a context, a structure of actions, and a role for 

the child with disability. In this case, the pivot child developed his participation in 

the pretend play through the leadership of his peer. On the other hand, we also 

identified that even when not actively and intentionally guiding the pretend play, 

peers can offer models of actions or a script of play that can influence the 

child with an intellectual disability in terms of their own imaginative 

constructions. Imitation in this case was an important element supporting pretend 

play, offering direction for the disabled child to move beyond exploring objects and 

toward transforming them into tools to represent a situation.  

Imitation was a concept deeply investigated and described by Wallon (1981, 

1986a, 1986b, 1995, 2008), which has significant implications for how we understand 

the transition between a motor reflex regulated by the actions of others (mimetic 

reactions) and an imitative behavior whereby the sequence of action is contextualized 

with a shared meaning (true imitation). Since then, imitation has been recognized as 

a significant element within ECE learning situations throughout childhood (cf. 

Costa, 2000; Galvão, 2001; Moura & Ribas, 2002; Valsiner & Van der Veer, 1993). 

It plays a defining role in a child’s development, allowing that child to extend beyond 

his/her own capabilities and be considered (as he/she discovers him/herself) a 
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learning being (Newman & Holzman, 2002, p. 170). This has been identified as a 

core element for structuring the processes of regulation (Ferreira, 2017). In the 

present study, imitation was also identified in other joint activities wherein children 

with intellectual disabilities, in the search for references, found in their peers models 

of how to perform specific tasks. The results, especially in study III, revealed that 

peers are an important source of reference for children with intellectual disabilities. 

Even when being encouraged to perform individual tasks, and despite cultural and 

social differences, the pivot children from both researched contexts frequently 

imitated the behavior/actions of their peers in order to realize the activity given. 

In all the cases included in articles II and III, the actions of others prompted the 

mechanisms of either the symbolic representation or specific abilities 

required from the children in the particular learning situation (e.g., painting, 

playing). To some degree at least, the peer’s language, gestures, and features of play 

affected the pivot child’s possibility to amplify the complexity of their actions, as 

well as to perform the activities pertinent to that learning environment. This 

complexity involving the negotiation of roles, multi-element narratives, and the use 

of tools or materials has been described in previous studies concerning the 

construction of peer culture during ECE (cf. Carvalho & Pedrosa, 2002; Corsaro, 

2005; Corsaro & Molina, 1990; Kishimoto, 2012), and here it is interpreted as an 

empirical sign of development. 

When Vygotsky discussed the relations between learning and development, he 

affirmed that learning is responsible for awaking a variety of internal processes that 

are only capable of operating when in contact with others, while once internalized, 

these processes become the acquisitions of children’s development (Vygotsky, 1991). 

The idea behind this assumption is that the relation between learning and 

development is dialectic, expressing the fact that learning conducts, complements, 

or is even a (bi)condition for development (Newman & Holzman, 2002). The 

amplification of this set of internal resources allows the child to independently 

perform a specific cognitive task, such as symbolic thinking. Moreover, I argue that 

the results of this work are in line with the understanding that in pretend play 

children act as toolmakers, creating rules and scenarios that become a result in their 

imagination; “the rules (and results) of play create a an imaginative situation even 

when they derive from of the imaginative creation” (Newman & Holzman, 2002, p. 

119). Therefore, I again highlight the singular role of pretend play with peers in terms 

of understanding the possibilities for development for a child with a disability. The 
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potential contained within this relationship, help the child to see and show the 

creation of meaning as a productive creative activity. 

It is important to also discuss the fact that the results showed peer interactions 

to be constructed and grounded in an alternative communication system. Three- to 

five-year-old children typically already have verbalization as their main 

communicative resource (Gesell & Amatruda, 2000). However, in both the Brazilian 

and Finnish contexts, it was possible to identify a spontaneous movement from 

being peers to engaging in dialogs, using either a combination of gestures, physical 

contact, eye gaze, and verbal instructions, or sign language, body movement, and 

verbal instruction, to communicate with the disabled child. This situation evidenced 

how children spontaneously elaborate an alternative communication system in order 

to support their interaction with children with disabilities, adopting when available 

strategies that have been taught to them, including sign language. A similar dynamic 

was previously described by Johnson (2017), who, when investigating children's 

orchestration of their own learning activities, found a particular movement toward 

refining body postures, gestures, and the use of language in order to create a 

supportive basis for collaborative learning. Children extract references given by the 

systematized actions of adults, incorporate their own experiences, and co-construct 

with peers a new way of performing the same action.     

Additionally, the results detailed in article II provided evidence that the pivot 

child participated equally in the process of pretend play, not only by observing or 

imitating, but also by acting and perpetuating the collective imaginative construction. 

This issue is also discussed in relation to identifying the achievements of children 

with intellectual disabilities in the ECE context. Such debate is still subject to heavy 

scrutiny  (Florian, 2007), but if we concentrate on detecting the elements within 

peer interactions that can indicate achievement, in this particular work, the 

evidence that the disabled child interfered directly with the construction of meaning 

during pretend play indicates the potential for equal participation and achievement. 

According to Black-Hawkins, Florian, and Rouse (2007), achievement can be 

understood as an individual’s progress during a given period of time, which indicates 

that the assessment of this achievement is not governed by a specific and 

decontextualized standard, but is also not detached from the academic aim pertinent 

for the school context. Accordingly, if the aim of ECE is to offer a learning 

environment in which children can develop their cognitive skills through play, and 

children with intellectual disabilities are able to understand the group’s and the 
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activity’s dynamics, as well as to actively participate and affect other peers while 

doing so, this situation is interpreted as a sign of achievement. In line with the 

approach of Florian, Rouse, Black-Hawkins, and Jull (2004), this reasoning implies 

the recognition of fairer indications of achievement and, at the same time, a broader 

understanding of the role of school in providing learning situations and supporting 

the development of children with SEN. By acknowledging the possibilities for 

regulations and (co)regulations of behaviors, in the ECE context, children with 

intellectual disabilities are able to step away from the passive and secondary role of 

imitator and into a dialectical role in interaction. Even when considering imitation 

to be a central element allowing interaction to happen and evolve, the child with 

disability is also able to be noticed as someone who directs the play, who interferes 

in others’ creative processes, and who constructs meaning in the joint activity. He is 

allowed to participate, and by means of the reactions of others, to achieve the goal 

of producing peer culture and influencing the constructions that are pertinent for 

the particular learning situation. 

7.3 Dialogs about inclusion in ECE – Brazil and Finland  

Comparison in the research context is a process that is historically contingent, 

interlinked with epistemological, academic, social, and political developments, and 

defined within a specific research field (Nóvoa & Yariv-Mashal, 2014). All these 

spheres shape not only the objectives of the use of comparison in research, but also 

the content of its focus, and it has been transformed significantly over time (cf. 

Cowen & Kazamias, 2009). That being said, it is relevant to situate exactly how the 

comparative approach was understood within the composition of the present study, 

and from that point on, to discuss the findings that are directly related to the 

questions raised at the beginning.  

It is understood that rather than a comparative methodology, this study 

developed a cross-cultural dialogical approach, which supported the methodology 

developed in one of the four sub-studies. According to Cowen (2000), “reading the 

world” or, in other words, “interpretation of the political, economic, and historical 

worlds in which we variously live and in which education takes place” (p. 334) is the 

most important aspect of comparison in research, since it is only by “reading the 

world” that a substantial perspective can be constructed for the interpretation of 
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educational processes. In this sense, the cross-cultural dialog was not a 

methodological priority, but rather it was one more possible path toward 

investigating the specific research questions raised, particularly in article III. The 

main purpose behind adopting such a perspective was to know the other, understand 

the other, and reflect on specific aspects of inclusion. As Cowen (2017) noted, “there 

is not just one comparative education” (p. 3), but rather different emphases that can 

be applied according to the researcher’s interest and educational background. In this 

case, the comparison took place through a dialogical analysis, and it was designed 

following the theoretical structures of the network of meanings (Rossetti-Ferreira et 

al., 2004). As such, two central ideas were specially considered: (1) a design that 

allows multiple factors to be captured, and (2) a process of data analysis undertaken 

in a relational way.  

There were two main results of incorporating a cross-cultural dialogical approach 

into the methodological framework of the network of meanings. First, since the 

methodological framework of the network of meanings demands that the analytical 

processes occur in a relational way, the comparison added an additional layer of 

analysis, whereby it triangulated the different constitutive aspects of children’s 

interactions between the two different social contexts. This specific process opened 

up the possibilities for understanding how the combination of the analyzed aspects 

(e.g., regulatory elements, material and spatial elements, and pedagogical instruction 

and support actions) resulted in specific arrangements for peer interaction and 

development. Second, despite being able to understand the multiplicity of levels of 

affiliation that characterize communities around the world (see Cowen, 2000), the 

focus of the network of meanings moves the comparison to the micro-system sphere 

of relations, as well as how they are articulated. 

Consequently, when reflecting on what kinds of cultural differences emerged 

from the Brazilian and Finnish pedagogical practices that can support 

reflection on enhancing children’s participation, it is important to discuss how 

this additional layer of analysis allowed aspects connected to both the macro- and 

micro-system spheres to be placed in dialog, as well as how a variety of distinctions 

mark the Brazilian and Finnish realities. The differences between individuals’ cultural 

backgrounds have been heavily studied (cf. Hofsted, 1980). Such differences have 

been associated with the way we stablish parenthood (Schwab, 2013), and even with 

possible interferences concerning the motivation for cross-cultural interactions (Tan 

& Goh, 2006). These differences are here considered as one possible element that 
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interferes with how inclusive pedagogical practices are idealized, planned, 

materialized, recognized, and evaluated, thereby influencing the composition of the 

scenario in which the children will interact.  

From a macro-system perspective, the findings presented in article III opened up 

discussion about the influence of social-cultural structures on the process of 

domestication of worldwide concepts and international policies (cf. Alasuutari, 

2009). Despite both countries’ acceptance of the notion of social justice as a 

reference with which to ground the concept of inclusion, as well as the alignment of 

their actions according to the same global aims based on international agreements 

(UNESCO, 1994, 2009), cultural-social factors influenced the way these 

international policies were translated into national and, further, local practices in 

Brazil and Finland. This process has been explicated in previous studies (Alasuutari 

& Alasuutari, 2012; Rutanen et al., 2014; Rutanen, Costa, & Amorim, 2016), although 

in the present study, the identified conceptual/practical pedagogical contradictions 

exemplified how teachers can understand and interpret a set of concepts (e.g., group 

work, individual work, autonomy, etc.) based on the wider cultural framework that 

organizes their society (Sarmento, Fernandes, & Tomás, 2006). Social-cultural 

constructions, such as an individualistic or collectivist educational perspective (cf. 

Gundlach, Zivnuska, & Stoner, 2006), could exemplify the social frames that can 

implicitly guide how teachers understand, for example, the evidence of interaction 

and its relevance to the development of the child. 

It is also recognized that children are part of the specific cultural universe 

(Corsaro, 2003), and hence they will establish partnerships under these cultural 

principals. If we consider that participation should be analyzed within the context of 

social relations, then according to the findings of this study as a whole, there was not 

one specific way to elaborate the pedagogical practices that allow and sustain 

children’s participation in ECE contexts. Once again, it is emphasized that 

participation was identified in diverse situations, shaped and materialized within the 

social context, and, consequently, constrained by the culture and its structure. 

Nevertheless, the dialog between the Brazilian and Finnish contexts offered the 

possibility to reflect on how the specific compositions of an educational scenario 

(e.g., group work, teacher support, and space division) could prompt more (or less) 

situations of peer interaction that demand specific abilities, such as conflict 

resolution, peer negotiation, verbalization, and the joint construction of pretend play. 

These abilities impact on all children’s development (whether characterized by 
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typical development or not), and they could be considered relevant elements for the 

evaluation of children’s achievements within the school context. In this sense, if the 

curriculum’s activities and, particularly, the ways in which pedagogical strategies are 

thought of and carried out can either facilitate or constrain peer interactions (cf. 

Kemple, 2004; Kemple, Duncan, & Strangis, 2002; Kim, 2005), it is essential to 

identify these constraints by investigating how the relations are being established 

during each activity, focusing more on the child’s engagement with the group and 

developmental processes, rather than on the individualized final results of academic 

tasks.  

Considering the triad of “access, participation, and achievement” that sustains 

the guidelines for inclusive practice (UNESCO, 2009), it is important to understand 

the connections between the needs of each child (e.g., adapted materials, support for 

communication, etc.), the possibilities to effectively interact with peers (e.g., physical 

barriers that constrain movement), the pedagogical objectives of each proposed 

activity, and the organization of time and space. In order to support the participation 

of children with disabilities in ECE contexts under a bridged notion of ethical 

principles and the moral doctrine of inclusion (Berg & Schneider, 2012), the practice 

developed within the classroom should prioritize the teacher’s reflectiveness, thereby 

adding perspective to the pedagogical strategies by understanding the teacher’s own 

set of social rules and the possibilities of that system, and placing the child at the 

center of the decision-making process. The methodological structure of the network 

of meanings, which foresees the interrelationships between multiple, 

complementary, and, sometimes, contradictory elements, could be used as a 

reference for such a reflective process.   

Cultural differences evidence the multiplicity and the complexity inherent within 

the process of participation, as well as how intimately linked this process is to peer 

relation. In fact, if it was possible to ask the initial research question again, I would 

consider asking what kinds of similarities emerging from the Brazilian and Finnish 

contexts can indicate the best direction for promoting the participation of children 

with disabilities during ECE? That which was beyond the distinctions revealed the 

most interesting elements to reflect upon with regard to participation – the search 

for peers as a reference. Peer interaction, or more precisely the interest and the 

search for the peer as a reference, was a key element in both investigated 

social contexts, being considered a core element for the implementation of 

inclusive practices in both countries.  
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Regarding peer interactions as a key factor behind inclusive education, in the 

1990s and early 2000s, there was a solid body of studies focusing on peer 

relationships in the inclusive school context that reported children with disabilities 

to have higher rates of rejection (Hanline, 1993; Odom, Brown, Schwartz, Zercher, 

& Sandall, 2002). These previous studies supported the notion that simply offering 

children with disabilities the possibility to interact is not sufficient for significant 

interaction to occur (Goldstein, English, Shafer, & Kaczmarek, 1997; Kemple, 2004; 

Odom, McConnell, McEvory, Peterson, Ostrovsky, Chandler, Spicuzza, Skellenger, 

Creighton, & Favazza, 1999), and that in order to guarantee the effectiveness of the 

interaction, children with disabilities and their peers with typical development need 

training and support (Terpstra & Tamura, 2008) or the guidance of a 

paraprofessional to mediate the interaction process. There findings are not refuted. 

Nevertheless, exclusive reliance on paraprofessional support does not always bring 

about the expected results with regard to prompting peer interaction or academic 

achievements (Giangreco, Suter, & Hurley, 2013). As discussed in article IV, the 

constant presence of the class aide unintentionally led to the inappropriate 

instructional responsibility of the educational process, and it actually served to 

physically separate students from collaborating with classmates.  

More recently, research focusing on peer support intervention, especially in 

relation to elementary and upper secondary schooling (cf. Brock, Biggs, Carter, 

Catey, & Raley, 2015; Brock & Carter, 2015; Carter, Moss, Hoffman, Chung, & Sisco, 

2011; Carter, Sisco, Melekoglu, & Kurkowski, 2007; Jimenez, Browder, Spooner, & 

Dibiase, 2012), has demonstrated the social and academic benefits for all 

participating students, whether they have disabilities or typical development. The 

findings of such studies positively correlated peer support arrangements with the 

possibility to maintain or increase academic engagement, spend less time in close 

proximity to paraprofessionals, and develop more friendships. Despite the 

reproduction of the other’s actions being the priority form of exchange between 

children that organizes the process of constructing their activities, studies have also 

evidenced the creation of new and shared meanings during the moment of 

interaction in play (Lillard, Lerner, Hopkins, Dore, Smith, & Palmquist, 2013; 

Lucena, 2010; Pedrosa & Santos, 2009; Rutanen, 2009). Even without verbal 

communication, children’s joint activities are developed with clearly defined rules, 

through which they reveal  the shared meanings of “what” and “how” to interact, 

sometimes imitating others’ actions as a way to share with them a basic road map of 
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the current situation (Lucena, 2010; Pedrosa & Carvalho, 2006). The findings of sub-

studies II, III, and IV also demonstrated that pretend play, engagement in the 

construction of joint activities during school routines, and even situations of conflict 

were potent circumstances for prompting children with disabilities to express 

themselves and take part in the construction of peer culture.  

The structuring of peer support arrangements can still prove a significant 

challenge in ECE contexts, since it involves a group of children prepared to provide 

specific academic and social support to their classmates with disabilities (Carter & 

Asmus, 2014; Carter, Cushing, Clark, & Kennedy, 2005; Carter, Cushing, & 

Kennedy, 2009). However, the findings of article III clearly indicate that children 

with disabilities spontaneously search for peers, and especially through pretend play, 

children create situations that do not highlight the intellectual disability, thereby 

situating the pivot child as a competent peer for the play and hence diminishing the 

imbalance between children. What the present study brings to the discussion 

regarding this matter is the fact that when analyzing the circumstances of children’s 

interaction, and associating it with the materialization of participation in both social 

contexts, once the children are interacting there are multiple ways for them to 

interfere in each other’s lives and learning processes. The child and his/her net of 

constitutive relations thus become more evident, while the delicate nuances of 

specific regulations of behaviors reveal an entire chain of events that are responsible 

for daily small, albeit still significant, learning situations. 

Finally, considering that the participation of children with disabilities is a defining 

element of achieving effective inclusion, based on the findings gathered in the 

present study, it is believed that the practices in which children with disabilities are 

able to explore the numerous possibilities for learning within peer relations should 

be developed more deeply. In this sense, we corroborate with findings of previous 

research, which have indicated the peer as an essential element of the learning 

process, and pointed out different methods to increase peer participation, such as 

assessment-based interventions, and positive behavior support (Blair, Umbreit, 

Dunlap & Jung, 2007; Carr et al., 1999). In this study, it was the search for the other 

child that prompt the children with disabilities to engage in the activities that were 

carefully planned within the ECE environment, indicating that despite the adult 

being responsible for organizing the space and materials, as well as mediating the 

activities by presenting them in strategic ways, it is the peer who legitimizes the 

process of participation. Furthermore, if we consider the different sets of cultural 
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frameworks and the numerous possibilities that come with diversity, the perspective 

of participation is broadened. During peer interaction (articles II and III), all the 

children were appropriating social values and behaviors, as well as constructing 

individual and social meanings from collectively shared experiences. Therefore, the 

presence of a disabled child within the group could be considered an integral part of 

all children’s lives, which is consequently important for their developmental process. 

The present work highlights the possibility of acknowledging children with 

disabilities as active and participant members of the group, that is, as the potent and 

capable mediators that they can be.  

7.4 Interdisciplinary dialogs between psychology and education 
– The network of meanings 

The investigation of the approximations between psychology and education 

demarcated the beginning of this work, as well as my own process of bridging my 

background in psychology and my research interest in education. At this particular 

moment in the present work, I end the discussion by addressing more carefully the 

issues regarding the role of psychologists within the school context and the 

contributions of the network of meanings to the structural practices that 

intersect psychology and education, particularly in terms of the process of 

inclusion.  

I would like to begin by stating that there are numerous possibilities to reflect on 

the interdisciplinary approximations between psychology and education. In fact, 

educational psychology, as a field of intersection, has historically been responsible 

for such an approximation, which has in turn been used progressively as a result of 

the application of principles, explanations, and specific knowledge of scientific 

psychology for the improvement of educational practices (cf. Coll, 1998; Coll, 

Palacios, & Marchesi, 1996). The contributions of educational psychology have been 

widely reported and acknowledged from the 1890s to the present day (cf. 

Zimmerman & Schunk, 2003), and particularly in relation to the field of ECE, the 

knowledge derived from educational psychology has been recognized as vital pillars 

not only for practices, but also for the elaboration of policies and decision-making 

processes (Farrell, Woods, Lewis, Rooney, Squires, & O’Connor, 2006).  
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Nonetheless, in many situations, the crossovers between psychology and 

education have also been the target of severe criticism. For example, the adoption 

of a specific research methodology and the attribution of the results derived from 

developmental psychology sustained a discourse that promoted the social 

representation of infancy by incompleteness, incompetency, and imperfection 

regarding the cognitive abilities (cf. Burman, 1994). Likewise, methodological 

procedures in developmental psychology that are based primarily on a positivist 

perspective on identifying differences and comparing assessments have contributed 

to the creation of standardizations following a path of normality, which deeply 

influenced n the organization of educational environments (Rose, 1999). Such 

empirically based knowledge, which is denominated as “psy” discourses (Watson, 

2016), has been incorporated into the educational field from ECE to higher 

education, and it has sustained a practice whereby children/students become 

“objects of constant scrutiny with psy-knowledge enabling experts to identify those 

who might not fit the norm and might need to be fixed” (Watson, 2016, p. 15). When 

discussing ways to overcome the discourse of normality in the classroom, it is 

important to also recognize that the historical process of the approximations 

between psychology and educational can prove rather complex (cf. Petersen & 

Millei, 2016).  

To escape from arguing over contributions and limitations, I consider it 

important to highlight that the intention behind this work relies on how psychology 

and education can jointly collaborate. There are no applications of specific 

knowledge, interventions, or methodologies from the field of psychology into the 

field of education, but rather the construction of an integrated way to understand a 

phenomenon that is significant to both fields. Based on such an approach, this work 

was founded on two particularly important conceptions. First, the notion that 

learning and development are a unit, in which learning leads development from the 

perspective of the historical “bi-conditionality” of others (Newman & Holzman, 

2002). This means that learning-led development is a relationship of 

complementarity in which learning completes development and vice versa. They are 

not separate or identical processes, nor are they related as cause and consequence 

(Newman & Holzman, 2002). Second, the belief that school (including ECE) is 

primarily a space for human learning development. Therefore, if human learning 

development is a concern for both psychology and education, the school becomes 

the ultimate environment in which these two fields of science can work together.   
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In article I, I investigated the practice of educational psychologists working within 

the Brazilian school context, and by analyzing the reflections of these professionals 

upon their own tasks, the results showed how psychology can be active in all spheres 

of the organization of an educational institution, responding to demands from 

students, parents, teachers, and the administration sphere without applying a “psy” 

discourse (Rose, 1999). Regarding the extent of the actions performed by these 

professionals inside the school context, the results corroborated those of previous 

studies conducted in the same country (Cruces, 2005; Gomes, 2012; Lara, 2013; 

Lima, 2015; Souza, 2010), which found that educational psychologists working in 

the public or private sectors implement a variety of tasks, eliciting different 

theoretical and technical approaches that stem not only from studies of educational 

psychology, but also from the field of psychology as a whole. Interestingly, in article 

I, no specific (or separate) action was described indicating special services for 

children with disabilities. Rather, in the matter of inclusive practices, the role of 

psychology was acknowledged as facilitating a continuous critical discussion within 

the school in an attempt to prevent discriminatory processes and contribute to a 

democratic, secular, and high-quality schooling process for all students.  

It is important to highlight at this point that interdisciplinary practices concerning 

inclusive education can be implemented in a variety of ways. One could establish a 

parallel with the role that special education specialists perform in Finland. As result 

of a high-level education and training, in Finland such professionals act as 

‘interpreters’, bridging the knowledge from medical field (e.g., physicians in different 

specialties) and education, developing practical pedagogical solutions together with 

teachers (Engelbrecht et al., 2017). The crossovers between different fields of 

knowledge are one of the many requirements for this particular professional, placing 

them in the center of the special education support system. The aforesaid practice 

also evidences the possibilities and relevance of interdisciplinary work in educational 

environments.   

The results presented in article I also revealed a tension that is here identified as 

the transition from traditional to emergent approaches, where there is a critical 

posture toward developing psychoeducational practices that are socially committed 

to achieving quality in education (cf. Martínez, 2010; M.P.R. Souza, 2010). This 

means that while the organization of the work can still be identified as a clinical 

perspective whereby the identification of “problems” (and their solutions) is situated 

within individuals (e.g., evaluation of children’s cognitive skills, intervention in 
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disciplinary matters, etc.), the approach to understanding the school’s demands is 

grounded in the notion of social commitment (cf. Guareschi, 2003; Martínez, 2005) 

and the critical-psychology perspective (cf. Patto, 2010; Souza, Silva, & Yamamoto, 

2014).  

The social commitment perspective has its roots in critical social psychology in 

Latin America (González-Rey & Martínez, 2013), and it privileges the search for the 

relations (interpersonal and interinstitutional) that create and sustain challenging 

issues, such as inclusion within the school context. This perspective foresees the 

analysis of social subjectivity (cf. González-Rey, 2004) as a central category for 

discussing the inclusion process, considering it to be constituted by organizational, 

political, pedagogical, and cultural spheres, which constrain the subjectivity of both 

actors and institutions (Santos & Martínez, 2016). Additionally, it offers the 

possibility to discuss the intersection between psychology and education via a 

perspective that decentralizes the individualization of the “problems,” which has 

been heavily criticized (Watson, 2016). In this sense, it is believed that the adoption 

of such a social commitment position prompts the practice that is embedded within 

the school routine, and it considers the multi-determinant aspects that can 

circumscribe learning and developmental processes (Martínez, 2005; Neves & 

Machado, 2005), which indicates that educational psychologists should be members 

of the school’s staff. Moreover, the discussions concerning this approach prepare 

the professionals for a paradigm shift in the fields of psychology and education, 

which will facilitate a holistic perspective on human development. 

The innovation of this work lies in the adoption of the network of meanings 

theoretical-methodological framework (Rossetti-Ferreira, Amorim, & Silva, 2006; 

Rossetti-Ferreira, Amorim, Silva, & Carvalho, 2004) in order to ground the 

elaboration of practices within school contexts. The guidance provided by the 

“network of meanings” contributed to the conceptualization of human development 

as intrinsically related to others, thereby moving away from the perspective of the other 

as a purely external source of modeling, and instead understanding it as a constitutive 

element of the human species. The “individualization of the problem” therefore 

becomes an incoherent approach, forcing the professionals to look toward the 

dialectal sphere of human development. This framework also emphasizes how it is 

the individual/individual and individual/context interactions that designs the 

experiences and create the possibilities for specific meaning-making processes. Thus, 

by using the net metaphor, it is assumed that the analysis of the child’s development 
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within the school context considers the individual in development to be part of a 

system (see Figure 1) that, in order to be understood, requires the consideration of 

the relationship between the child, the others involved, and the particularities of the 

social system (Rossetti-Ferreira, Amorim, Silva, & Oliveira, 2008).  

The contributions of the network of meanings were not restricted to the work of 

psychologists. Rather, this study discusses how, by bringing such a framework into 

the dialog regarding the implementation of inclusive practices within ECE, all the 

professionals involved in the schooling are not only an intrinsic part of the process, 

but can also use the framework to understand the intersections that constitute it. 

The network of meanings maintains the focus on the child’s development, but also 

uses the child him/herself, his/her socially constructed network, and the present set 

of interactions to understand this individual’s lived experiences. This process is 

considered essential for the practice of teachers and class aides. It is possible to grasp 

the dynamics of institutional, relational, and personal functioning, and to enable 

situations that contribute to individuals’ learning development processes (Roriz, 

Amorim, & Rossetti-Ferreira, 2010).  

Furthermore, the network of meanings offers theoretical resources and 

methodological insights that are helpful in understanding learning developmental 

processes (article II), as well as bringing to the context of analysis the systemic view 

of social functioning, and when in a broader dialog with the demands of the ECE 

context (articles III and IV), it became evident that the most valuable contributions 

stemming from the intersections of psychology and education concern the possibility 

to widen the methodological approaches and theoretical views used to understand 

and intervene in situations of human development. 
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8 FINAL CONSIDERATIONS 

8.1 Conclusions and practical implications 

Considering the aim of this study was to investigate the different and diverse 

elements of the ECE context that could sustain situations of presence, participation, 

and achievement of children with intellectual disabilities, the study can be said to 

have enhanced our understanding of how peer interactions in ECE contexts could 

be potent situations for the promotion of the developmental processes of children 

with intellectual disabilities, especially through pretend play. In particular, the study 

sheds light on the construction of shared meanings among children, as well as its 

genesis, indicating the relevance of analyzing the regulations of behavior in group 

activities. It also evidenced how children with disabilities spontaneously search for 

their peers as a point of reference during a variety of routine school activities (sub-

studies II, III, and IV). The study further demonstrated how, supported by the inter-

regulations, the children were able to express themselves and (co)construct meanings 

for the shared experiences. In that sense, the study provides support for the claim 

that it is through peer relations that the concept of participation could be 

materialized, situating those relations as important mechanisms for improving the 

possibilities for implementing inclusion in this particular educational environment.  

The analysis of the micro-sphere of the classroom routine, and more specifically 

how teachers organize their pedagogical practices and space, as well as the way 

children experience ECE through interaction with others in different social-cultural 

contexts, enhanced our understanding of how children’s membership can also be 

used to assess inclusive practices. In practice, the study highlights alternative paths 

by which to comprehend what participation could mean within ECE contexts, and 

it opens up the possibility to design an evaluation process that is not centered on 

individual abilities, but rather on achievements that can be spotted via the analysis 

of relational situations.  

At the same time as it was shown how pedagogical practices and the organization 

of space influence (either positively or negatively) the possibilities for peer 
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interaction, it was also demonstrated how peers support imitative behaviors and 

model the actions of children with disabilities during group activities. These elements 

offer empirical grounds to claim that peer interaction should be prioritized as a 

strategy for prompting inclusion in ECE contexts. This finding contributes to the 

discussion of the role and centrality of the teacher in learning situations during ECE, 

and it could also have direct implications for the elaboration of teachers’ education 

and training due to fostering discussions about how best to support children’s 

participation and prompt peer collaboration.  

It was further found that the questions raised by Evans and Lunt (2002) remain 

relevant. There are still considerable obstacles to “full inclusion,” and schools 

continue to find it difficult to equate the variety of educational needs of all 

individuals with the requirement to achieve uniform academic results. By looking 

into the micro-sphere of classroom activities, as well as their complex intersections 

(e.g., teacher’s understanding of inclusion and pedagogical planning, aide’s 

assistance, institutional curriculum, and space), this study highlighted and discussed 

the potential current sources of discourse/practice contradictions regarding the 

implementation of inclusion. In particular, the epistemological distinctions between 

“special” and “inclusive” education have been evidenced, as have the ways in which 

the theoretical and practical gaps are constructed and identified in practice.  

In addition to the difficulties discussed in previous studies (Evans & Lunt, 2002; 

Januzzi, 2004), the present study corroborates how the increase in demand for 

standardized pedagogical procedures and testing, which is supported by government 

policies, has imposed an educational path that diminishes respect for the 

individuality of the human condition (Bodrova, Germeroth, & Leong, 2013). 

Likewise, the contributions of this work also corroborate previous discussions (Slee, 

2012, 2014) indicating that until there is a norm or standard that establishes how to 

compare achievements between children (and here, more specifically, to compare 

children with disabilities and children with typical development), the ideal of 

inclusion will always be intersected by the practice of separation, and with that, the 

possibility of confusion and non-reflective pedagogical practices.    

Furthermore, this study contributed to broadening the debate regarding how 

valuable the intersections between psychology and education are in relation to the 

analysis of inclusion in ECE environments. In this regard, the study used the 

framework of the network of meanings (Rossetti-Ferreira, Amorim, Silva, & 

Carvalho, 2004) to structure the analysis of inclusive practices and environments, 
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which placed the learning development of children at the center of the process. This 

is a novel approach that can demonstrate the potential contained within the 

intersections between psychology and education with regard to the construction of 

knowledge and methods at the practical level of the classroom. The utilization of the 

network of meanings framework was also suggested as a basis for a practical 

approach to structuring inclusive pedagogical practices, which are not limited to the 

praxis of psychologists, but can in fact be extended to all professionals involved in 

schooling. This particular framework considers the multi-dimensions of inclusion, 

since it centers the process on the child’s learning development, thereby possibly 

providing teachers (and other involved professionals) with a clear structure for 

planning and assessing their own practice in a dialectical and reflective fashion. In a 

similar way, the study raised a concern about the education and training of 

psychologists acting within school contexts, pointing out that the intersection 

between psychology and education works in both directions, and that specific 

knowledge from the field of education is required in order to guarantee a practice 

that reflects the complexity of the educational school environment. This discussion 

was not deeply stressed, although it has a potential practical implication with regard 

to the need to improve the quality of the education of educational psychologists, 

thereby preparing future professionals to converge distinct theoretical perspectives 

in order to solve diverse problems within the school reality. It is necessary to 

consider how best to incorporate the practical and theoretical knowledge that 

prompts the construction of adequate competencies so as to foster a clear 

understanding of the school structure and pedagogy, which are both associated with 

teachers’ education and training.  

The present study also provided valuable directions for using qualitative 

microanalytical methods to study the construction of peer relations and their 

associations with learning, development, and inclusive practices. Regarding the 

methodological contributions to the praxis within educational research, the 

microanalysis provided a valuable means of considering the episodes of interaction 

in this institutional context, which could serve as a tool for identifying the genesis 

and the dynamics of the interaction, as well as its relation to learning processes. Based 

on the theoretical considerations discussed throughout the entire work in relation to 

the learning development possibilities constructed within behavioral co-regulation, 

it is understood that the microanalysis of interactions can be used to understand the 

diverse social aspects of schooling (from different angles), which can sometimes be 
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related to a specific academic activity (circumscribed in the specific routine of each 

child), while at other times being directly related to the demands of the peer 

interactions themselves. In practice, this means that the microanalysis of interaction 

can prove useful as a means of investigating specific related phenomena, although it 

can also be incorporated as a possible mechanism for observing children and 

registering their developmental paths.  

8.2 Limitations of the study 

Here, inclusive education was investigated using case studies that were particularly 

demarcated by a condition of intellectual disability. It is important to note two 

distinct implications of this limitation. First, since the intellectual disabilities seen at 

an early age are frequently identified in children who have either genetic or 

developmental disorders, or who have suffered a traumatic injury resulting in specific 

brain damage, the developmental conditions for children in this situation vary 

significantly. Despite being aware of these variations, there were no procedures in 

place to ensure the level of a particular child’s cognitive achievements (or 

limitations), nor was there the intention to establish standards for children’s 

behaviors, actions, dynamics, or cognitive elaborations. Therefore, even having a 

similar diagnosis it is important to consider the singularity that each case study 

brings, as well as how the results open up the possibility for new discussions, 

although they do not generalize educational or developmental processes.  

Likewise, if the cases had focused on children with different etiologies of 

disability, there could have been other additional issues to be discussed considering 

the same phenomenon. Within a broader perspective on inclusive education, 

investigating inclusion by addressing specific groups could by itself also be 

considered a limitation, since it is exactly the idea of considering all children that 

sustains inclusive principles. To further overcome this limitation, I suggest 

conducting parallel research projects, wherein different researchers can address the 

same phenomenon, using familiar methodological procedures, but focusing on 

different groups of participants.  

Regarding the methodological issues, another limitation of this study is related to 

the coding process used during the microanalysis of the video and interview data. 

None of the different coding procedures used for the identification of diverse types 
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of inter-regulations of behavior, nor the content analysis of the interviews, received 

a blind peer trial. Instead, the procedures were carefully discussed and trialed by 

colleagues within the research group13 and supervised by Marita Mäkinen at the 

University of Tampere. Therefore, it is possible that if the data were analyzed by a 

different researcher with a different theoretical background and training, other issues 

might appear relevant.  

Additionally, corroborating with Messiou (2017) on the idea that “what is 

important is how the whole process and the findings of research allow for 

transformation, rather than just remaining at the level of understanding experiences” 

(p. 155), this study also failed to embrace the possibility of integrating children’s 

perspectives within the data construction. Although the potential of children’s 

participation was one of the main and most significant findings, there were not 

sufficient resources available to tackle the challenges of researching collaboratively 

with children at the time the data collection took place (Nind, 2014). Moreover, there 

was insufficient access in the schools’ contexts to develop a method that 

incorporated data collection with children who had not yet fully developed their 

language skills (cf. Messiou, Ainscow, Echeita, Goldrick, Hope, Paes, Sandoval, 

Simon, & Vitorino, 2016). Nevertheless, as complex as the methodology adopted in 

this work was, looking today at the results of this entire research process, it is 

believed that relevant information might have emerged if the children were able to 

reveal their own perspectives about the investigated phenomenon, especially 

regarding the construction of peer interactions.  

8.3 Suggestions for future research  

After such a long process of investigation involving such hard work dedicated to 

exploring diverse aspects of the inclusive education phenomenon, it is rather easier 

to say that there is still a lot of work to be done. First, based on the results of the 

present study and previous work (Ferreira, 2017), for those who are interested in 

approaching inclusion by investigating further peer relations in the ECE context, I 

would suggest the examination of the development of collaboration between peers 

over time. There are indications of possible changes in the inter-regulations of 

                                                   
13 The CINDEDI (Centro de Investigações em Desenvolvimento Humano e Educação Infantil [Center 
of investigation on human development and early childhood education]) research group.  



 

 

108 

 

behavior over long periods of time, that is, from when the children first meet to 

when the group’s identity is already constituted. Investigations with this focus could 

reveal which kinds of experiences contribute to the engagement (or disengagement) 

of children in inclusive settings from a qualitative perspective.  

As a matter of fact, peer collaboration and the shared construction of knowledge 

represent an important field of research from ECE to higher education. As a 

competence of twenty-first century education, collaborative learning is a key element 

of the elaboration of future educational methodologies. Despite the effort focused 

on exploring this phenomenon, its dynamics, and its structures, the subjective 

elements that circumscribe the cognitive processes remain a challenge for researchers 

(Järvenoja, 2010). In this sense, it is understood that the inter-regulations of behavior 

should be addressed in further investigations concerning education, if not to identify 

and analyze the genesis of interactions and their constructions, then to investigate 

how peer relations are connected to the learning processes during participation in 

school.  

Second, I consider it important to explore in depth the aspect of the living 

experiences of children, particularly within the interaction of children with 

disabilities and children with typical development. The interactions recorded and 

analyzed in this study were rich in details showing how the relations are constituted, 

but due to considerations of both time and purpose, I could not explore the 

complexity of the meaning-making processes that define the living experiences of 

children. In this regard, I consider it particularly important for future research to 

investigate the elaboration of methodologies that incorporate children’s 

perspectives. Children are active (co)constructers of culture, and their voices should 

and must be heard in order for us to better comprehend the phenomena that involve 

them.  

Additionally, and still connected to the improvement of research methodologies, for 

those researchers interested in exploring the complexity of educational contexts and 

praxis, especially with a focus on learning developmental processes, my suggestion 

is to use of the network of meanings framework. The theoretical-methodological 

guidelines of the network of meanings have been shown to be valuable in different 

situations, although they are particularly important in terms of grasping phenomena 

that are multi-determined. In future works, I would consider using this particular 

framework to investigation how discourses of inclusion are being constructed by 
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children. It is important to determine how the network of intersecting meanings 

defines the construction of concepts such as inclusion, diversity, equality, equity, and 

so on, on the part of children, as well as how it can affect their behaviors toward 

others within the school context. 
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Abstract 

This paper raises questions regarding the practice of educational psychologists within the 

school context. The aim was to contribute to the construction of practical knowledge by 

presenting a study of how the theoretical perspective of the Network of Meanings can help 

professionals to structure their practices in school settings. The dialogue surrounding the 

practice and the theoretical perspective of the Network of Meanings reveals that educational 

psychology is involved in all work levels of the school space: pedagogical, administrative and 

political. In addition, the theory’s multi-dimensional approach to human development 

provides input to reflect on the role of educational psychologists working in schools. Thus, 

the Network of Meanings approach is considered as an important framework to discuss, 

elaborate and implement educational psychology practices in the school space. 
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1. Introduction 

Reporting research results is always a task that challenges the author’s ability to identify and 

prioritize findings that are guided by the objectives of the research. However, reporting 

considerations related to practice could be even more complex, as the researcher must narrow 

down the important elements seen, through the eyes of those who have lived the experience 
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and which are inter-connected, equal parts of the process. The discussions revealed here 

originated from an analysis of the systematized practices of five educational psychologists, 

and an examination of the theoretical perspective of the Network of Meanings as a 

methodological framework to understand human development and to structure actions towards 

that development in the school context. The purpose is to raise questions regarding educational 

psychologists’ objectives in schools, highlighting the possibilities and contributions for 

pedagogical matters, with a focus on human development rather than health\clinical services 

in school.  

 

In this sense, and with the intention of preserving objectivity in this limited space, the ideas 

are presented from three perspectives. First, we point out important considerations regarding 

the theoretical perspective of the Network of Meanings, while understanding the educational 

psychologist’s role in the contemporary educational setting, especially in the Brazilian 

environment. Next, we briefly explain how the data was constructed and offer a 

contextualization of the educational setting where this work originated, thereby establishing a 

platform for those discussions considered relevant in the interlacing of the specific theoretical 

framework. Finally, we addressed elements that were found to be important but not yet 

explored, such as concerns with the training of educational psychologists that thus far, in some 

universities in Brazil, have not prepared psychology students to perform in schools, but more 

often in clinic\offices.   

 

1.1 Educational Psychology and its challenges in practice 

Educational psychology as a field of study is relatively recent, but this focus is growing and 

becoming widely debated globally due to its potential contributions in the educational context. 

However, despite efforts to disseminate research results and the accumulated field knowledge, 

difficulties with identifying the outcomes in school practices and educational policies persist 

(Anderman, 2011). Educational psychology is more often recognized in studies directly 

related to health and the education of teachers in the school context (e.g., Caprara, Barbanelli, 

Steca & Malone, 2006; Garner & Waajid, 2008; Pyhältö, Soini, & Pietarinen, 2010; Patrick, 

Anderman, Bruening & Duffin, 2011; Lohse-Bossenz, Kunina-Habenicht & Kunter, 2013). 

Thus, this research aims to contribute to educational practices by analysing the role of the 

educational psychologist in the school space, reinforcing the potential of this practice through 

a critical educational view (Marinho-Araújo, 2010; Maluf, 2003).   

 

This critical perspective means that topics such as violence, learning difficulties, school 

engagement and dropout, that were and still are the focus of studies in the area (Meira & 

Tanamachi, 2003; Goeke-Morey et al., 2012; Borges et al., 2011), must be reviewed within 

the practical perspective of psychological work inside schools. The initial exploration of these 

subjects will revolve around discussions about the environment where these phenomena occur 

and the individuals who participate in the process (Martinez, 2005; 2010; Almeida, 2003; 

Souza, 2007; Marinho-Araújo, 2010). 

 

These discussions aim to build two main ideas. First, in the professional practice sphere, the 

aim is to dissect the structure of psychotherapeutic service and the follow-ups that are 
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exclusively focused on questions related to mental health in school. The second is to develop 

a work that is oriented to assist the schooling process and to develop the social relationships 

within school space/institutions (Oliveira & Marinho-Araújo, 2009; Patto 1990; Angelucci, 

Kalmus, Paparelli & Patto, 2004), thereby deconstructing ideas that deposit exclusively the 

responsibility of development on the individual and disregard the social processes (Souza, 

2007). Therefore, by considering the situation where the educational psychologist is part of 

the school’s staff, questions are raised regarding the professional education/training to act in 

the school context, an issue that has been examined from different perspectives.  

 

Referring to the Brazilian setting, aligned with the continuous demand for consideration and 

discussion about this topic, the struggle for recognition and amplification of the psychologist’s 

work within schools still faces great challenges. In the political\economic arena, obstacles 

exist regarding the implementation of the regulation (PL 3688/2000) that addresses 

educational psychology services in all public schools; and, also, in the educational ambit, 

regarding the appropriate training for these professionals. Therefore, it is necessary to 

illuminate the reflections and practices about educational psychology that indicate its possible 

role and contributions to this field of knowledge in the school community, especially to 

elementary education.  

1.2 The Network of Meanings as a theoretical basis to the understanding of human 

development and educational psychologist’s formation 

Faced with the challenges of understanding the complexities of human development in the 

context of daycare centres, a group of researchers structured the Network of Meanings 

RedSig* (Rossetti-Ferreira, Amorim, Silva & Carvalho, 2004), a theoretical/methodological 

framework that would allow them to deal with the multiple and dynamic elements present in 

the phenomena. Based in the social-historical perspective (Vygotsky, 1991, 1996), the 

perspective establishes a dialogue among theorists that bring into the discussion references 

that could complement and amplify the overview of the study of human development. 

Nevertheless, what is the Network of Meanings?  

 

RedSig, from the theoretical-methodological perspective, is characterized as “a tool able to 

assist the construction of investigative procedures in the comprehension of the process of 

human development” (Rossetti-Ferreira et al., 2004, p. 23). The Network of Meanings 

proposes understanding about the process of human development, working as lenses for 

researchers in this field to design their studies. Therefore, the Network of Meanings does not 

define, a priori and by itself, a specific method of research or action, but works as a mediator 

to the look at human development, helping us to widen ways to understand and access the 

phenomenon. The theoretical referential underlying the construction of the Network of 

Meanings are the Bioecological Theory of Development and the systemic character of social 

relationship comprehension (Bronfrenbrenner, 1996); the notion of complexity (Morin, 

1990); and the cultural-historical theory, with special emphasis on dialectic and dialogic 

conception (Valsiner, 2000; Vygotsky, 1991, 1996; Bakhtin, 1979). In each of these theories, 

points are found that structure the idea of processes and/or networks, which allow for 

interlacing elements to compose a way to look into the developmental phenomenon. This 

“way of looking” searches to comprehend the complexities that involve such human 
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development processes, incorporating a whole set of its contradictions, dynamics and 

influences.  

 

In this approach, human development is understand as occurring as immersed in an interlacing 

of semiotic elements. These elements are conceived as interrelating dialectically; and, the 

people interacting and the specific contexts are understood as constituting each other 

mutually. RedSig highlights the interactive character of human development, comprising not 

just a specific being, but the set of relational processes established in a specific context. Thus, 

using the network metaphor, it is assumed that “the analysis of psychological development 

processes might consider the people in development as part of systems and search to 

apprehend the relationship between he, others and the phenomenon around” (Rossetti-Ferreira 

et al., 2008, p. 151).  

 

The conception of development raised through the elaboration of the theoretical perspective 

opposes a deterministic vision of the process (through the sequence of predetermined stages). 

In contrast, it highlights the “possibilities for multiple paths of development, “(. . .) unexpected 

path, in a continuous flow, constant, co-constructing and changing, at the same time that 

contribute to constitute the other and the situation” (Rossetti-Ferreira et al., 2004, p. 30). The 

element that defines or influences the path that the development will take is the composition 

of the meanings that the networks provide to each individual at a certain time in the process. 

To fully understand the development, it is necessary to incorporate those connections, 

attempting to grasp the way in which the composition is circumscribing the individual’s 

relations and development.   

 

Therefore, this research briefly addresses four main ideas that surround the definition of 

human development and that mark the Network of Meanings concept, and which are 

important for the discussions to be highlighted here. The first is the connection between 

different elements: according to the moment, the context and the characteristics of people 

interacting, some meanings and sense acquire major importance. Accordingly, through 

analysis of the interactive configurations present in the different situations, a semiotic 

universe will be structured, promoting the emergence of a set of meanings and senses to 

possibly be attributed to the situation. When some changes occur in some of the involved 

dimensions, its diverse elements can be re-linked, thereby reorganizing its configuration. This 

new configuration can lead to the emergence of new meanings, changing the trajectory of the 

actions, emotions and conceptions of an individual’s development.  

 

Another important point involves the comprehension of development unfold from the 

interactions between different individuals. Thus, it is stated that the social relationship is the 

arena and the motor of the developmental process. In interactions, people negotiate places and 

roles, sharing meanings and constructing culture. They constitute one another in a dynamic 

and dialogical way. In the same direction, in this theoretical perspective, social roles are 

performed in different contexts and in the presence of different people; the same person can 

perform different roles in different social relationships in different contexts. Therefore, the 

flow of people’s behaviour is delimited and interpreted by the others and by themselves. This 

idea acknowledges the possibility of multiple behaviours under similar situations but with 

different persons, and the necessity to incorporate multiple social identities that are part of the 
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individual during the process of development. Human development does not follow a unique 

and predictable path. In opposition, multiple and unexpected possibilities of trajectories/paths 

can emerge. Every network configuration can open a set of meanings, each one guiding to 

specific (and maybe diverse) trajectories. Simultaneously, the same configuration restricts and 

limits some actions, circumscribing certain places and positions. 

 

All the above-mentioned elements emphasise the complex factors in the process of human 

development. It is important to highlight that one of the main points in RedSig is exactly its 

acknowledgement that human development is constituted “in” and “through” the complexities 

that involve human singularity (Rossetti-Ferreira et al., 2008). It is impossible, then, to 

neglect, disregard or divide the elements of the equation that structures the human 

development analysis. In contrast, it is necessary to accept the contradictions, the 

incompleteness and the defaults that will come with the phenomena. Therefore, RedSig 

enables the consideration of the intersection of many histories and experiences of each one of 

these individuals, within environments with specific dynamics. 

 

The first stage to constructing an investigative process (researches, institutional analysis, etc.) 

based on the perspective of the Network of Meanings is the Preliminary Analysis. This 

consists of an initial research experience in/with the research site, following the situation as a 

whole, drawing upon the different configurations of networks in which the diverse people 

interact, linking them. It is necessary to “immerse” the researcher into the situation, allowing 

him or her to comprehend the overall elements involved. This initial experience establishes 

an empiric basis to systematize the research, the data collection, and the research corpus 

construction.  

 

To design the study, The Network of Meanings is based on the assumption that the researcher 

should be considered a “toolmaker”. This assumption is based on Vygotsky’s social-historical 

perspective, which refutes the dominant position that the method is separate from the results 

and content of the research. Rather, the method is something to be practiced and not applied. 

The author refused the idea of “Instrument-to-result” and proposed the dialectic notion, 

“Instrument-and-result”. Therefore, the methodology will be understood in the interior of the 

studied situation and not outside of it. Hence, the method is not defined and not even 

predetermined (Newman & Holzman, 2002).  

 

In this regard, the construction of an investigation’s corpus, the data collection and its 

analytical strategies can happen through different instruments, such as interviews, 

observations, video-recording, field diaries and questionnaires. Analysis can be made through 

data interpretation with content analysis, discourse analysis, micro-genetic analysis, etc. The 

instrument’s composition will be directly related to the type of question (study question) and 

the research/action field. Further, the Network of Meanings helps the researcher to observe 

the field and identify the best way to structure the data collection process, by considering the 

system involved and the interlacing of the network constituted by the system’s components.  

 

One of the limits of this methodological approach is the researcher’s difficulty working with 

a high volume of data (Rossetti-Ferreira, Amorim, Soares-Silva & Oliveira, 2008). At the 

same time, while the researcher is concerned with the huge volume of data, the number of 
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complex elements belonging to the phenomenon should not be reduced. From this perspective, 

despite the Network of Meanings helps to structure ways of looking at the complexity, it does 

not involve the phenomenon’s totality (also stating that any method would be able to do this), 

and always indicates the need of considering the incompleteness, ambiguity and 

contradictions present in the studied phenomenon.  

 

On the other hand, the Network of Meanings offers significant advances to the study of human 

development, once it relates many sources and distinct elements in the phenomenon’s 

analysis. It allows the researcher to study the processes and the meanings produced in different 

contexts, amplifying observations of the phenomenon studied and offering strategies of 

practical intervention. 

 

2. Methods 

 

This study is the result of a particular reflective process by a group of five educational 

psychologists about their own practices in the school field. This group of professionals is part 

of the academic staff of a teacher’s training school in one of the Federal Universities in Brazil 

(public institutions). The reflective process occurred due to the demand for a reorganization 

of the activities and the work’s methodology in the educational psychology department of that 

unit. This reorganization demanded that the group reflect on their own activities and the role 

of educational psychology in the elementary school. The data allowing for the assumptions 

raised here were constructed in the second semester of 2013, but the elaboration of the 

argumentation presented in this paper is as a result of ongoing discussions about this topic 

with members in different academic contexts.  

 

As the purpose of the whole process was to collect data that would allow the professionals to 

reflect on their practices and not to carry out any specific research on the topic, the 

methodology was designed to be simple and coherent with the objective. Observations of the 

activities and its reports, as well as field notes of the discussions between the professionals, 

are the main material for analysis.   

  

2.1 Participants 

 

The participants were five educational psychologists who are members of the teaching staff 

of a training school in one of the Federal Universities in Brazil. They work in permanent 

positions as educational psychologists and are responsible for the follow-up of 1,000 students 

from early childhood education to the 9th grade of elementary education. In addition, they are 

responsible for the education/training of psychology students who are doing their internship 

and practical placements.  

 

2.2 Context  

 

The training school where the data was constructed is characterized as Special Unit of a 

Federal University in Brazil. The teachers of that school are part of the university staff and 
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are responsible for lecturing on elementary education and supervising the activities of the 

undergraduate students. Five teachers (psychologists with bachelor degrees and pedagogical 

training) compose the educational psychology department; each one is responsible for a sector 

of the school, guaranteeing that all students have assistance if needed.    

 

 

2.3 Data 

 

Each of the five psychologists registered their individual demands, activities and the theories 

that sustained their work methodology. The participants also observed each other’s practices, 

and field notes made throughout the process were discussed in regular weekly meetings. From 

that process, the personal notes of one of the components of the group were considered to 

support the discussions presented here. Therefore, the data used are the materials acquired 

from the field notes of the observations and the written records of the discussions taken during 

the meetings. It is important to highlight that the researcher personally constructed these 

materials, which the group of psychologists are free to use as they wish since all records are 

available in the records’ book of the school.  

 

 

2.4 Analysis 

 

Taking into consideration the group’s reflective task at hand, the procedures followed the 

following steps: (1) Categorizing the data based on the demands that were identified in the 

professionals’ work; (2) Analysis of the categories under different theoretical perspectives; 

and (3) Elaboration of a methodology that could systematize and help to prioritize the 

demands and, therefore, the actions of the professionals. During the categorization, simple 

and standard content analysis was applied. Each of the demands were described and gathered 

in categories according to whom they referred (student, parents, teachers or the school’s 

managers).  

 

With the descriptions of each school demand and its categorization, it was possible to gain an 

insight into the kind of work the educational psychology department performed in this specific 

school. During the categorization process, it was possible to identify that, in this particular 

school, the group’s demands are mainly distributed in four areas:  

 

(1) Actions that require interacting directly with the children: evaluation of cognitive abilities; 

interventions due to disciplinary matters and violence in school; interventions due to health 

and psychological issues – evaluation and orientation; collective interventions to deal with 

inter-relational problems between students in the classroom; 

(2) Actions that require interactions among the teachers: assistance with elaborating 

pedagogical planning for children with special needs; orientations to elaborate interventions 

due to disciplinary problems; care of teacher’s personal matters (providing guidance for 

further treatments); 

(3) Actions that require interacting with parents: feedback on the children’s development in 

school; attention to family problems that may be affecting the student’s school life; mediating 
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matters between family and teachers/family and school management and families, when 

children are having problems with each other in school; and 

(4) Actions that require interacting with the management of the school: assistance with 

providing continuous training for teachers on specific topics that are related to human 

development or other aspects of psychology; assistance with the organization and 

coordination of school which also includes policies; and assistance with pedagogical 

organization in other school departments. 

 

Clearly, educational psychologists who are part of the school staff are involved in a wide net 

of actions and perform different roles. However, what is the main purpose of this professional 

in the school space? How could psychology be involved in all these fields, and deliver a 

critical and reflective perspective about the phenomena present in the school space? How does 

the psychologist remain objective while dealing with various different and complex elements 

simultaneously that share the same space? 

 

The purpose of the reflective process was to prioritize actions, and then divide or redistribute 

the work. Therefore, those questions guided the following step – the analysis under different 

theoretical perspectives – and led us to the incorporation of the Network of Meanings in the 

process of the analyses.   

 

3. Results and discussions 

 

The RedSig approach contributes to the definition of some investigative ways, the object and 

the instrument in which this practice can be structured and realized. In other words, the role 

of the psychologist is acknowledged as offering a regular critical discussion within the school, 

in an attempt to prevent discriminatory processes and contribute to a democratic, laic and 

quality school. However, this critical/political look is not a privilege exclusive to the 

psychology professional, other knowledge or scientific fields can perform this role, sometimes 

in a contemplative way as, for example, philosophy or anthropology. When in dialogue with 

the Network of Meanings, it becomes evident that educational psychology performs a more 

specific role and makes important contributions, providing a deeper view towards human 

development and the processes of meaning construction taking place in this space. 

 

With  RedSig perspective, analysis is delimited by the investigative process, with its main 

focus on the interactions and multiple possibilities of interlacing through careful, meticulous 

and continuous observation of actions and reactions caused and lived in this environment. 

Understanding human development through these interactive processes, which are immersed 

in a complex interlacing of social, political and cultural elements, helps the school 

psychologist to enable interventions focused on the construction of pedagogical practices 

tailored to the needs of the individual (student). The Network of Meanings, besides its 

evidence, offers theoretical resources to understand these processes, bringing to this context 

of analysis the systemic view of social functioning. At the same time, it indicates paths to 

structure an investigative methodology of the human development phenomenon.  
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In this aspect, RedSig opens space for a discussion about the investigative role, one which the 

school psychologist should/could adopt to understand the context in which he or she will act. 

This should happen without losing sight of the main objective of the work, which is the 

feasibility of the processes that contribute to the human development of the subject within this 

space, whether they are students, teachers or other employees. 

 

 

3.1 Identification, analysis and actions towards school’s demands: discussing the aim of the 

educational psychologist in the educational institution 

 

The technical functions of the educational psychologist appear in all documents concerning 

professional performance, such as the School/Education Psychology Manual (Cassins et al., 

2007), as well as numerous works on the topic, such as Guzzo (2005), Martinez (2010) and 

Souza (2010) who emphasize the extensive possibilities of the actions of educational 

psychology in different situations regarding schooling and school demands. Three main areas 

for school/educational psychologist acting are identified in these works: (1) student service – 

mainly concerning responding to school complaints; (2) teachers – a continuous 

education/training process and employee health assistance; and, (3) school management – 

both the institutional analysis and the coordination of specific projects, such as relations with 

family/school.  

 

Admittedly, these demands can be answered with the intervention of educational psychology, 

and as can be seen, they are present among the demands of the group of psychologists in this 

study. However, the possibility of amplifying the work field of this professional by 

considering the perspective of RedSig and how it deals with the analytical complexity of the 

phenomenon can be added to the discussion, keeping the focus on the human development 

processes within school. This perspective might change the paradigm of how to deal and 

intervene in the school space, since under this theoretical perspective, instead of dividing and 

dealing with each of the demands separately, it indicates incorporating all elements 

simultaneously. The focus is no longer the demand, but the child itself, and more specifically, 

his or her development.  

 

Bringing the Network of Meanings into the discussion, it is possible to see that the way to 

deliver the work is perhaps by accepting its complexity and dealing with its multiple elements. 

The Network of Meanings not only justifies the paradigm of incorporation, but also shows 

through the methodology in which it was constructed, how it might be possible to structure a 

professional action in educational psychology. It is understood that the basic objective of the 

school/educational psychologist in an elementary education institution is to understand the 

dynamics of institutional functioning and enable situations that contribute to individuals’ 

processes of development. For this, the professional must participate in this process, and help 

in the construction of individuals’ identities, while offering space for personal and 

institutional transformation.  

 

By considering the whole system as a field for a continuous and multiple individual or 

collective intervention (from the needs of each subject’s development, rather than working 

with a specific requirement (i.e., student treatment, teacher training, family, etc.), school 
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psychologists can change their perspective on identity construction. Thus, the contribution of 

RedSig to the field of school/education psychology emphasises the importance of 

understanding the multiple paths of human development and their interrelation with 

pedagogy, didactics and school curricula. This view corroborates Marinho-Araújo (2010), 

who maintains that the pillar of an educational psychologist’s work, “should be a conscious 

and intentional choice for a preventive acting sustained for psychological theories whose 

focus privileges a vision of man and society dialectically constructed in its historical and 

cultural relationships.” (p. 27). Thus, it is possible, for example, to conduct works among 

students that have as an objective the construction of the teacher’s identity. Or, consider 

interventions in the classroom that aim to help students develop internal resources more 

adequate for the resolution of personal problems. Elements that, considered separately, may 

not have been possible to view as a demand for educational psychology, but analysed within 

the perspective of a complex and multi-determined system unleash actions and reactions that 

interfere with the processes of human development and schooling. 

  

 

3.2 A concern: the education/training of educational psychologists to act in the school space 

 

The education and training of future educational psychologists is one of the major points yet 

to be discussed. In this regard, this discussion opens by raising two crucial points on the topic: 

(1) the space and context of the school/educational psychologist’s performance; and (2) the 

psychology undergraduate course curriculum. On the first point, it is understood and defended 

that there is a big difference between being an educational psychologist on the staff of a 

school, and acting as a school psychologist in a private office outside the institution. Even 

though the profession is defined by education (degree) and the purpose of the work 

(responding to school’s demands), it is understood that the local/position in which the 

professional stands makes a big difference in the role of its actions. Consequently, different 

elements are required in the process of the individual’s education/training, such as: knowledge 

about educational policies, organization and laws; training to deal with institution dynamic 

and continues education and etc.  

 

On the second point, it is defended that the school environment and the whole structure that 

delimits this space should be considered when choosing disciplines and the method of 

knowledge construction for undergraduate curricula design, thereby expanding the 

professional’s insight into other knowledge fields, such as education and politics, among 

others. About the performance of educational psychologists outside (as consultants or 

autonomous professionals) and inside the school (as part of the teacher/functionary board), a 

discussion is proposed between the professional practice and the reflections enabled by the 

conceptual application of the Network of Meanings (Pedrosa, 2004). Such discussion is based 

on the assumptions that sustain RedSig theory, considering especially that “it is in the 

interaction with their peers that human being is constituted as person (. . .) therefore, 

constructing and sharing social, cultural and historical processes”, and that “the psychic 

reality derived from interaction with his environment, in this environment, the other person 

is his privileged target (. . .) define and link senses, roles and positioning, it constitutes his 

identity (. . .)” (Pedrosa, 2004, p. 211-212) within the historical context/space. In the face of 
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what is exposed, it is understood that there are distinct and basic elements that define 

differences in the acting of this professional.  

 

When analysing the variances in performance of the educational psychologist who has as 

reference the interactive processes (relationships) that may arise in these two situations, it is 

understood that the professional constitution also changes; once the Network of Meanings 

produced in the two situations differ, the senses and meanings constructed will also be distinct.  

 

In the first case, the psychologist is a professional who is not in the space and constructions 

inside the institution on a daily basis. Then, his or her actions are structured as someone 

“outside the problem” and whose goal is to help in the process, but not necessarily be part of 

it. In this condition, the psychologist acts much more as a researcher in the analysis of human 

development. His or her actions can be directly related to working with the student (answering 

the demand of a school complaint), teachers (teacher’s formation processes), or school 

management (as a consultant of many fields). However, the psychologist’s participation in 

this space is a result of a combination of different mesosystems – the school and the 

office/company where the professional works. Therefore, it is elaborated that this 

performance will not necessarily consider all the complexities present in the two interlaced 

mesosystems. 

 

In the case of the professional who acts within the institution, the work relationship and 

institutional bonds affect the individual in a way that is unlikely to dissociate him or her from 

the institutional reality lived. The professional here is part of the same microsystem of the 

school, and shares the same kind of social pressures and institutional rules of the other 

teachers/employees. The interactions are regulated by the similar parameters and conditions 

and, therefore, changes the relationship with the psychologist’s work objective – in this case, 

considering the human and school developmental processes. It is not the objective here to 

defend either situation, or to attribute judgment on the work of the school psychologist, 

independent of the context. Nevertheless, psychologist formation should consider both work 

possibilities, and, thus, prepare professionals to work in both situations in different ways.  

 

4. Conclusion 

For professional acting based on the critical analysis of development processes and the 

construction of (inter)relational meanings in the school context, the academic education of 

this professional must contemplate a range of theoretical perspectives that sustain and allow 

him or her the interlacing and detachment – when each is necessary.  

 

RedSig allows us to consider and unfold the field in a way to compose a process of analysis 

that converges distinct theoretical perspectives in the same thought process. The formation in 

school psychology should contemplate, in this order, not only the theories themselves, but the 

methodological path used to design a work that allows it. Furthermore, considering that the 

focus is human development, the educational process to result in critical thought cannot 

branch the process of teaching/learning as occurring in the major part of psychology 

undergraduate courses in the country (Melo, 2010). The theoretical discussions and the 
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development of practices should happen in a non-dissociated way, with a careful examination, 

continuous and close, of a professional teacher in the area. This would be a big advantage to 

undergraduate courses that use the training school as a space to develop practices and other 

internships, once they have the conditions to develop the internal resources necessary to deal 

with the practical reality.  

 

Further, on the formation of the educational/school psychologist, it is understood that these 

professionals, mainly those who participate inside the school, will act directly on the 

teaching/learning process of the students’ basic education and even of the educational 

processes. In this order, it is essential for the individual to have the technical competence and 

theoretical elements that will foster an understanding of school structure and educational 

public policy, and which will enable the psychologist to productively contribute to the 

implementation of pedagogical practices. Such contents or theoretical referential are 

commonly developed in teaching courses. Therefore, the school psychologist should also 

contemplate the curriculum of teaching degrees in a required or optional way to the student.  

 

Without this knowledge, the capacity to globally understand the situation/context in which 

this professional will work is damaged, making space for dissociated, ineffective practices, or 

simply the resolution of “symptom-problems”. Besides unleashing the lack of credibility in 

professional acting, this does not justify the area of knowledge being interlaced with 

education. If it is not appropriated theoretically, politically and epistemologically, it would 

simply be considered the acting of an institutional psychologist within the school context.  

 

Theoretical and methodological reanalysis is the daily life of each and every 

teacher/researcher/professional who wishes to carry out innovative and useful work. 

Therefore, it is hoped that this text has highlighted some points that will allow it to achieve 

this purpose. Thus, the researchers recognize the importance of keeping up with other 

reflections about the topic mentioned here. It is also suggested that other professional fields 

consider this theoretical approach for the construction of other practices. 
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Abstract 

In this study, we explored how children with intellectual disabilities engage in activities with 

peers through pretend play, and the effects of this on their development. We analysed video 

recordings of interactional moments of play activities, aiming to identify how regulations and 

(co)regulations of behaviour are constructed and carried out between peers with significant 

developmental differences. Our methodology was based on the Network of Meanings 

theoretical framework and micro-genetic analysis. The results revealed three important 

elements: (1) reciprocity in the dynamics of regulating behaviour; (2) improvement in the 

structure and development of play through interaction with others; and (3) the possibility of 

the child with the intellectual disability to lead the play, showing that cognitive aspects are not 

the main reference points for children to engage in joint attention\collective activities.  
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5. Introduction 

Studies in human development psychology have been, for the past century, an important guide 

for different areas of knowledge. These studies have based professional practices in education, 

health, and social spheres over the world, setting guidelines for the construction of practices 

and interventions. The relevance\role of play, especially pretend play, is one of the countless 

explored topics regarding the process of development of young children. Play has been 

identified as one of the most important activities of childhood (e.g. Kishimoto, 2002; 2012; 

Kishimoto & Vectore, 2002) and has been considered a sine qua non condition for human 

development (Ginsburg, the Committee in Communications & the Committee on 

Psychosocial Aspects of Child and Family Health, 2007). The knowledge about play base 

practices in kindergarten, preschool, and early years of elementary school, and are part of the 

daily routine of children in school (Zigler & Bishop-Josef, 2004). 

 

Due to the importance of pretend play, this was one of the foci of our research. In this study, 

we are interested in the interactions between children when one of them had intellectual 

disability. In particular, the situations of pretend play were significant moments that led us to 

discuss human development and peer interaction in kindergarten.  

 

Intellectual disability is usually recognized as one of the most difficult challenges to overcome 

in the implementation of an effective inclusive practice (see Plesch, 2010). It could demand 

curriculum adjustments, different pedagogical practices, specialized intervention and, above 

all, a distinct comprehension of human development. Even with all the advances in the area 

and the knowledge accumulated over the past twenty years, there is still the need to explore 

the process through which children construct their culture and engage in social interaction. 

Moreover, we consider it important to look into how children construct pretence and how, 

even with significant differences in development, they share meanings in kindergarten. 

Therefore, considering the challenge of inclusive education and the need to deepen our 

understanding on the topic, the aim is to discuss the possibilities of engagement and 

development for children with such disability in a mainstream context.  

 

To achieve our purposes, three issues are discussed. The first is related to the challenge of 

understanding the process of imagination, abstraction, and pretence for children with 

intellectual disability. For this, we bring out the necessity of overruling the understanding that 

imagination is an isolated cognitive ability. We bring data that can help us look into the process 

of interaction where the play is constructed, and we argue that the emphasis on the dichotomy 

between cognition and emotions can no longer be applied.  

 

The second point relates to the process of interaction itself and the affordances that ‘others’ 

(peers) could provide for the development of pretence in the setting of interaction. In that 
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sense, we consider how non-individualistic perspectives or, in other words, an Enactive 

Account (Rucinska & Reijmers, 2014; Rucinska, 2015) or a Social Subjectivity view 

(González-Rey, 2015) allow new comprehensions of the phenomenon. 

 

The third element pertains to our concerns regarding the unilateral view that dismisses the 

possibilities that children with intellectual disability can engage in and lead collective pretend 

play, due to a possible lack of specific cognitive and social resources among them. We believe 

that children with intellectual disability do not just participate, engage in, and construct 

meaning in pretend play, but also are able to lead the activity, even considering the intellectual 

deficits that are present in their condition.  

 

For the construction of these arguments, we will start presenting, briefly, our theoretical path. 

Just after, in a proceeding section, we will present the methods used for the construction of 

the research corpus and the methodology for the analysis. This will be followed by the 

‘Findings and Discussion’ section, wherein we will present the data and emphasize the 

contributions of the new approaches. To conclude, we will acknowledge the limits of our 

attempts and note our final considerations on the topic for future investigations.  

 

1.1 Imagination, pretence and intellectual disability 

When Vygotsky (2004; 2014) described the ways in which children develop their ability to 

create, to imagine, and, therefore, to abstract the world, he emphasized the necessity of using 

preview elements (signs or experiences) to compose the behavior or idea that was being 

created. The ability to relate different elements is constructed and developed during this 

process and is stimulated according to the social situations the individual is involved in. 

Therefore, the definition provided by Vygotsky is well accepted by many other scientists that 

were concerned about this matter. However, when discussing the concept of imagination 

under the topic of pretence, specifically pretend play, it is not possible to identify the 

materialization of the imaginative process explained by Vygotsky in his works. The dialectic 

and inseparable relationship between the individual and the social components that mark 

Vygotsky’s arguments are replaced by more intellectualistic views on how pretence is 

originated and developed, invoking mental representation to explain pretence.  

 

To make this point more clear, we need to consider Piaget’s (2014) definition of pretence as 

the capacity to represent an object symbolically. Therefore, by understanding pretence objects 

and actions as symbolic objects and actions, we can consider the origins of the mental 

representational process as belonging to the individual. In other words, these symbolic objects 

and actions are one’s own capacity to explore and organize the world. Even knowing that 

Piaget (1967) recognized and emphasized the importance of interaction for the developmental 

process, his theories explain purely how cognitive abilities could be constructed, dismissing 
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the role of emotions and mediation to the process. His perspective marks the requirement of 

certain neurological achievements for learning possibilities, meaning that cognitive 

development comes first, making the child available for learning in the process.  

 

However, what happens when the child does not follow the same path of cognitive 

development as the others? Would it mean that this child is not yet ready to explore the 

possibilities in the environment that requires such abilities? What happens when the child has 

not yet achieved the stage were symbolic games are a reality when playing by oneself? 

 

Keeping these questions in mind, we proceeded to recent studies and reflections on the 

development of pretence to get a grasp of what theoretical reflections could tell us about 

pretence. In that field, as pointed out by Rucinska (2015), we find different mental approaches 

to the origin of pretence. Nichols and Stich (2000; 2003) confirmed that pretence is guided by 

mental contents, and that children have to gather as many mental models as possible to ensure 

appropriate behavior, and that in pretence, they exercise those mental propositions. For that 

process to happen, a complex structure of observed elements, beliefs, and capacity to plan 

have to be accounted for. The limitations of this explanation pertain to its own complex and 

inflexible way of elaborating the process (Rucinska, 2015).  

 

Moving to a less intellectualistic comprehension, Van Leeuwen (2011) constructed the idea 

of guide to pretence based on a model account (mental representations guided by imaginings 

of different forms) that defends the origins of pretence through the existence of a perceptual 

input (internal representation of motor commands) and the combination of various forms of 

imaginings, instead of mental representations. The crux of this theory is that pretence requires 

the integration of mental but also perceptual representations (representations bodily 

movements) to result in the imaginations that guide the pretence play. The pretence, in his 

words, is an imitation of the mental images or other imagined contents (Van Leeuwen; 2011). 

Based on this perspective, pretending cannot be understood only as imitating, as confirmed 

by Rucinska (2015). Even though Van Leeuwen brings a completely new perspective to the 

subject, this is not enough to help us unveil the ways in which the elaboration of pretence 

happens in its full combination. 

 

The mental representation model assumes that cognitive abilities, in one way or the other, are 

the guides for pretence, and that pretence is rather an imitation of the life that cannot be lived 

at the moment. There is, however, a disregard towards non-verbal communication, body 

expressions, and emotional connections. All these elements that would justify either our 

beliefs or the motor scheme are present in the experiences that we construct within the 

environment in the first place.  
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Nevertheless, what we will see is a normative idea that imagination, as an ability present in 

the process of pretence, has its origins in and by the individual. In other words, for the 

individual to be able to engage in the activity of pretence, he has to have already developed 

the demanded ability. The characteristics of that ability and the elaboration of its complexity 

can be identified throughout the development of the child, taking as a reference their behavior 

and response to the pretence in action. These assumptions have in common that the 

development foresees the learning situation (in this case the play itself, in a collective or in an 

individual way). The child has first to present the cognitive resource to be able to perform the 

action.  

 

What happens when those cognitive abilities are not identified in the child when she/he is 

playing by herself/himself, but is manifested in joint activities with others? When considering 

pretend play by children with intellectual disabilities, we noted a lack of literature that could 

help us understand the dynamics of the development of such individuals. Moreover, the 

present explanations of how pretend play is structured that are related to human development 

(Funkhouser & Spaulding, 2009; Van Leeuwen, 2011; Nichols & Stich, 2003) do not seem to 

offer sustainability to discuss the behaviours and the process that we observe among children. 

 

Nowadays, one of the most challenging situations in the educational scenario is the structuring 

of pedagogical practices that offers possibilities for children with disabilities to develop and 

be effectively included in mainstream schools. Considering that play is a constant part of 

children’s routine and acknowledging the relevance of this action to human development, we 

believe that to be able to achieve such high goals, it is most necessary to deeply investigate 

how the process of pretence is constructed. We also believe that such a process relies on more 

than cognitive abilities – it requires and is pushed by emotions, construction of shared 

meanings, and non-verbal responses that are present in communication between children.   

 

When coming back to Vygotsky (2014), we see that ‘the development of imagination and 

intelligence are different from each other in childhood’ (pp. 38), implying that understanding 

the process of imagination should not be located side by side to the discussion on isolated 

cognitive abilities. In psychology, studies that focus on the investigation of development and 

intellectual disability are often conducted within that fragmented perspective (Pfeifer, 

Pacciulio, Santos, Santos, & Stagnitti, 2011). In this case, neither philosophical nor 

psychological approaches offer us the answers that we have been searching for, even if the 

findings are relevant, such as in the cause of Pfeifer’s et al. (2011), which showed that there 

were significant negative correlations between children’s motor severity levels and their 

elaborateness of play, indicating that children with greater motor limitations have diminished 

play ability. However, this still does not explain how pretence occurs.  
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From our viewpoint, for the educational field, prioritized knowledge is the knowledge that 

can lead to changes in pedagogical practices. It is truly important that ‘how’ and ‘when’ are 

prioritized over ‘why’ and ‘where’ in research on the topic. Therefore, considering that the 

above issues and the necessity to increase strategies can enable the development of children 

with intellectual disability in mainstream educational and social contexts, this work is 

justified. 

 

0. It is hoped that the data will not only reveal new perspectives but also contribute to the 

elaboration of further practices.  

6. Methods 

The method has its basis in the Network of Meanings – or the RedSig (Rossetti-Ferreira, 

Amorim, Silva & Carvalho, 2004) theoretical and methodological perspective. To explain 

briefly, RedSig is a theoretical path towards the understanding of human development in 

different contexts. Its key element is the consideration of the complex way in which cultural 

elements, social practices, and individuals are assembled, resulting in diverse possible paths 

to construct meaning and, therefore, in different processes of development.  

 

RedSig has its origins in an investigative process from 1994 that focused on the process of 

adaptation of babies in day-care centres. The complexity presented during the investigative 

process led a group of researchers to find their own way through different theories, by 

assembling into a social-historical base (Vygotsky, 1991; 1993; Wallon, 1986) other 

perspectives and discussions (Rossetti-Ferreira, 2004). In accordance with RedSig, the 

assumption is that human development happens in a signification network into which 

individuals are inserted (and which individuals, at the same time, constitute). This network, 

which is structured by interactions between the individual with others, is immersed in social-

historical and cultural elements, linked between them.  

 

(--) the human development happens through complex processes, immersed in a 

mesh of semiotic nature elements. (--) people are found immersed in, constituted by 

and submitted to this mesh and, at the same time, actively constituting it, contributing 

to circumscription of possible trajectories, to his development, to other people 

development and situation they are participating in. (Rossetti-Ferreira, Amorim & 

Silva, 2004, 23)  

 

From this perspective, it is the composition of all these factors that will define the path for 

development. In that sense, there is never only one possibility or way for development to 

happen, and there are no rules that predispose the future individual. Rather, development has 

multiple paths, and for each individual a network of its own exists. To understand this 
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development, one needs to consider the complexity of human subjectivity within and at the 

same time consider the multiple social/cultural possibilities that compose the phenomenon.  

 

Therefore, in regard specifically to the methodological contributions that guided the 

methodology of this study, the RedSig highlights three important methodological elements in 

the investigation of human development phenomena: (1) a study design that allows the 

comprehension of development as a result of multiple factors. The data collection process has 

to consider that the research will have to apprehend as much as it is possible from the field, 

in many cases having to combine different resources to construct the corpus; (2) the 

researchers’ posture as a toolmaker. The pre-structured methods restrict the researchers’ 

possibilities of immersion in the phenomena; therefore, they have to find their own ways to 

construct the corpus and to reveal its elements; (3) the data analysis process made in a 

relational way. The recognized complexity that composes the phenomena has to be considered 

during the analysis. The contradictions and the unexpected elements need to appear and for 

that, all the facts, information, and evidence, needs to be discussed in a relational dialectic 

dynamic. 

 

In that sense, the focus of data collection, analysis, and results is on interactions. Depending 

on the questions of the research and the objectives of the researcher, the interactions are 

accessed through different perspectives (i.e. between children, between children and objects, 

between children and adults, between babies). In the case of this study, the focus is on the 

interactions between children, considering that one of them (the focus child) has intellectual 

disabilities. Another area that is focused on is the interactions in specific moments of pretend 

play. 

 

2.1 The RedSig Analysis 

For the analysis of data, the Network of Meanings (RedSig) suggests a careful view of the 

interactive process that can be done through a qualitative thick description of scenes or a more 

delicate procedure that involves micro-genetic analysis (Góes, 2000). In this study, since a 

preliminary qualitative description of the data was done, the specific analysis procedures were 

taken directly with the micro-genetic analysis approach. Specific recordings that allowed us 

to discuss the topic of pretend play were selected for further analysis. By observing small 

children play, especially without any adult structured guide, it was possible to recognize how 

they created their own set of social rules; what the elements were that afforded the interactions 

to happen; how they communicated their thoughts and wishes; and when the construction of 

meaning could be identified. In this specific situation, the observation of how children 

overcome disabilities and of the significant cognitive differences in joint activities that, in 

theory, demand similar intellectual capacities was the centre of our concern.  
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The analysis process can be described as a careful and meticulous look into every movement, 

action, reaction, gestures and sound of the short scene selected (Goés, 2000). Each of the 

scenes chosen from the video descriptions passed through a three-step procedure. First, 

identification of the initial moment of the scene; second, isolation of the elements mentioned 

above (movement, action, reaction, gestures and sounds); and third, categorization of possible 

meanings due to the combination of all those elements.  

 

2.2 The participants 

The participants of this study were one child with an intellectual disability (Down syndrome), 

named Ignacio (age: five years) and his peers in kindergarten. The other participants were 

students from a public educational institutions located in a middle-size city of the State of 

Minas Gerais, Brazil. It is important to highlight that in the original research where this data 

were selected from, there were three focus participants (three children with intellectual 

disability). Ignacio’s data composition was randomly selected between the subjects. 

 

2.3 The data  

The data comprised a portion of approximately 75 hours of video recordings of interactive 

moments between children in kindergarten. Each of the focus participants had approximately 

25 hours of video that were taken during one entire school year (2014) in Brazil. The specific 

scenes that were used in this work were selected from the preview data analysis of this total 

amount of video records. The analysis offered a thick description of the main topic of 

interaction. Pretend play was considered an important element to be explored and therefore to 

be included in this further analysis.  

 

2.4 Ethical issues  

It is relevant to mention that all ethical measures were taken before and during the data 

collection. The research was approved by the National Comity of Ethics in Research with 

Human Beings, through the University of São Paulo. All ethical procedures were respected 

and the families were aware of and in agreement with the use of the information presented 

herein. To guarantee that all participants involved directly or indirectly in the research were 

in agreement with the methodological procedure, terms of free and enlightened permission 

were used and the research was conducted at no cost to the participants. Regarding possible 

benefits, at the end of the research, we will provide participants’ families with feedback on 

the main findings of the study, and deliver a copy of the same. All participants’ nominal 

identification data will be made anonymous. The video-recording data bank will stay archived 

in CINDEDI, ensuring the confidentiality of information that could, for some reason, expose 

participants’ identity. 
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7. Findings and discussions  

Considering the limits and purposes of this paper, an episode with four specific scenes was 

selected from the data composition to form the basis of discussions. Recalling that the original 

data are video recordings, therefore, selected moments were transformed into pictures aiming 

to report the essence of the analysis. The figures presented here had a specific filter added, 

enabling the identity of the children to be kept secret. In the selected episode, Ignacio is 

playing with plaster inside the classroom and his pretend play invokes different behaviours in 

others. Throughout the activity, different dynamics are established and an increase in the 

play’s complexity is revealed.  

 

3.1 The episode  

 

Episode - Date: 21 May 2014, recording n.3 at 8’50’ 

Context: Children were doing a free activity with plaster. This activity took place at the same 

time as the pedagogical diagnostic process that the teacher was engaged in individually with 

the children. Ignacio walked around and between many groups during this activity execution, 

and because of the difficulties he faced in producing things with plaster, he was acknowledged 

by the teacher and received attention from the class monitor (Alessandra) at the beginning of 

the process. This kind of activity is very frequent in this classroom’s routine, and it is seems 

to be one that Ignacio really likes. 

Description of scene A: Ignacio is pressing a piece of plaster over the table. The monitor 

comes to his side and encourages him to make a birthday cake while reminding him of the 

activity of the previous day. Ignacio looks towards her and immediately put a wood stick over 

the plaster model. The monitor looks at Ignacio with open eyes and smiles, and, while holding 

her hands together in a clapping position, she asks what the wooden sticks are. Ignacio looks 

back at her and claps his hands, whispering something incomprehensible (he is starting a 

pretend birthday party situation). The monitor says that he should blow the candle. Ignacio 

steps back and claps his hand again, pretending to sing happy birthday (following his own 

rules for the dynamics of the pretence). At the same time, the two other children that share 

the table with Ignacio also engage in the play. The child (Gabriela) seated in front of Ignacio 

places a small stick in the plaster ball that she was making, and the student by his side (Arturo) 

focuses on Gabriela’s activity and hums the happy birthday song along with Ignacio. Regina, 

who is sitting at the table behind Ignacio’s, stares at the dynamics initiated by Ignacio, 

following them with her look and laughing at what happens. The monitor asks Ignacio to cut 

out a piece for her, but he moves away from the table and claps his hands again, now 

accompanied by other children. Ignacio then returns to the plaster, blows at the stick 

(representing the candle), and smiles at the camera, his classmates, and the monitor. He then 
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cuts out a piece of the plaster and brings it towards monitor’s mouth. Regina smiles at 

Ignacio. The children observe all this. Arturo claps his hand, sings happy birthday, and places 

two sticks in the plaster in front of him. Ignacio observes the interactions between his 

classmates while he rolls the plaster piece with his hands, making a birthday cake again 

(9’34’’). 

 

Fig. 1. Moment, in which Ignacio claps his hands and stages a birthday party attracting his classmate’s attention. 

The start of the process. Scene A. 

In this scene, Ignacio’s actions drew the attention of Regina, who was sitting at the table 

behind him. She paid attention to his movements without being aware of any intentions on 

Ignacio’s part to include his classmates in his activities. This behavior regulation started what 

gave rise to a sequence of (co)regulations along with almost forty minutes of interaction, 

showing how the elements of one moment continue to affect the group along with the whole 

activity. What interested us here is how that process happened. 

 

The above scene shows the moment at which Ignacio’s imaginative action caused regulation 

of behaviours, generating collective creative processes and the engagement of other subjects 

in the pretend play started by him. Ignacio started with what we could understand was a 

representation of a cake. The monitor suggested that he make a cake (the script was offered 

by an adult), and Ignacio created a representation of one (using a reproductive direction of 

human imagination: memory; Vygotsky, 2014). We were able characterize the produced 

object as a cake due to the wooden sticks that were used as candles and Ignacio’s movement 

towards these objects. At this point, we can say that the pretence started with a mental 

representation, but it is the continuity of the scene that particularly concerns us. Ignacio placed 

the wooden stick in the plaster and looked directly at Alessandra as he started the pretence of 

a birthday party, clapping his hands and (quietly) singing. The important element here that we 

would like to point out is the expressions and behavior of the monitor. She did not indicate in 

her speech the setting for a birthday party, but the non-verbal elements could have lead Ignacio 

to engage in such a pretence. 
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At the same time that he was totally being influenced by Alessandra, he also seemed to be 

following his own sense of rhythm. He did not blow out the ‘candles’ and seemed a bit lost 

about what he had to do (he began looking around as if searching for something). Here, we 

cannot yet see many different elements of the pretence. The repertoire is quite short. However, 

the behavior of searching, and the rapid moments of exchange of eye contact and facial 

expressions leads us to believe that Ignacio was counting on others to build up the movement. 

We understand these fragments of interactions as evidence of what Gonzalez-Rey (2015) 

described as non-verbal communication elements that surround the social environments and 

create the possibility for social subjectivities to open a space for construction of meanings. 

  

 

Fig. 2. The children near Ignacio start participating in the pretence. 

This can be observed further on in the analysis of the part of the scene where Regina, like her 

classmates Gabriela and Arturo, regulated their behaviours due to Ignacio’s pretence. From 

this moment, we can identify how a single idea, expressed more in movements and gestures 

than in objects itself, allows the construction and exchange of symbolic elements. A social 

process is thus materialized. Different subjectivities now rely on the same elements to build 

the pretend play. The sequence of (co)regulated behavior feeds the imaginative process of all 

the children that are in the pretend activity, even though they are not yet aware of this and are 

not constructing it jointly and intentionally. The facial expressions, the movements, and the 

objects (cakes) become more elaborate, feeding back the whole process and gradually 

transforming the mentally represented object (cake) into a pretend birthday party scene.  

 

Watching the dynamics of the scene, it is possible to conclude that for Ignacio, the responses 

of his classmates to the actions and the scenario that he was creating was the central element 

for the continuity of his further actions. The children paid attention (looking towards, 

responding to) to his gestures, body movement, and facial expressions much more than they 

did to the physical representation of the cake that he made with the plaster. The experience 

that Ignacio was representing is what was taking the rest of the children to engage in the 

activity, providing feedback for new constructions/creations.  
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In this sense, we believe that Rucinska’s (2014) interactive approach to the understanding of 

pretence is more adequate to translate the process that we see happening: “The immediate 

presence, attention and reactions of other participants (as well as spectators) affect and shape 

the type of performance (type of ‘tea party’ played) one is engaged in.’ (p.14). According to 

the Interactionist Account, ‘pretence is guided directly by worldly affordances and 

intersubjective engagements, without models or premises playing a mediating role” (p.12).  

 

 

Fig. 3. Ignacio offers a piece of the cake to the monitor, involving her in the scene once again.  

Description of scene B: Regina rolls the plaster and places two sticks on it (making a cake) 

and, looking directly at Ignacio, starts to clap her hands and sing ‘Happy birthday to you.’ 

Ignacio answers by looking back at Regina and smiling, and Regina smiles back and 

continues to sing. 

 

 

Fig. 4. Moment when Regina continues the pretence and waits for Ignacio’s attention to proceed with the action. 

Scene B. 
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The implicit understanding and the non-verbal communication show that there is another kind 

of fluent exchange of meanings, a shared experience, that gives children the ability to create, 

recreate, and advance in pretence. The continuity of the performed story is specially 

stimulated by the emotions (enthusiasm expressed by jumps, singing, clapping hands, smiling, 

and applauding) present in the children during the process of creating a birthday party. Here, 

we would like to emphasize the claim of one of Ignacio’s classmates (Regina). She seeks for 

Ignacio’s attention and feedback, and she tries to involve him in her pretend story and offers 

him elements to support the construction of the play. The exchange of looks, laughs, and body 

movements are a combination of affordances that allow Ignacio and Regina to advance in the 

pretend play scenario.  

 

The experience with others shown in this scene open space to discussion about the role of 

interactions in the construction of share meanings, focusing on the emotions and implicit 

response of others instead of prioritizing cognitive and intellectual aspects that are required 

for the pretence to happen. González-Rey (2015) helps us to understand this dynamic when 

discussing the concept of social representations, 

 

“Social representations as subjective configurations should be understood as a 

complex blend of subjective senses on which social actions are grounded. SRs take 

many different paths within those socially shared activities. It is impossible to define 

social representations by their objects, fragmenting them into different isolated 

entities, as has been done in many studies on this subject.” (González-Rey, 2015. 

p16) 

 

González-Rey (2015) also offers insights emphasizing that the living experience is what guide 

us to the construction of meanings, which in other hands construct all the structure of our 

social life and world. Both in regard to what concerns the imaginative ability, and the capacity 

of carrying on the representation, the recollection of emotions previously experienced are 

understood here as evidence of development processes caused by peer interaction. It is 

believed that this episode gives evidence of what was argued at the beginning of this study: 

interaction itself and affordances that the other (peers) could become/provide for the 

development of pretence in the setting of interaction.  

 

Another point that has to be highlighted is that, unlike what could be expected, the process 

starts with the child with intellectual disabilities. It is the pretence, proposed by Ignacio, that 

arouses interest in other classmates, showing how children with intellectual disabilities are 

active in the process of meaning construction and how they can be a reference point for 

classmates without any disability. Such behavior opens up a space for discussion on what 

would be the mechanism adopted by children to establish their references in classroom 
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contexts. This episode offers data to state that cognitive capacity or intellectual ability is not 

a principle or criteria for children to elect their preferential peer. Despite the cognitive and 

verbal abilities being in different levels of development, children recognize Ignacio as an 

active peer, socially locating him in the same developmental zone in the school context.  

 

There were other groups of children creating objects and stories, and pretending in their own 

ways at the same time. However, a specific element linked to the individual (Ignacio) and the 

experiences that he offered/allowed within his interactions provided possibilities for children 

to engage in joint activities.  

 

Referring to the specificity of imaginative and/or creation activity, according to Vygotsky, it 

happens because of “experience dependence, the need and interest in which it is based” 

(Vygotsky 2014, p.31), where the environment that surrounds the subject as an important 

element. The other actions that permeate this social environment are, according to Vygotsky 

(2014), inherent to the process, since “as individual as it looks, all the creation always 

contains in itself a social component. In this regard, any invention is individual in the strict 

definition of the Word: in every invention always exist an anonymous collaboration” 

(Vygotsky, 2014. p.33). Thus, the behavior of regulation demonstrated in this episode offer 

elements to reflect on how the processes of imagination, creation, and fantasy will develop 

and constitute the relationship of the child with reality.  

 

Imagination and creation are considered by Vygotsky (2014) to be elements important to the 

human development process, because they are directly related to the richness and the variety 

of the experience accumulated by man and are considered masterpieces through which fantasy 

constructions are elaborated. The imagination is a sine qua non condition for man’s 

transformation in society. It is through this imaginative capacity, leading to fantasy and 

creation, that man “can imagine what he never saw, will be able, through the description of 

others, represent to himself the description of what never existed in his personal experience 

(...) he can go further his borders. Assimilating with help of imagination the historical and 

social experience of the other” (Vygotsky, 2014. pp. 15). 

 

Description of scene C: All the children near Ignacio – Regina, Arturo, Loren, and Gabriela 

– sing ‘Happy birthday to you,’ clap their hands, and create their own versions of a pretend 

cake, as though sharing the same pretend story. 
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Fig. 5. The engagement of more children in the play. The moment becomes collective. Scene C 

Description of scene D: Ignacio is manipulating a piece of plaster and now doing other 

objects. He listens to Regina singing ‘Happy birthday to you’ again, now more loudly. He 

turns in her table’s direction, stands up, and goes toward Regina. He bows in the direction of 

the plaster ball with the wooden stick on it and blows on it. 

 

 

 

Fig. 6. Scene in which Ignacio blow the candles of the pretend cake. Scene D. 

 

In this scene, in that explicit a moment of linkage between imagination and reality 

(represented by the action of pretending to be at a birthday celebration moment), the children 

in the make-believe process revive the situation of celebrating a birthday. They do so by using 

features (smiling, clapping hands, physical exaltation, verbalization) and emotions that would 

be related to this moment, allowing the group to reconstruct a moment previously lived 

(birthday party). Ignacio participates in this process equally, not only through observation but 
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also during the action, presenting movements that start and perpetuate the collective 

imaginative construction. Ignacio gradually presents different behaviours of response, such 

as mutual looks, body positioning toward Regina’s table, clapping hands encouraged by 

Regina’s expression, standing up and going in the direction of Regina’s table, and finally 

blowing on the stick representing a candle. This situation shows how Ignacio participates, 

constructs, and engages in the play’s collective dynamics, changing places in the leadership 

of the pretend play. 

 

This is a complex learning process that passes through imitation as well the imagination and 

spontaneous attitude of social relations. An apprenticeship cannot be directly related to school 

specific content, but it is part of children’s psychological development in school contexts. In 

this sense, it is understood that this is a situation that both shows the connection established 

in behavior regulations and co-regulation and offers evidence for discussion on the role and 

potential of age peers in the development of children with intellectual disabilities. 

4. Final considerations  

If we discuss this element through internalistic/individualistic views of pretence, by either 

linguistic skill (Nichols & Stich, 2003) or imaginative ability (Funkhouser & Spaulding, 

2009), we will be trapped in the normative thinking that leads us to account for the cognitive, 

mental guides required for pretence. In the situations with the child with intellectual 

disabilities does cognitive requirements are in disadvantage, or are not present in the same 

way as for other children. Therefore, the pretence is evaluated as an imitation, a mimic of the 

environment. With the data presented, we can see that imitation is part of the process, but not 

the whole path. Participants are not just engaged in imitating, even though we recognize and 

support the importance of that process, as pointed out by Vygostky (1998). Much more than 

that, when looking at things through the embodied perspective (Rucinska, 2015) and the 

concept of social subjectivity (González-Rey, 2015) as a theoretical guide, we can track down 

how the process is happening and, from that structure, develop further reasoning that may 

help the development of pedagogical practices in the educational environment.  

 

Pretend play is a part of everyday life in school contexts for children, and by looking into 

interactive moments throughout time, we believe that even more elements related to how 

development is constructed can be discovered. Here, we highlight four aspects found relevant: 

(1) reciprocity in the dynamics of regulating behaviour; (2) improvements in the complexity 

of the pretence during social engaged activity; (3) possibility of children with intellectual 

disabilities leading pretend play; and (4) contributions of the Interactive Account of Pretence 

and the concept of Social Subjectivity to the enlargement of the views on this matter.  

 

The reciprocity in joint activities is an expected element. However, this is not considered to 

be the case when talking about children with intellectual disabilities. Here we see clearly that 
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behaviours or movements coming from one child in the classroom can possibly influence 

another, even in situations where individuals have significant differences in their 

development. We can also testify to advances in the construction of the pretence throughout 

the activity when it is happening jointly with others. As the theories in which we base our 

work already mention, the others in the situations becomes affordances for the process to 

happen. Through this, it is possible for us to discuss that the cognitive structure pointed out 

by Piaget as a requirement for pretend play can actually be used in the course of development 

within the process, reaffirming the relevance and the role of shared experiences in the learning 

process for the human development. The concept of social subjectivity shows us how intrinsic 

the cultural elements and the construction of meanings are to the process of development.  

 

When discussing the leading role of the child with intellectual disability in the collective 

pretend play, this specific fact is understood as a sign that significant differences in the 

cognitive aspects (or intellectual development) are not the main reference for children to 

engage in joint attention\collective activities and, therefore, are not a distinguishing criterion 

to predict human global development. This also shows that in mainstream school 

environments can offer different possibilities not only for the child with intellectual disability, 

but also for the ones that have typical development. What is emphasized here is that emotional 

experience guides the process of interaction, rather than verbal ability or adult’s mediation. 

These findings suggests that strategies and interventions based on the promotion of those 

interactions are important and can be significantly relevant to achieving an educational 

environment that contemplates inclusive practices and better outcomes for the development 

of children with intellectual disabilities in mainstream contexts.  

 

We recognize the limitations of this study and the necessity for further explorations on this 

topic, but we will end here by summing up that the further we understand the multiple 

possibilities of human development, the better we can find ways to cohabit in equality.  
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⊆≡←≡↑…• °± ∂±…≥♠←∂♥≡ ≡≈♠…↔∂°±⌠  ↓↑↔∂…♠≥↑≥ƒ  ↑≡≥↔≡≈ ↔°  ≡↑≥ƒ  …•∂≥≈•°°≈ ≡≈♠…↔∂°±⌠  •←  

↓↑…↔∂…≡ ±≈ ≡↑≥ƒ ∂±↔≡↑♥≡±↔∂°±← ≠°↑ ∂≈≡±↔∂≠ƒ∂±÷ 

≡≠≠≡…↔∂♥≡ ±≈ •∂÷•∫→♠≥∂↔ƒ ≡≈♠…↔∂°± ≠°↑ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ♦∂↔• ≈∂←∂≥∂↔∂≡← ⇑°ƒ≈⌠ ∠≈°″⌠ 

≥≡↑±∂±÷ °♠↔…°″≡← 

← ∂±≈∂…↔°↑← °≠ →♠≥∂↔ƒ	⇔♠±←↔  ⊄↑∂♥≡↔↔≡⌠ ⌠ ←•°♦∂±÷ ↔•≡ ≡≠≠≡…↔∂♥≡±≡←← °≠ ↓↑≡←…•°°≥ 

 ¬♥≥≈>  ∈∂±ƒ∂⌠  ″∂±←×∂  ∉°♦≡≥≥∫⊂″∂↔•⌠  °↑ …°↑↑≡≥↔∂±÷ ↓↑≡←…•°°≥ 

↔↔≡±≈±…≡ ♦∂↔• ≈≡♥≡≥°↓″≡±↔ ±≈ ←…•°°≥ ↑≡≈∂±≡←← ∉∂±↔⌠ ⇑↑±≡↔↔⌠ ⇑♠↑…•∂±≥⌠  

⊄•°↑±♠↑÷⌠  ⊂↔↑∂±  ⇑°♥≡ƒ⌠ 〉 ⋅°♦≡♥≡↑⌠ ♦

∂±♥°≥♥≡″≡±↔ ∂± ←°…∂≥ ←∂↔♠↔∂°±←〉 ⊂°♠∞  ←•°♦≡≈ •°♦ …•∂≥≈↑≡± …± ≡ …↔∂♥≡ 

≈∂♥≡↑←≡ ↑°≥≡← ← …°″″♠±∂↔ƒ ″≡″≡↑←〉 ⇑←≡≈ °± ↔•≡ ←°…∂°≥°÷ƒ °≠ …•∂≥≈•°°≈⌠	↑≡←≡↑…•≡↑← 

≈≡♥≡≥°↓″≡±↔ ⇐°∫°°↑≡⌠  ⇐°↑←↑°⌠ ⌠  ⊆°←←≡↔↔∂∫∧≡↑↑≡∂↑⌠ ⇒″°↑∂″⌠  

∠≥∂♥≡∂↑⌠  ⊆♠↔±≡±⌠ 〉  

⊂↔♠≈∂≡← •♥≡ ≥←° ∂±♥≡←↔∂÷↔≡≈ ↔•≡ ↑≡≥≡♥±…≡ °≠ °↑÷±∂∞∂±÷ ←↓…≡← ±≈ ↓↑…↔∂…≡← ↔•↔ ≥≥°♦ 
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≈≡♥≡≥°↓″≡±↔ °≠ ←…•°°≥ …↔∂♥∂↔∂≡← ±≈ ↑…•∂↔≡…↔♠↑≡⌠ ←•°♦∂±÷ •°♦ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ↓≡↑…≡∂♥≡≈ 

↔•≡″←≡≥♥≡← ← …°±≠∂≈≡±↔ ≥≡↑±≡↑← ±≈ ≈∂←…♠←←∂±÷ 

↓≡↑←↓≡…↔∂♥≡← ∂± ∂±←↔∂↔♠↔∂°±≥ ″±÷≡″≡±↔ ↓≥±±∂±÷ ∏±←←°±⌠  ∇•  ≡≡⌠  

⊂±≈←≡↔≡↑  ⊂≡≥±≈⌠ 〉  

∇≡♥≡↑↔•≡≥≡←←⌠ ≈≡←↓∂↔≡  ←°≥∂≈ °≈ƒ °≠ ↑≡←≡↑…• ↔•↔ ∂±≈∂…↔≡← ↔•≡ …°″↓≡↔≡±…ƒ ±≈ ÷≡±…ƒ 

°≠ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ∂± …°…°±←↔↑♠…↔∂±÷ …♠≥↔♠↑≡ ±≈ ↓↑↔∂…∂↓↔∂±÷ ∂± ≥≡↑±∂±÷ ←∂↔♠↔∂°±←⌠ ±≈ ↔•≡ 

…•∂≥≈↑≡±⌠ ↔•≡ …•≥≥≡±÷≡← ≠…≡≈ °± ↔•≡ ↓↑…↔∂…≥ ≥≡♥≡≥ °≠ ↓↑°″°↔∂±÷ ↓↑↔∂…∂↓↔∂°± ±≈ 

…•∂≡♥≡″≡±↔ °≠ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ♦∂↔• ≈∂←∂≥∂↔∂≡← ∂± ∂±…≥♠←∂♥≡ ←≡↔↔∂±÷← ↓°∂±↔← ↔° ↔•≡ ±≡≡≈ ≠°↑ 

≠♠↑↔•≡↑  ↑≡←≡↑…•〉  ∉↑≡♥∂°♠←  ←↔♠≈∂≡←  •∂÷•≥∂÷•↔≡≈  ↔•≡  ±≡≡≈  ↔°  …°±←∂≈≡↑  ↔•≡  …°″↓≥≡♣∂↔ƒ  °≠  

•♠″± ≈≡♥≡≥°↓″≡±↔ ♦•≡± ♦°↑×∂±÷ ♦∂↔•∂± ∂±…≥♠←∂♥≡ ←…•°°≥ ≡±♥∂↑°±″≡±↔← ∧≡↑↑≡∂↑⌠ 

⇒″°↑∂″⌠ ;×∂±≡±⌠  °♠↑⌠  ±≈ ↔•≡ ↓°←←∂∂≥∂↔∂≡← ≠°↑ ↔•≡ ≈≡♥≡≥°↓″≡±↔ °≠ …•∂≥≈↑≡± 

♦∂↔• ≈∂←∂≥∂↔∂≡←  ≈♠↑∂±÷ ↓↑≡↔≡±≈ ↓≥ƒ ♦∂↔• ↓≡≡↑←  ∧≡↑↑≡∂↑⌠  ;×∂±≡±⌠   ⇒″°↑∂″⌠  〉  

⊄•≡←≡ ≡″↓∂↑∂…≥ ±≈ ↔•≡°↑≡↔∂…≥ ≠∂±≈∂±÷← ∂±…↑≡←≡≈ °♠↑ ∂±↔≡↑≡←↔ ∂± ≠♠↑↔•≡↑ ∂±♥≡←↔∂÷↔∂±÷ 



 

 

 

≈♠↑≡∂↑ ∧≡↑↑≡∂↑⌠ ;×∂±≡±  ≈≡ ⊂°♠∞ ⇒″°↑∂″    Varhaiskasvatuksen	Tiedelehti	 	 	 	
JECER   ⌠  〉  •↔↔↓∑ññ∝≡…≡↑〉°↑÷ 

∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°± ↓≥ƒ←  ↑≡≥≡♥±↔ ↑°≥≡〉  

↓↑…↔∂…≡← ±≈ ↔•≡ °↑÷±∂∞↔∂°± °≠ ←…•°°≥ ←↓…≡ ↔° ↓↑°″°↔≡ ↓≡≡↑ ∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°±〉 ∪≡ 

…≥←←↑°°″← ∂± ≡↑≥ƒ …•∂≥≈•°°≈ ≡≈♠…↔∂°± ∨⇐∨〉 ⊄° ≡±≥↑÷≡ ↔•≡ ♥∂≡♦ °≠ ↔•≡ ∂±…≥♠←∂°±⌠ ♦≡ 

♠←≡≈    ≈↔  ←≡↔  °≠  ↔♦°  ≈∂←↔∂±…↔  ←°…∂≥  …°±↔≡♣↔←  ⇑↑∞∂≥  ±≈  ∧∂±≥±≈⌠  ≥≥°♦∂±÷  ↓°←←∂≥≡  

…°±↔↑←↔← ±≈ ∝♠♣↔↓°←∂↔∂°±⌠ ↔° …↓↔♠↑≡ ±≈ ∂≈≡±↔∂≠ƒ ←∂″∂≥↑ …°↑≡ ≡≥≡″≡±↔← °≠ ↔•≡ 

∂″↓≥≡″≡±↔↔∂°± °≠ ∂±…≥♠←∂♥≡ ≡≈♠…↔∂°±≥ ↓↑…↔∂…≡← ∂± ≈∂♥≡↑←≡ ∨⇐∨ …°±↔≡♣↔←〉 ⊄•≡ ±≥ƒ←∂← 

≡♣″∂±≡≈ ↔•≡ ←°…∂≥ ↓↑…↔∂…≡← ∂±←↔≡≈ °≠ ∂±≈∂♥∂≈♠≥ …•∂≡♥≡″≡±↔←⌠ …°±↔≡♣↔♠≥∂∞∂±÷ ↔•≡ 

↓•≡±°″≡±°± °≠ ∂±…≥♠←∂°± ∂± ∂↔← •∂←↔°↑∂…∂↔ƒ⌠ …°±↔↑≈∂…↔∂±÷ ←↔±≈↑≈∂∞↔∂°±← ±≈ °↔•≡↑ 

↓°←∂↔∂°±← ↔•↔ ≈∂←″∂←← ↔•≡ …°″↓≥≡♣∂↔ƒ °≠ ∂±…≥♠←∂°±〉 

⊄•♠←⌠ ∂± ↔•∂← ♦°↑× ♦≡ ≈≈↑≡←←≡≈ ↔•≡ ≠°≥≥°♦∂±÷ ↑≡←≡↑…• →♠≡←↔∂°±← ↑≡÷↑≈∂±÷ ∨⇐∨ …°±↔≡♣↔←∑ 

 ⊄° ♦•↔ ≡♣↔≡±↔ ≈° ↓≡≈÷°÷∂…≥ ↓↑…↔∂…≡← ±≈ ↔•≡ °↑÷±∂∞↔∂°± °≠ ←…•°°≥ ←↓…≡ 

…°±←↔∂↔♠↔≡ ↓°←←∂∂≥∂↔∂≡← ≠°↑ ↓≡≡↑ ∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°±◊  ∪•↔ ↑≡ ↔•≡ ←↓≡…∂≠∂…∂↔∂≡← °≠ ↓≡≡↑ 

∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°± ♦•≡± ←°″≡ °≠ ↔•≡ ↓↑↔∂…∂↓±↔← ↑≡ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ♦∂↔• ≈∂←∂≥∂↔∂≡← ∂± ↔•≡←≡ ∂±…≥♠←∂♥≡ 

←≡↔↔∂±÷←◊  …  ∪•↔  ×∂±≈  °≠  …♠≥↔♠↑≥  ≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±…≡←  ≡″≡↑÷≡  ∂±  ⇑↑∞∂≥∂±  ±≈  ∧∂±±∂←•  

∂±…≥♠←∂♥≡ ∨⇐∨ ←…•°°≥←◊ 

Peer	interaction,	pedagogical	practice	and	school	space	

⊄•≡ ←↔↑↔∂±÷ ↓°∂±↔ °≠ ↔•∂← ←↔♠≈ƒ ∂← ↑≡≥↔≡≈ ↔° ↔•≡ ←←♠″↓↔∂°± ↔•↔ •♠″± …°±←↔∂↔♠↔∂°± ±≈ 

≈≡♥≡≥°↓″≡±↔ °……♠↑ ↓↑≡≈°″∂±±↔≥ƒ ↔•↑°♠÷• ↑≡≥↔∂°±← ♦∂↔• °↔•≡↑←⌠ ♦∂↔•∂± ↓↑°…≡←←≡← °≠ 

∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°±← ↔•↔ ↔×≡ ↓≥…≡ ∂± ≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±↔ ←°…∂≥ …°±↔≡♣↔← ±≈ ♦∂↔• ≈∂♥≡↑←≡ ←°…∂≥ ±≈ …♠≥↔♠↑≥ 

≡≥≡″≡±↔← ⊃ƒ÷°↔←×ƒ⌠  ∪≥≥°±⌠ 〉 √±↔≡↑…↔∂°±←⌠ ↔•♠←⌠ ↑≡  …≡±↔↑≥ ≡≥≡″≡±↔ ♦•≡± 

±≥ƒ∞∂±÷ ↔•≡ ←°…∂≥ ↓•≡±°″≡±°± ∉≡≈↑°←⌠ 〉  

 ≡•♥∂°↑← 

∫⋅″♠↑÷≡↑⌠  ∉≡≈↑°←⌠ ⌠ 

↓〉 〉 ∪∂↔•∂± ↔•∂← ≈≡≠∂±∂↔∂°±⌠ ∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°± …±±°↔ ≡ ≡♣↓≥∂±≡≈ ƒ ↔•≡ ∂←°≥↔∂°± °≠ ± 

↑ƒ ≡≠≠≡…↔←⌠ ƒ 

≡♥≡↑ƒ↔•∂±÷ ↔•↔ °……♠↑← ″°±÷ …•∂≥≈↑≡±⌠ ∂″↓≥ƒ∂±÷ ± ∂±↔≡↑∂±≈∂♥∂≈♠≥ ↓←ƒ…•°≥°÷∂…≥ ∞°±≡ 

∂″″≡≈∂↔≡ ≡″∂←←∂°±∫↑≡←↓°±←≡ ″≡…•±∂←″ ↔°♦↑≈ ↔•≡ ≡♣↓≥∂…∂↔ ↓°↔≡±↔∂≥ °≠ ↑≡÷♠≥↔∂°± 

∉≡≈↑°←  ⇐↑♥≥•°⌠  •∂÷•≥∂÷•↔← ↔•≡ …°±←↔↑♠…↔∂°± °≠ ″≡±∂±÷← ↔•↑°♠÷• ≈∂♥≡↑←≡ ♦ƒ← 
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≡ƒ°±≈ ≈∂↑≡…↔ …°″″♠±∂…↔∂°±⌠ ←  ↑≡←≡↑…•≡↑ ←≡≡×← ↔° ♠±≈≡↑←↔±≈ ± ∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°± ≡♥≡± 

♦•≡± ↔•≡↑≡ ∂← ±° ≡♣↓≥∂…∂↔ ↓•ƒ←∂…≥ …°±↔…↔⌠ ∝°∂±↔ …↔∂♥∂↔ƒ⌠ °↑ ♥≡↑≥∂∞↔∂°±〉 

∪•≡± ±≥ƒ∞∂±÷ ↔•≡ ↑≡÷♠≥↔∂°± °≠  ≡•♥∂°↑←  ″°±÷ ↓≡≡↑←⌠  ↑≡←≡↑…•≡↑←  ←•°♠≥≈ …°±←∂≈≡↑  

↔•↔ ↔•≡ ≡•♥∂°↑← ↑≡ …°±←↔↑∂±≡≈ ƒ ↔•≡ ∂±←↔∂↔♠↔∂°±≥ ←↓…≡ ±≈ ↔∂″≡⌠ ♦•∂…• ↑≡ 

…°±…≡∂♥≡≈ ±≈ °↑÷±∂∞≡≈ ↔° ≥≥°♦ ←↓≡…∂≠∂… ↓≡≈÷°÷∂…≥ ↓↑…↔∂…≡←〉 ⇒← ↔•≡←≡ ↓↑…↔∂…≡← ↑≡ 

°±…≡↓↔⌠ ♦•∂…• …± ≡ 

♠±≈≡↑←↔°°≈ ← …↔∂°±← ∂±♥°≥♥∂±÷ ↔•≡ ≡≥°↑↔∂°± ±≈ ∂″↓≥≡″≡±↔↔∂°± °≠ ↔•≡ …♠↑↑∂…♠≥♠″ 〉 〉 

〉 …°±←∂←↔∂±÷ °≠ ↔•≡ ↔•≡°↑ƒ⌠ ↑≡≠≥≡…↔∂°±←⌠ ″≡…•±∂…≥∫±°↑″↔∂♥≡∫÷♠∂≈≡≈ …↔∂°±←⌠ ±≈ ↔•≡ 

→♠°↔∂≈∂± ∂↔←≡≥≠〉 ∨♥≡↑ƒ↔•∂±÷ ≠↑°″ ↔•≡ …♠↑↑∂…♠≥♠″ ↓↑°↓°←≡≈ ƒ ÷°♥≡↑±″≡±↔≥ ∂±←↔∂↔♠↔∂°±←⌠ 

↔° ↔•≡ …°±↔≡♣↔♠≥∂∞↔∂°± °≠ ≈∂←…°♠↑←≡← ♦∂↔•∂± ←…•°°≥ ƒ ∂↔← ←♠∝≡…↔←〉 ↓〉   

±≈ …± ≡ ∂″♠≡≈ ♦∂↔• 

…°±↔↑≈∂…↔∂°±← ±≈ ↑≡≥↔≡≈ ↔° ≈∂♥≡↑←≡ …♠≥↔♠↑≥ …•↑…↔≡↑∂←↔∂…← ↔•↔ ↑≡ ↓↑↔ °≠  ←°…∂≡↔ƒ⌠ 

…°±←↔∂↔♠↔∂±÷  ←°…∂≥ ↓•≡±°″≡±°± ƒ ∂↔←≡≥≠〉 √± ↔•∂← ←↔♠≈ƒ⌠ ♦≡ ≠°…♠← °± ≠°♠↑ ←↓≡…∂≠∂… 

…°″↓°±≡±↔←∑  …≥←←↑°°″  ≈ƒ±″∂…←  ≡〉÷〉⌠  ♦°↑×  ∂±  ÷↑°♠↓←⌠  ↓∂↑←⌠  °↑  ∂±≈∂♥∂≈♠≥⌠  ↔ƒ↓≡  °≠  

…↔∂♥∂↔∂≡← ≡〉÷〉⌠ ↓≥ƒ⌠ ←↔°↑ƒ↔≡≥≥∂±÷⌠ ↓∂±↔∂±÷⌠ ±≈ ≈↑♦∂±÷⌠ ″↔≡↑∂≥← ≡〉÷〉⌠ ↔°ƒ←⌠ ↓∂±↔⌠ ±≈ 

…↑ƒ°±←⌠ ±≈ ↔•≡ ↑°≥≡ ≈°↓↔≡≈ ƒ ↔•≡ ↔≡…•≡↑ ≈♠↑∂±÷ ↔•≡ ∂±←↔∂↔♠↔∂°±≥ ↑°♠↔∂±≡〉  

⊂↓≡…∂≠∂…≥≥ƒ⌠ ∂± ↑≡≥↔∂°± ↔° ∨⇐∨ ←…•°°≥←⌠ ↓↑≡♥∂°♠← ←↔♠≈∂≡← ⊆∂↔↔∂≥⌠  ⊆♠↔±≡± ≡↔ ≥〉⌠ 

 ⊄♠≈÷≡⌠  ⊃♠°↑∂←≥°⌠ ⊆♠↔±≡±⌠  ⊆∂↔↔∂≥⌠  •♥≡ ←•°♦± ↔•↔ ←↓…≡← …± ≡ 

±≥ƒ∞≡≈ ƒ ↔•≡∂↑ ←↔↑♠…↔♠↑≡⌠ ♦•∂…• ≡±↔∂≥←  ←≡↔ °≠ …↔∂°±← ±≈ ≈ƒ±″∂…← ≡←↔≥∂←•≡≈ ƒ 

↓≡↑←°±← ∂± ↔•≡ °↑÷±∂∞≡≈ …↔∂♥∂↔∂≡←〉 √± ↔•↔ ←≡±←≡⌠ ♥≥♠≡←⌠ ≡≥∂≡≠←⌠ ↓↑≡≠≡↑≡±…≡←⌠ ↑♠≥≡←⌠ ±≈ 

∂≈≡°≥°÷∂≡← ↓≥ƒ ± …↔∂♥≡ ↓↑↔ ∂± ←↔↑♠…↔♠↑∂±÷ ≠≠°↑≈±…≡← °≠  …°±…≡∂♥≡≈ ←↓…≡ ♥∂≥≥≡ ∂± 

↔•≡ ←°…∂≥ ←↓…≡⌠ …°±←↔↑∂±∂±÷ ↔•≡ ∂±≈∂♥∂≈♠≥ ±≈ñ°↑ ÷↑°♠↓ ♠←≡ ⇐↑♥≥•°  ∉≡≈↑°←⌠ 

〉 °↑≡ ↔•± ↔•≡ ∂±≠↑←↔↑♠…↔♠↑≡ ∂± ♦•∂…• ↔•≡ ↓↑…↔∂…≡← •↓↓≡± ↔•≡ ←↓…≡ ∂← …°±←∂≈≡↑≡≈ 

↔•≡ ″±∂≠≡←↔↔∂°± °≠ ↔•≡ …°±…≡↓↔← °≠ ± ≡≈♠…↔∂°±≥ ←ƒ←↔≡″⌠ ↓↑↔≥ƒ ≡″°≈∂≡≈ ƒ ↔•≡ 

∂±←↔∂↔♠↔∂°±≥ …♠↑↑∂…♠≥♠″ ±≈ ↔•≡ ↓↑°↓°←≡≈ ↓≡≈÷°÷∂…≥ ↓↑…↔∂…≡← ⊃∂≡∂↑⌠ 〉 

⊄•≡↑≡≠°↑≡⌠  ←↓…≡  ∂←  ↑≡≥↔≡≈  ↔°  ″≡±∂±÷∫″×∂±÷  ↓↑°…≡←←≡←⌠  ♦•∂…•  ∂±♥°≥♥≡  ±≡÷°↔∂↔∂°±←  

≡↔♦≡≡± ↔•≡ ←…•°°≥⌠ ↔≡…•≡↑←⌠ ±≈ …•∂≥≈↑≡±⌠ ±≈ ≡↔♦≡≡± …•∂≥≈↑≡± ∂±  ←↓≡…∂≠∂… ↔∂″≡ ±≈ 

…°±↔≡♣↔〉 √± ↔•∂← ←≡±←≡⌠ ♠±≈≡↑←↔±≈∂±÷ •°♦ ↔•∂← ↓≡≈÷°÷∂…≥ …°±↔≡♣↔ ∂← °↑÷±∂∞≡≈ ∂← 

↑≡≥≡♥±↔〉 

Method	

Study	contexts	

√± ↔•∂← ←↔♠≈ƒ⌠ ♦≡ ±≥ƒ∞≡ ↓≡≈÷°÷∂…≥ ↓↑…↔∂…≡← ±≈ ↔•≡ °↑÷±∂∞↔∂°± °≠ ←…•°°≥ ←↓…≡ ∂± 

⇑↑∞∂≥∂± ±≈ ∧∂±±∂←• ∨⇐∨ ←…•°°≥←〉 ⇑≡↑∂±÷ ∂± ″∂±≈ ∇,♥° ±≈ ∅↑∂♥∫
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↑≡≠≥≡…↔∂°±←  °±  ↔•≡  ↓°←←∂∂≥∂↔∂≡←  °≠  …°″↓↑↔∂♥≡  ↑≡←≡↑…•⌠  ♦≡  ≡″↑…≡  ↔•∂←  ←↔♠≈ƒ  ←  ±  

°↓↓°↑↔♠±∂↔ƒ ↔° ×±°♦ ↔•≡ °↔•≡↑⌠ ♠±≈≡↑←↔±≈ ↔•≡ °↔•≡↑⌠ ±≈ ↑≡≠≥≡…↔ °± ↔•≡ ↓•≡±°″≡±°±〉 ∪≡ 

↔↑≡↔≡≈ ↔•≡ ↔♦° ≈∂♥≡↑←≡ …♠≥↔♠↑≥ …×÷↑°♠±≈← ←  ↑≡♥≡↑←∂±÷ ″∂↑↑°↑ ↔•↔ ←•≡≈← ≥∂÷•↔ °± 

≈∂←↔∂±…↔ ±≈ ←∂″∂≥↑ …•↑…↔≡↑∂←↔∂…← °≠ ↔•≡ °↔•≡↑ …←≡ ⊄∂≥≥ƒ⌠ ⌠ ∂″∂±÷ ↔° ↑≡♥≡≥ ←↓≡…↔← 

°≠ ∂±…≥♠←∂°± ↓↑°…≡←←≡←⌠ ♦•∂…•⌠ ≈≡←↓∂↔≡ ↔•≡ …♠≥↔♠↑≥ ≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±…≡←⌠ ″∂÷•↔ ≡ ∂″↓°↑↔±↔ ≠°↑  

≈≡≡↓ ♠±≈≡↑←↔±≈∂±÷ °≠ ∂±…≥♠←∂°±〉 ⊄•∂← ↓↓↑°…• °≠≠≡↑≡≈  ♠±∂→♠≡ ←∂↔♠↔∂°± ≠°↑ ∂≈≡±↔∂≠ƒ∂±÷ 

↔•≡ …°↑≡ ≡≥≡″≡±↔← °≠  ↓•≡±°″≡±°± ⊄♠≈÷≡⌠ ⌠ ±≈ ↔•≡ ←←♠″↓↔∂°± °≠ …♠≥↔♠↑≡∫←↓≡…∂≠∂… 

≈°″≡←↔∂…↔∂°± ⇒≥←♠♠↔↑∂  ⇒≥←♠♠↔↑∂⌠  ↓↑°♥∂≈≡≈ ↔•≡ ↓°←←∂∂≥∂↔ƒ ↔° ♠±≈≡↑←↔±≈ 

•°♦ ∂±↔≡↑±↔∂°±≥ ↔↑≡±≈← ↑≡ ≈°″≡←↔∂…↔≡≈ ♦∂↔• ↑≡←↓≡…↔ ↔° ≥°…≥ …°±≈∂↔∂°±←〉 ⊄° ↔•∂← ≡±≈⌠ 

♦≡  ≈↑≡♦  °±  ↔•≡  ≥°÷∂…  °≠  ∂±≈∂♥∂≈♠≥∂∞∂±÷  …°″↓↑∂←°±  ⊄∂≥≥ƒ⌠    ±≈  ↔•≡  …°±↔↑←↔  °≠  

≠≡↔♠↑≡← ≠≠≡…↔ ↔•≡ ♦°↑×∂±÷∫

⌠ ↓〉 〉  

∉↑≡♥∂°♠← ←↔♠≈∂≡← ∂± ∨⇐∨ ↑≡↓°↑↔≡≈ ∂±↔≡↑≡←↔∂±÷ ↓°←←∂∂≥∂↔∂≡← ≠°↑ ↑≡←≡↑…• ∂± ♦•∂…• ∧∂±≥±≈ 

±≈ ⇑↑∞∂≥ ↑≡ ↔×≡± ← ↑≡←≡↑…• …°±↔≡♣↔← ⊆♠↔±≡±⌠ ⇐°←↔⌠  ⇒″°↑∂″⌠  ⊆♠↔±≡± ≡↔ 

⊂≥″±… ⊂↔↔≡″≡±↔ ⊇±∂↔≡≈ ∇↔∂°±← ∨≈♠…↔∂°±≥⌠ ⊂…∂≡±↔∂≠∂…⌠ ±≈ ⇐♠≥↔♠↑≥ ∠↑÷±∂∞↔∂°± 

⊗⊇∇∨⊂⇐∠ℜ⌠  ⌠  °↑  ↔•≡  ⊂↔↔≡″≡±↔  °≠  ↔•≡  ∪°↑≥≈  ⇐°±≠≡↑≡±…≡  °±  ∨≈♠…↔∂°±  ≠°↑  ⇒≥≥  

⊇∇∨⊂⇐∠⌠ ⌠ ↑≡←♠≥↔∂±÷ ∂±  ←≡↔ °≠ ∂±…≥♠←∂♥≡ ↑≡≠°↑″← ←≡≈ °± ←∂″∂≥↑ ÷↑°♠±≈← ≡±≈≡← 

 ⇐↑≥⌠  ≡±≈≡←  ⇐∂⌠  ∂±∂←↔↑ƒ °≠ ∨≈♠…↔∂°±⌠ ⌠ ⌠  ⊆∝×≥↔∂° 

 ;×∂±≡±⌠ 〉  

√± ⇑↑∞∂≥ ±≈ ∧∂±≥±≈⌠ ←↓≡…∂≥ ≡≈♠…↔∂°± •← ↔↑≈∂↔∂°±≥≥ƒ ≡≡± °↑÷±∂∞≡≈ ←  ←↓≡…∂≥∂∞≡≈ 

←≡↑♥∂…≡ ←♠←↔∂↔♠↔≡ ≠°↑ ″∂±←↔↑≡″ ←…•°°≥∂±÷⌠ ≥≡≈∂±÷ ↔° ←↓≡…∂≥ ←…•°°≥← ±≈ ←↓≡…∂≥ …≥←←≡←〉 

⊄•≡ ←≡÷↑≡÷↔≡≈ °↑÷±∂∞↔∂°± °≠ ≡≈♠…↔∂°±≥ ←≡↑♥∂…≡← ♦← ←≡≈ °± ↔•≡ ″≡≈∂…≥ …°±…≡↓↔ °≠ 

±°↑″≥∂↔ƒñ±°↑″≥∂↔ƒ⌠ ↓≥…∂±÷ ≡≈♠…↔∂°± ≠°↑ ←↔♠≈≡±↔← ♦∂↔• ≈∂←∂≥∂↔∂≡← ← ± 

←←∂←↔≡±↔∂≥∂←↔ ÷°≥ ∞∞°↔↔⌠ 〉 √± ↔•≡ ← ∂± ∧∂±≥±≈ ±≈ ∂±  ∂± ⇑↑∞∂≥⌠ ……≡←← 

↔°  ≡≈♠…↔∂°±  ≡…″≡    ↑∂÷•↔  ≠°↑  ≥≥  …•∂≥≈↑≡±⌠  ±≈  ≠°↑  ↔•≡  ≠∂↑←↔  ↔∂″≡⌠  ↔•≡↑≡  ♦←    …≥≡↑  

°↑∂≡±↔↔∂°± ↔•↔ ←…•°°≥∂±÷ ♦← ←♠↓↓°←≡≈ ↔° ≡ …↑↑∂≡≈ °♠↔ ∂± ↔•≡ ″∂±←↔↑≡″ ←ƒ←↔≡″ 

⊂←←∂  °≡↑÷⌠ 〉 

⇒≠↔≡↑ ↔•≡ ∪°↑≥≈ ⇐°±≠≡↑≡±…≡ °≠ ∨≈♠…↔∂°± ≠°↑ ⇒≥≥ ∏°″↔∂≡±⌠ ⊄•∂≥±≈⌠  ±≈ ↔•≡ ∪°↑≥≈ 

⇐°±≠≡↑≡±…≡  °≠  ∨≈♠…↔∂°±  ⊂↓≡…∂≥  ∇≡≡≈←  ⊂≥″±…⌠  ⊂↓∂±⌠  ⌠  ⇑↑∞∂≥  ±≈  ∧∂±≥±≈  

≥∂÷±≡≈ ↔•≡∂↑ ±↔∂°±≥ ≡≈♠…↔∂°±≥ ↓°≥∂…∂≡← ♦∂↔• ↔•≡ ÷°≥← °≠ ……≡←← ±≈ →♠≥∂↔ƒ ↓↑°↓°←≡≈ 

ƒ ⊇∇∨⊂⇐∠ ⌠ ♠±≈≡↑ ↔•≡ ←°…∂≥ ∝♠←↔∂…≡ ÷≡±≈〉 ⇑°↔• …°♠±↔↑∂≡← ∂±↔≡↑↓↑≡↔ ±≈ ≡″↑…≡ 

∂±…≥♠←∂♥≡ ≡≈♠…↔∂°± ←    ±°↔∂°± °≠  ←°…∂≥  ∝♠←↔∂…≡⌠  ♦•∂…• ∂″← ↔°  ÷♠↑±↔≡≡ ≡→♠∂↔ƒ  ∂±  ↔•≡ 

……≡←← ±≈ ↓↑↔∂…∂↓↔∂°± °≠ ≥≥ ←↔♠≈≡±↔← ∂± ↔•≡ ←…•°°≥ ←ƒ←↔≡″ ;×∂±≡±  ;×∂±≡±⌠  
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∂±∂←↔↑ƒ  °≠  ∨≈♠…↔∂°±⌠  〉  ⋅°♦≡♥≡↑⌠  ←  ÷≥°≥  ÷♠∂≈≡≥∂±≡←  ≈°  ±°↔  ″±≈↔≡    ←↓≡…∂≠∂…  

←ƒ←↔≡″ ↔° ≡←↔≥∂←• ∂±…≥♠←∂°±⌠ ↔•≡ ↓↑°…≡←← °≠ ≈°″≡←↔∂…↔∂°± °≠ ∂±↔≡↑±↔∂°±≥ ↓°≥∂…∂≡← 

⇒≥←♠♠↔↑∂⌠  ⊇∇∨⊂⇐∠⌠  ↑≡←♠≥↔≡≈ ∂± ≈∂←↔∂±…↔ ↑≡≥∂↔∂≡←〉 

√± ⇑↑∞∂≥⌠ ↔•≡ ±↔∂°±≥ ÷♠∂≈≡≥∂±≡← ∂±↔≡÷↑↔≡≈ ←↓≡…∂≥ ±≈ ∂±…≥♠←∂♥≡ ≡≈♠…↔∂°± ← ↔•≡ 

∇↔∂°±≥ ∉°≥∂…ƒ °≠ ⊂↓≡…∂≥ ∨≈♠…↔∂°± ♦∂↔•∂± ↔•≡ √±…≥♠←∂♥≡ ∨≈♠…↔∂°± ∉≡↑←↓≡…↔∂♥≡ ∂±∂←↔↑ƒ 

°≠ ∨≈♠…↔∂°±⌠ ⌠ ±≈ ←↓≡…∂≥ ≡≈♠…↔∂°±≥ ↔↔≡±≈±…≡ ∨∨⇒ ♦← ≡←↔≥∂←•≡≈ ♦∂↔•∂± 

″∂±←↔↑≡″ ←…•°°≥← ← ↔•≡ ″∂± ←♠↓↓°↑↔ ←ƒ←↔≡″ ≠°↑ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ♦∂↔• ≈∂←∂≥∂↔∂≡← ≠↑°″  ↔° 

 ƒ≡↑← °≥≈〉 ⊄•≡ ←…•°°≥ ↓↑↔∂…∂↓↔∂±÷ ∂± ↔•∂← ←↔♠≈ƒ °≠≠≡↑≡≈ ←≡↑♥∂…≡← ≠↑°″ ∨⇐∨ ←↔↑↔∂±÷ ↔ 

÷≡ ↔•↑≡≡ ↔° ↔•≡ ↔• ÷↑≈≡ °≠ ∨≥≡″≡±↔↑ƒ ⊂…•°°≥⌠ ↔×∂±÷ ←∂♣↔ƒ ±≡♦ ←↔♠≈≡±↔← ≡♥≡↑ƒ ƒ≡↑〉 

∨⇐∨ ∂← ∂±↔≡÷↑↔≡≈ ↔° ↔•≡ ←…•°°≥ ≠…∂≥∂↔∂≡←⌠ ♠↔ •← ∂↔← °♦± …♠↑↑∂…♠≥♠″ ±≈ ←↔≠≠ ″≡″≡↑←〉 

⇐≥←←↑°°″← ↑≡ °↑÷±∂∞≡≈ ƒ ÷≡ ÷↑°♠↓←⌠ ……°″″°≈↔∂±÷ ♠↓ ↔° ≡∂÷•↔≡≡± …•∂≥≈↑≡± 

″♣∂″♠″ °≠ ↔♦° …•∂≥≈↑≡± ♦∂↔• ≈∂←∂≥∂↔ƒ⌠  ♦•∂…• ♦∂≥≥  ≡ ↔♠÷•↔ ƒ  …≥←← ↔≡…•≡↑ ±≈ 

°±≡ …≥←← ∂≈≡〉 ∨∨⇒ ←≡↑♥∂…≡← ♦≡↑≡ °≠≠≡↑≡≈ ≠°↑ ≥≥ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ♦∂↔• ≈∂←∂≥∂↔ƒ ←∂±…≡ ↔•≡ ≠∂↑←↔ ≈ƒ 

↔ ←…•°°≥〉 ⊂↓≡…∂≥ …≥←←≡← ♦≡↑≡ ←…•≡≈♠≥≡≈ °±≡ •°♠↑ °±…≡  ♦≡≡× ≡≠°↑≡ ←…•°°≥ •°♠↑←〉  

√± ∧∂±≥±≈⌠ ↔•≡ ←ƒ←↔≡″ ″∂±↔∂±≡≈ ↔•≡ ↔♦∂±∫↔↑…× ←ƒ←↔≡″⌠ ∂± ♦•∂…• ←↔♠≈≡±↔← ↑≡ ≡±↔∂↔≥≡≈ 

↔° ↑≡…≡∂♥≡ ∂±≈∂♥∂≈♠≥∂∞≡≈ ∂±←↔↑♠…↔∂°±⌠ ……°″″°≈↔∂°±⌠ ±≈ ←♠↓↓°↑↔ ″°←↔ ↓↓↑°↓↑∂↔≡ ≠°↑ 

↔•≡∂↑ ±≡≡≈← ♦∂↔•∂± ″∂±←↔↑≡″ °↑ ←↓≡…∂≥ ≡≈♠…↔∂°± ←≡↔↔∂±÷←〉 ⊄•≡ ←ƒ←↔≡″ ♦← °♥∂↔≡≈ 

ƒ ″≡±≈≡≈ ≥≡÷∂←≥↔∂°± ⇑←∂… ∨≈♠…↔∂°± ⇒…↔⌠  ∨↑≥ƒ ⇐•∂≥≈•°°≈ ∨≈♠…↔∂°± ⇒…↔⌠  

±≈ ƒ ↔•≡ ↑≡≈≡←∂÷±≡≈ ∇↔∂°±≥ ⇐°↑≡ ⇐♠↑↑∂…♠≥♠″ ≠°↑ ∨↑≥ƒ ⇐•∂≥≈•°°≈ ∨≈♠…↔∂°± 〉 

⇒≥↔•°♠÷• ↔•≡ ←ƒ←↔≡″ ≈≡≠∂±≡← ≥≡↑±∂±÷ ← ∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°±⌠ ↔•≡ ≡″↓•←∂← ∂← ←↔↑°±÷≥ƒ °± ″≡≡↔∂±÷ 

≠°↑ ≡♥≡↑ƒ …•∂≥≈〉 ⊄•≡ ←…•°°≥ ↓↑↔∂…∂↓±↔ ♦← ≡←←≡±↔∂≥≥ƒ ± ∨⇐∨ ∂±←↔∂↔♠↔∂°± ≠°↑ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ≠↑°″ 

°±≡∫↔°∫≠∂♥≡∫ƒ≡↑←∫°≥≈〉 ⇐≥←←↑°°″← ↑≡ ≥←° °↑÷±∂∞≡≈ ƒ ÷≡ ÷↑°♠↓←⌠ ♠↔ …°♠≥≈ ≥←° 

∂±↔≡÷↑↔≡ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ≠↑°″ ≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±↔ ÷≡←⌠ ……°″″°≈↔∂±÷ ♠↓ ↔° ↔♦≡±↔ƒ …•∂≥≈↑≡±⌠ ♦•∂…• ♦∂≥≥ 

≡ ↔♠÷•↔ ≡  …≥←← ↔≡…•≡↑⌠ ±≈ ↔♦° …≥←← ∂≈≡←〉 ⊄•≡↑≡ ♦← ±° ←↓≡…∂≠∂… ←≡↑♥∂…≡ °≠ ←↓≡…∂≥ 

≡≈♠…↔∂°± ≠°↑≡←≡≡± ≠°↑ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ♦∂↔• ≈∂←∂≥∂↔∂≡← ♦∂↔•∂± ↔•≡ ←…•°°≥〉  

Methodological	approach	 	

⊄•∂←  ←↔♠≈ƒ  ♦←  ≈≡←∂÷±≡≈  ♠±≈≡↑    →♠≥∂↔↔∂♥≡  ≡↓∂←↔≡″°≥°÷ƒ⌠  ♦•∂…•  ↓↑≡←♠↓↓°←≡←  ↔•↔  

×±°♦≥≡≈÷≡ ∂←  …°±←↔↑♠…↔∂♥≡∫∂±↔≡↑↓↑≡↔↔∂♥≡ ↓↑°…≡←← ¬°±∞>≥≡∞ ⊆≡ƒ⌠ ⌠ ⌠ ⌠ 

∂±♥°≥♥∂±÷ ↔•≡ ≡≥°↑↔∂°± °≠ ±≡♦ ″≡±∂±÷← ƒ ↔•≡ ±≥ƒ←∂← °≠  ±°±∫←↔↔∂… …↔≡÷°↑ƒ⌠ ↔•≡ 

←♠∝≡…↔∂♥∂↔ƒ〉 ⊄•♠←⌠ ∂±≈∂♥∂≈♠≥ …←≡ ←↔♠≈∂≡← …± ≥←° …°±↔∂± ÷≡±≡↑≥ ±≈ ≡←←≡±↔∂≥ ≡≥≡″≡±↔← 

°≠  ←°…∂≥ ↓•≡±°″≡±°±〉  

∪≡ ♦≡↑≡ ∂±←↓∂↑≡≈ ƒ ↔•≡ ±≡↔♦°↑× °≠ ″≡±∂±÷← ″≡↔•°≈°≥°÷∂…≥ ≠↑″≡♦°↑× …≠〉 ⊆°←←≡↔↔∂∫

∧≡↑↑≡∂↑  ≡↔  ≥〉⌠  ⌠    ±≈  ←←≡″≥≡≈    …°″∂±↔∂°±  °≠  ≡″↓∂↑∂…≥  ←°♠↑…≡←  ≡〉÷〉⌠  

≡•♥∂°↑≥ °←≡↑♥↔∂°±← °≠ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ±≈ ↔≡…•≡↑←⌠ …°±↔≡±↔ °≠ ←↓≡≡…• ∂± …°″″♠±∂…↔∂°±⌠ 
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…↔∂°±← °≠ ≡•♥∂°↑≥ ↑≡÷♠≥↔∂°±⌠ ±≈ ≠…∂≥ ≡♣↓↑≡←←∂°±← ← ↔•≡ ≡≥≡″≡±↔← °≠ ±≥ƒ←∂←〉 ⊄•≡ 

±≡↔♦°↑× °≠ ″≡±∂±÷← ≈°↓↔←  ↑≡≥↔∂°±≥ ±≈ ≈∂≥°÷∂…≥ ±≥ƒ↔∂…≥ ↓↓↑°…• ⊆°←←≡↔↔∂∫

∧≡↑↑≡∂↑⌠ ⇒″°↑∂″  ⊂∂≥♥⌠ ⌠ ≈≡≥∂±÷ ←∂″♠≥↔±≡°♠←≥ƒ ♦∂↔• ≥≥ ↔•≡ ∂±≠°↑″↔∂°± ≠↑°″ ↔•≡ 

≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±↔ ≈↔ ←≡↔←⌠ ≥≥°♦∂±÷ ↓°←←∂≥≡ …°±↔↑≈∂…↔∂°±← ±≈ ♠±≡♣↓≡…↔≡≈ ≡≥≡″≡±↔← ↔° ≡″≡↑÷≡ 

≈♠↑∂±÷ ↔•≡ ↓↑°…≡←←〉 ⊄•≡↑≡≠°↑≡⌠ ↔•≡ ←↔♠≈ƒ ≈≡←∂÷± ↓↑°♥∂≈≡≈ ± ↓↓↑°↓↑∂↔≡ ←∂← ≠°↑ 

♠±≈≡↑←↔±≈∂±÷ ∂±…≥♠←∂°± ← ↔•≡ ↑≡←♠≥↔ °≠ ″♠≥↔∂↓≥≡ ∂±↔≡↑↑≡≥↔≡≈ ≠…↔°↑←⌠ ←♠…• ← ↔•≡ 

↓≡≈÷°÷∂…≥ ↓↑…↔∂…≡⌠ ↔•≡ °↑÷±∂∞↔∂°± °≠ ←↓…≡⌠ ±≈ ↓≡≡↑ ∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°±←〉  

Participants	

√± ⇑↑∞∂≥⌠ ↓↑↔∂…∂↓±↔← ♦≡↑≡  ≠°♠↑∫ƒ≡↑∫°≥≈ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ♦∂↔• ↔ƒ↓∂…≥ ≈≡♥≡≥°↓″≡±↔ ±≈ °±≡ 

…•∂≥≈ °ƒ⌠ ↓←≡♠≈°±ƒ″ √÷±…∂° ♦∂↔• ∂±↔≡≥≥≡…↔♠≥ ≈∂←∂≥∂↔ƒ ≈♠≡ ↔° ⇔°♦± ←ƒ±≈↑°″≡ 

↑≡≠≡↑↑≡≈ ↔° ← ↔•≡ ↓∂♥°↔ …•∂≥≈〉 √± ∧∂±≥±≈⌠ ↓↑↔∂…∂↓±↔← ♦≡↑≡  ↔•↑≡≡∫ƒ≡↑∫°≥≈ …•∂≥≈↑≡± 

♦∂↔• ↔ƒ↓∂…≥ ≈≡♥≡≥°↓″≡±↔ ±≈ °±≡ …•∂≥≈ ÷∂↑≥ ♦∂↔• ∂±↔≡≥≥≡…↔♠≥ ≈∂←∂≥∂↔ƒ ≈∂÷±°←≡≈ ♦∂↔• 

 ←∂″∂≥↑ ←ƒ±≈↑°″≡ ↓←≡♠≈°±ƒ″ ⊄↑∝〉  ∉↑↔∂…∂↓±↔← ≥←° ∂±…≥♠≈≡≈ ↔≡…•≡↑←⌠ …≥←← ∂≈≡← 

←↓≡…∂≠∂… ∂±≠°↑″↔∂°± ≈≈≡≈ ∂± ±±≡♣⌠ ±≈ ↔•≡ ↑≡←≡↑…•≡↑ ∂± ↔•∂← …←≡⌠ ↔•≡ ≠∂↑←↔ ♠↔•°↑⌠ 

♦•°⌠ ♠±≈≡↑ ↔•≡ ±≡↔♦°↑× °≠ ″≡±∂±÷← ≠↑″≡♦°↑×⌠ ♦← …°±←∂≈≡↑≡≈ ↔° •♥≡ ± …↔∂♥≡ ↑°≥≡ ← 

 …°±≈♠…↔°↑ °≠ ↔•≡ ∂±♥≡←↔∂÷↔∂♥≡ ↓↑°…≡←← ⊆°←←≡↔↔∂∫∧≡↑↑≡∂↑ ≡↔ ≥〉⌠ 〉 √↔ ∂← ↔•↑°♠÷• ↔•≡ 

≡ƒ≡←⌠ ↑≡←°±∂±÷⌠ …•°∂…≡← ±≈ ←≡±←∂∂≥∂↔ƒ ↔°♦↑≈← ↔•≡ ≡♥≡±↔← ↔•↔ ↔•≡ ≈↔ ∂← …°±←↔↑♠…↔≡≈⌠ 

≈≡″↑…↔∂±÷ ↔•≡ ≥∂″∂↔← °≠ ↑≡←≡↑…• …°↑↓♠←〉 ⊄•≡↑≡ ♦≡↑≡ ↔♦° ″∂± …↑∂↔≡↑∂ ≠°↑ ←≡≥≡…↔∂±÷ ↔•≡ 

↓↑↔∂…∂↓±↔←〉 ∧∂↑←↔ ♦← ↔•↔ ←…•°°≥← ♦≡↑≡ ↓↑↔ °≠ ↓♠≥∂… ←ƒ←↔≡″⌠ ≡∂±÷ ≈″∂±∂←↔↑↔≡≈ ♠±≈≡↑ 

↔•≡ ±↔∂°±≥ ÷♠∂≈≡≥∂±≡← ≠°↑ ∨⇐∨ °≠ ≡…• …°♠±↔↑ƒ〉 ⊂≡…°±≈⌠ ↔•↔ ↔•≡ ↓∂♥°↔ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ♦≡↑≡ 

≈∂÷±°←≡≈ ♦∂↔• ∂±↔≡≥≥≡…↔♠≥ ≈∂←∂≥∂↔ƒ ♦∂↔•°♠↔ ±ƒ …°∫″°↑∂≈ …°±≈∂↔∂°±←⌠ ♦•∂…• …°♠≥≈ 

↓↑≡♥≡±↔  ↔•≡″  °≠  ♠↔°±°″°♠←≥ƒ  ″°♥∂±÷  ↑°♠±≈  ∂±  ↔•≡  …≥←←↑°°″⌠  ←°  ↔•↔  ∂↔  ♦°♠≥≈  ≡  

↓°←←∂≥≡ ↔° ←≡≡ ≥←° ↔•≡∂↑ ∂±∂↔∂↔∂♥≡← ↔°♦↑≈← ∂±↔≡↑…↔∂±÷ ♦∂↔• °↔•≡↑←〉  

√± ↔•∂← ←↔♠≈ƒ⌠ ≡←∂≈≡← °↔∂±∂±÷ ♦↑∂↔↔≡± …°±←≡±↔ ≠↑°″ ↓↑≡±↔← °≠ ≥≥ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ∂±♥°≥♥≡≈ 

↓↑°∝≡…↔ ♦← ←♠″∂↔↔≡≈ ↔° ∨↔•∂…≥ ⇐°″″∂↔↔≡≡ ∂± °↔• …°♠±↔↑∂≡←⌠ ← ↓↑↔ °≠ ≡↔•∂…≥ 

…°±←∂≈≡↑↔∂°±←  ↔•≡  ↑≡←≡↑…•≡↑  ♦←  ≥←°  ∂±↔↑°≈♠…≡≈  ≡≠°↑≡•±≈  ↔°  ↔•≡  …•∂≥≈↑≡±  

↓↑↔∂…∂↓↔∂±÷  °±  ↔•≡  ←↔♠≈ƒ⌠  ≡♣↓≥∂±∂±÷  ↔•≡  ↓♠↑↓°←≡  °≠  •≡↑  ♥∂←∂↔←  ±≈  ↔•≡  °♠±≈↑∂≡←  °≠  

 

Data	collection	 	

⇔↔ ♦≡↑≡ …°≥≥≡…↔≡≈ ≠↑°″ ↔♦° ←°♠↑…≡←∑ ♥∂≈≡° ↑≡…°↑≈∂±÷← °≠ ≈∂≥ƒ ↑°♠↔∂±≡← ±≈ ≠∂≡≥≈ ≈∂↑∂≡← 

←↓…≡〉  √±  ⇑↑∞∂≥⌠  ≈↔  ♦≡↑≡  …°≥≥≡…↔≡≈  ≈♠↑∂±÷  ↔•≡  ∫″°±↔•  ←…•°°≥  ƒ≡↑  ∂±  ♦≡≡×≥ƒ    •  

←≡←←∂°±←〉 √± ∧∂±≥±≈⌠ ≈↔ ♦≡↑≡ …°≥≥≡…↔≡≈ ≠°↑  ″°±↔•← ≈♠↑∂±÷   • ←≡←←∂°± ↔♦∂…≡  ♦≡≡×〉 

≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±↔ ∂±≠°↑″↔∂°± …♠↑↑∂…♠≥♠″ ∂″↓≥≡″≡±↔↔∂°± ±≈ ≈∂≥ƒ ←…•≡≈♠≥≡←〉 
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⊄•≡  ♠←≡  °≠  ♥∂≈≡°  ↑≡…°↑≈∂±÷  ♦←  ←♠↓↓°↑↔≡≈  ƒ  ↓↑≡♥∂°♠←  ←↔♠≈∂≡←  ∧≡↑↑≡∂↑⌠    ¬♥∂←⌠  

∠≈≡÷↑≈⌠  ≡″°±⌠  ∉≡≈↑°←  ⇐↑♥≥•°⌠  ⊂°♠∞  ⇑↔∂←↔⌠  ← ± 

≈≡→♠↔≡ ↔°°≥ ≠°↑ →♠≥∂↔↔∂♥≡ ↑≡←≡↑…• ♦∂↔• …•∂≥≈↑≡±〉 ∉↑≡♥∂°♠← ←↔♠≈∂≡← ≥←° ←♠↓↓°↑↔≡≈ ↔•≡ 

♠←≡  °≠    ≠∂≡≥≈  ≈∂↑ƒ  ←    ↑≡←°♠↑…≡≠♠≥  ←↔↑↔≡÷ƒ  ≠°↑  ↓↑°♥∂≈∂±÷  ←♠↓↓≥≡″≡±↔↑ƒ  ∂±≠°↑″↔∂°±  

↑≡≥↔≡≈ ↔° ↔•≡ ↓↑°…≡←← ∨↔•≡↑∂±÷↔°±⌠  ∠↑↔≥∂↓↓⌠ 〉 

Analysis	 	

⇔↔ ♦≡↑≡ ↓↑≡↓↑≡≈ ≠°↑ ±≥ƒ←∂← ƒ ≡♣…≥♠≈∂±÷ ≠↑°″ ↔•≡ ♥∂≈≡° ↑…•∂♥≡← ∂″÷≡← ♦≡↑≡ ↔•≡ 

↓∂♥°↔ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ♦≡↑≡ ≥°±≡⌠ °↑ ∂± ∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°± ≡♣…≥♠←∂♥≡≥ƒ ♦∂↔• ± ≈♠≥↔〉 ⊄•♠←⌠ ≠↑°″ 

↓↓↑°♣∂″↔≡≥ƒ  ″∂±♠↔≡← °≠ ⇑↑∞∂≥∂± ≈↔⌠  ↔°↔≥ °≠  ″∂± ↑≡″∂±≡≈⌠ ±≈ ≠↑°″ 

 ″∂±♠↔≡← °≠ ∧∂±±∂←• ≈↔  ″∂± ♦≡↑≡ …°±←∂≈≡↑≡≈〉 ⊄•≡ ≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±…≡ ∂± ↔•≡ ↔°↔≥ ″°♠±↔ 

°≠ ″∂±♠↔≡← ≡↔♦≡≡± ⇑↑∞∂≥∂± ±≈ ∧∂±±∂←• ≠∂±≥ ≈↔ ←≡↔ ≈∂≈ ±°↔ ∂″↓≥ƒ ±ƒ …°±←↔↑∂±↔← ↔° 

↔•≡  ±≥ƒ←∂←〉  ⊄•≡  ±≥ƒ←∂←  …°±←∂←↔≡≈  °≠    ≠°♠↑∫←↔≡↓  ∂↔≡↑↔∂♥≡  ↓↑°…≡←←  ∂±←↓∂↑≡≈  ƒ  ↔•≡  

±≡↔♦°↑× °≠ ″≡±∂±÷← ≈∂≥°÷∂…≥ ±≈ ↑≡≥↔∂°±≥ ↓↓↑°…•〉 ∧∂↑←↔⌠ ≥≥ ↔•≡ ♥∂≈≡° ↑≡…°↑≈∂±÷← 

♦≡↑≡ ÷↔•≡↑≡≈ ±≈ ±≥ƒ∞≡≈ ↔° ≈≡≥∂″∂↔ ↔•≡ ∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°± ≡↓∂←°≈≡←〉 ∪≡ ↓↓≥∂≡≈ ↔♦° 

…°″∂±≡≈ …↑∂↔≡↑∂ ↑≡≥↔≡≈ ↔° ↔•≡ …°±…≡↓↔ °≠ ∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°± ♠←≡≈ ∂± ↔•∂← ↓↑↔∂…♠≥↑ ♦°↑×∑ ∝°∂±↔ 

↔↔≡±↔∂°± ↓↑°↓°←≡≈ ƒ ⊄°″←≡≥≥°  ∧↑↑↑⌠  ±≈ ≡•♥∂°↑ ↑≡÷♠≥↔∂°±ñ″♠↔♠≥ 

↑≡÷♠≥↔∂°± ≡↔♦≡≡± …•∂≥≈↑≡± ←  ≈≡←…↑∂≡≈ ƒ ⇐↑♥≥•° ≡↔  ≥〉⌠  〉  ⊄♦° •♠±≈↑≡≈ ±≈ 

←≡…°±≈ ↑°♠±≈ °≠ ±≥ƒ←∂←〉  

√± ↔•≡ ←≡…°±≈ ←↔≡↓⌠ ♦≡ ±≥ƒ∞≡≈ ↔•≡ ∂≈≡±↔∂≠∂≡≈ ≡↓∂←°≈≡←〉 ∪≡ ≈≡←…↑∂≡≈ ↔•≡ …°±↔≡±↔ °≠ ≡…• 

↑≡÷♠≥↔∂°±ñ″♠↔♠≥ ↑≡÷♠≥↔∂°± °≠ ≡•♥∂°↑ ±≈ …↔≡÷°↑∂∞≡≈ ↔•≡ ≡↓∂←°≈≡← ……°↑≈∂±÷ ↔° ↔♦° 

≡≥≡″≡±↔←∑ ≥°…≥∂↔ƒ ≡〉÷〉⌠ ↓≥ƒ÷↑°♠±≈⌠ …≥←←↑°°″⌠ ±≈ …≠≡↔≡↑∂ ±≈ ↔ƒ↓≡ °≠ …↔∂♥∂↔ƒ⌠ ←♠…• ← 

 ≠↑≡≡ …↔∂♥∂↔ƒ ±° ≈∂↑≡…↔ °↑∂≡±↔↔∂°± ≠↑°″ ± ≈♠≥↔ °↑  ←↔↑♠…↔♠↑≡≈ …↔∂♥∂↔ƒ ≈∂↑≡…↔ 

÷♠∂≈±…≡ ƒ ± ≈♠≥↔〉  ∪≡ ↔•≡± …•°←≡ ↔•↑≡≡ ↓∂↑← °≠ ≡↓∂←°≈≡←⌠ ∂± ♦•∂…• ↔•≡ ≥°…≥∂↔ƒ ±≈ 

…°±↔≡♣↔ °≠ ↔•≡ …↔∂♥∂↔ƒ ♦≡↑≡ ↔•≡ ←″≡ ∂± °↔• ←≡↔↔∂±÷← ←≡≡ ⊄≥≡ 〉  
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⊄⇒⇑∨   ∉↑≡←≡±↔↔∂°± °≠ ↔•≡ ←≡≥≡…↔≡≈ ≡↓∂←°≈≡← 

EPISODES ⇐∠⊇∇⊄⊆∅ ⇔⇒⊄∨ ∠⇐⇒√⊄∅ ⇐∠∇⊄∨∩⊄ ∠∧ ⇒⇐⊄√⊃√⊄∅ 

Pair	1 

Episode	1 ⇑↑∞∂≥ 〉〉 ⇐♠≥↔♠↑≥ ⊂↓…≡ ∉∂±↔∂±÷ …↔∂♥∂↔ƒ ∂± ←″≥≥ ÷↑°♠↓←〉 

Episode	2 ∧∂±≥±≈ 〉〉 ⇐≥←←↑°°″ ∉∂±↔∂±÷ …↔∂♥∂↔ƒ ∂± ↓∂↑←〉 

Pair	2 

Episode	3 ⇑↑∞∂≥ 〉〉 ∉≥ƒ↑°°″ ∉↑≡↔≡±≈ ↓≥ƒ〉 

Episode	4 ∧∂±≥±≈ 〉〉 ⇐≥←←↑°°″ ∉↑≡↔≡±≈ ↓≥ƒ〉 

Pair	3 

Episode	5 ⇑↑∞∂≥ 〉〉 ∉≥ƒ÷↑°♠±≈ ∉≡≡↑ ∂← ↔≡≥≥∂±÷ ♦•↔ ↔° ≈°〉 

Episode	6 ∧∂±≥±≈ 〉〉 ⇐≥←←↑°°″ ∉≡≡↑ ∂← ↔≡≥≥∂±÷ ♦•↔ ↔° ≈°〉 

 

∠±…≡ ♦≡ •≈ ←≡≥≡…↔≡≈ ↔•≡ ≡↓∂←°≈≡← ±≈ …°″∂±≡≈ ↔•≡″ ……°↑≈∂±÷ ↔° ↔•≡ ←∂″∂≥↑∂↔ƒ °≠ ↔•≡ 

…↔∂♥∂↔∂≡← °↑ ←°…∂≥ ←∂↔♠↔∂°±⌠ ♦≡ …↑↑∂≡≈ °♠↔ ↔•≡ ↔•∂↑≈ ←↔≡↓∑  ≠↑″≡∫ƒ∫≠↑″≡ ″∂…↑°÷≡±≡↔∂… 

±≥ƒ←∂← ¬°6←⌠ 〉 ⊄•≡ ″∂…↑°÷≡±≡↔∂… ±≥ƒ←∂← ≠°…♠←≡≈ °± ∂≈≡±↔∂≠ƒ∂±÷ ↔•↑≡≡ ÷↑°♠↓← °≠ 

≡≥≡″≡±↔←∑    ⊄•≡  ≠∂↑←↔  ÷↑°♠↓  ♦←  ↑≡÷♠≥↔°↑ƒ  ≡•♥∂°↑←⌠  ♦•∂…•  ♦≡↑≡  ∂≈≡±↔∂≠∂≡≈  ƒ  ↔•≡  

…°±↔…↔←〉  ∪≡  ↓↓≥∂≡≈    ″±∂≠≡←↔  …°≈∂±÷  ≠°↑  →♠±↔∂≠ƒ∂±÷  ≡…•  ≡•♥∂°↑〉    ⊄•≡  ←≡…°±≈  

÷↑°♠↓ ♦← ″↔≡↑∂≥ñ←↓↔∂≥ ≡≥≡″≡±↔← ∂〉≡〉⌠ ≈∂♥∂←∂°±⌠ …°″↓°←∂↔∂°±⌠ ±≈ ♠↔∂≥∂∞↔∂°± °≠ ←↓…≡ 

±≈  ″↔≡↑∂≥←  ≈♠↑∂±÷  ↔•≡  …↔∂♥∂↔∂≡←⌠  ±≈  …  ↔•≡  ↔•∂↑≈  ÷↑°♠↓  ♦←  ↓≡≈÷°÷∂…≥  

∂±←↔↑♠…↔∂°±≥ñ←♠↓↓°↑↔∂♥≡ …↔∂°±← ≡〉÷〉⌠ ↑°≥≡ °≠ ↔•≡ ↔≡…•≡↑⌠ ↔ƒ↓≡ °≠ …↔∂♥∂↔ƒ ±≈ ∂±←↔↑♠…↔∂°±⌠ 

±≈ ↓≡≈÷°÷∂…≥ ∂″←〉 ∧°↑ ↔•≡ ″↔≡↑∂≥ñ←↓↔∂≥ ±≈ ↓≡≈÷°÷∂…≥ñ←♠↓↓°↑↔∂♥≡ ≡≥≡″≡±↔← ♦≡ 

↓↓≥∂≡≈  ≥↔≡±↔ …°±↔≡±↔ ±≥ƒ←∂← ≠°↑ thick	 description ←≡≡ °±≈↑…×∂⌠ ∪≡≥≥″±⌠  

⇒″♠±≈←°±⌠    ±≈  ←≡≈  °±  ↔•≡  ∂≈≡±↔∂≠∂…↔∂°±  °≠  ↔•≡  ↔•↑≡≡  ÷↑°♠↓←  °≠  ≡≥≡″≡±↔←⌠  ♦≡  

…↑≡↔≡≈ ≈≡←…↑∂↓↔∂°±← °≠ ↔•≡ ←≡≥≡…↔≡≈ ≡↓∂←°≈≡←〉 ⊄° ∂≥≥♠←↔↑↔≡ ↔•≡ ″∂…↑°÷≡±≡↔∂… ±≥ƒ←∂←⌠ ♦≡ 

↓↑≡←≡±↔ ↔♦° ≡♣…≡↑↓↔← ≠↑°″ ∉∂↑  ……°↑≈∂±÷ ↔° ⊄≥≡ 〉  
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Pair	1:	Painting	Activities	 	

Ignacio	 	

 

∧√¬⊇⊆∨     ∂≈≡±↔∂≠∂≡≈ ƒ ↔•≡ ↑↑°♦ 

∂″∂↔↔∂±÷ •∂← ↓≡≡↑〉  

Context∑  ⊄•≡ ≡±↔∂↑≡ ÷↑°♠↓  …•∂≥≈↑≡± ♦← ∂± ↔•≡  ″ …≥←←↑°°″〉 ⊄•≡ …↔∂♥∂↔∂≡← 

♦≡↑≡ ≈°±≡ ″∂±≥ƒ °± ↔•≡ ≠≥°°↑⌠ ≡″↓•←∂∞∂±÷ ÷↑°♠↓ …°≥≥°↑↔∂°±〉 ⊄•≡ ↑↔ ≥≡←←°± ≥←↔← 

≠°↑  ″∂± ±≈ •↓↓≡±← °±…≡  ♦≡≡×⌠ °↑÷±∂∞≡≈ ƒ ↓↑≡≈≡↔≡↑″∂±≡≈ ←…•≡≈♠≥≡← ≠°↑ ↔•≡ 

≡±↔∂↑≡ ←…•°°≥ ƒ≡↑〉 √± ↔•∂← ≡↓∂←°≈≡⌠ ↔•≡ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ♦≡↑≡ …°±↔∂±♠∂±÷ ± …↔∂♥∂↔ƒ ∂±∂↔∂↔≡≈ 

↔•≡ ↓↑≡♥∂°♠← ♦≡≡× ″°←∂… ↔≡…•±∂→♠≡⌠ ♦•∂…• …°±←∂←↔≡≈ °≠ ↓↓≥ƒ∂±÷ ÷≥♠≡ ♦∂↔•∂± ↔•≡ 

°↑≈≡↑← °≠  ←↓≡…∂≠∂… ≈↑♦∂±÷ ±≈ ↓←↔∂±÷ ↓∂≡…≡← °≠ …°≥°↑≡≈ ↓↓≡↑ ″↔≡↑∂≥ ↓↑≡↓↑≡≈ 

ƒ ↔•≡ ↔≡…•≡↑←〉 ⊄•≡ ↔≡…•≡↑ ÷♠∂≈≡≈ ↔•≡ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ≈∂♥∂≈≡≈ ∂±↔° ÷↑°♠↓← °≠ ≠∂♥≡ ↔•↑°♠÷• 

← ↔•≡ ≠∂↑←↔ ↔∂″≡ ↔•↔ ↔•≡ 

…≥←←  •≈  …°±↔…↔  ♦∂↔•  ↔•∂←  ↑↔∂←↔∂…  ↔≡…•±∂→♠≡  ±≈  ↔•≡  ≠∂↑←↔  ↔∂″≡  √÷±…∂°  ♦←  ♥∂≈≡°  

↑≡…°↑≈≡≈ ♠←∂±÷  ↑♠←•〉 

Episode	1: √÷±…∂° ≥°°×← ↔ •∂← ↓≡≡↑ ←∂↔↔∂±÷ ∂± ≠↑°±↔ °≠ •∂″⌠ ♦•° ∂← ↓∂…×∂±÷ ♠↓  ↑♠←• 

±≈  ≈∂↓↓∂±÷  ∂↔  ∂±↔°  ↔•≡  ↓°↔  °≠  ÷≥♠≡〉  √÷±…∂°  ∂″∂↔↔≡←  ↔•≡  ↓≡≡↑⌠  ↔×∂±÷    ↑♠←•  ±≈  

≈∂↓↓∂±÷ ∂↔ ∂± ↔•≡ ↓°↔ °≠ ÷≥♠≡〉 ⋅≡ ≥°°×← ↔ •∂← ↓≡≡↑← ←≡↔≡≈ ≡←∂≈≡ •∂″ ±≈ ≡÷∂±← 

↑♠←•∂±÷ ↔•≡ ÷≥♠≡ °± ↔•≡ ≈↑♦∂±÷⌠ …°±↔∂±♠∂±÷ ↔•≡ ∂″∂↔↔∂°±〉 ⋅≡ ≥°°×← ↔ ↔•≡∂↑ •±≈← 

±≈ ↔•≡ ↓↓≡↑ °± ♦•∂…• ↔•≡ƒ ↑≡ ≈°∂±÷ ↔•≡ …↔∂♥∂↔ƒ〉 √± ≠↑°±↔ °≠ •∂″⌠ ¬↑∂≡≥ ♥≡↑≥∂∞≡← 

←ƒ≥≥≥≡←〉 √÷±…∂° ≥←° ≡÷∂±← ↔° ≥≡⌠ ≡″∂↔↔∂±÷ ←∂″∂≥↑ ←°♠±≈←〉 ⊂≡…°±≈← ≥↔≡↑⌠ ⇒± 

←∂↔↔∂±÷ °± •∂← ↑∂÷•↔ ←ƒ← ↔•↔ √÷±…∂° ∂← ≈°∂±÷ ↔•≡ …↔∂♥∂↔ƒ ♦↑°±÷ ±≈ …°″↓≥∂±← ↔° ↔•≡ 

↔≡…•≡↑〉 √÷±…∂° ←↔°↓←⌠ ≥°°×← ↔↔≡±↔∂♥≡≥ƒ ↔ •∂← ↓≡≡↑⌠ ±≈ ♦∂↔←〉 ⊄•≡ ↔≡…•≡↑ ∂±↔≡↑♥≡±≡← 

…≥≡  
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Tarja	 	

 

∧√¬⊇⊆∨   ∂≈≡±↔∂≠∂≡≈ ƒ ↔•≡ ↑↑°♦ ∂″∂↔↔∂±÷ •∂← ↓≡≡↑〉 

Context∑ ⊂∂♣ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ←↔ ∂± ↓∂↑← ∂± ←↓≡…∂≠∂… ↓≥…≡← ∂± ↔•≡  ″ …≥←←↑°°″〉 ⊄•≡∂↑ …×← 

♦≡↑≡ ↔° ↔•≡ °↔•≡↑ ↓∂↑←⌠ ↓↑∂♥∂≥≡÷∂±÷ ↔•≡ ∂±≈∂♥∂≈♠≥ ♦°↑× ±≈ ←↓…≡〉 ⊄•≡ …≥←← ↔≡…•≡↑ 

•≈ ↓↑≡♥∂°♠←≥ƒ °↑÷±∂∞≡≈ ↔•≡ ″↔≡↑∂≥← ↓↓≡↑⌠ ↓∂±↔⌠ ↑♠←•≡←⌠ ±≈ ″♠←∂…〉 ⊄•≡ 

…↔∂♥∂↔ƒ …°±←∂←↔≡≈ °≠ ←↓↑≡≈∂±÷ ↓∂±↔ °±  ↓∂≡…≡ °≠ ↓↓≡↑ ±≈ ↔•≡± …↑≡↔∂±÷ ↔≡♣↔♠↑≡← ƒ 

↑♠∂±÷  ♦°°≈≡± ←↔∂…× ÷∂±←↔ ↔•≡ ↓∂±↔〉 ⊄•≡ …≥←← ∂≈≡ ≡♣↓≥∂±≡≈ ↔•≡ ↓↑°…≡≈♠↑≡←⌠ 

°≠≠≡↑≡≈ ↔•≡ ″↔≡↑∂≥←⌠ ±≈ ÷♠∂≈≡≈ ↔•≡ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ↔•↑°♠÷• ↔•≡ …↔∂♥∂↔ƒ⌠ ♦•∂≥≡ …≥←←∂…≥ 

″♠←∂… ↓≥ƒ≡≈ ∂± ↔•≡ …×÷↑°♠±≈〉 ⊄•≡ …•∂≥≈↑≡± •≈ ♠←≡≈ ↔•≡ ←″≡ ↔≡…•±∂→♠≡ ♦∂↔• 

≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±↔ ″↔≡↑∂≥← ≡≠°↑≡〉 ⇒≥↔•°♠÷• ≡…• …•∂≥≈ ≈∂≈ •∂← °↑ •≡↑ °♦± ♦°↑×⌠ ↔•≡ …↔∂♥∂↔ƒ 

♦← ∂≈≡±↔∂≠∂≡≈ ƒ ↔•≡ ↔≡…•≡↑ ←  ÷↑°♠↓ …↔∂♥∂↔ƒ⌠ ≡…♠←≡ ↔•≡ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ♦≡↑≡ °↑÷±∂∞≡≈ 

∂± ↓∂↑← ±≈ ←↔ ↔°÷≡↔•≡↑⌠ ←∂″♠≥↔±≡°♠←≥ƒ ≈°∂±÷ ↔•≡ ←″≡ ×∂±≈ °≠ ♦°↑×〉  

Episode	2: ⊄↑∝ ±≈ ⊆∂″° ↑≡ ←∂↔↔∂±÷ ↔°÷≡↔•≡↑〉 ⊄•≡ ↔≡…•≡↑ …°″≡← °♥≡↑ ±≈ ≡♣↓≥∂±← 

↔•≡ …↔∂♥∂↔ƒ〉 ∪•∂≥≡ ↔•≡ ↔≡…•≡↑ ∂← ≡♣↓≥∂±∂±÷⌠ ⊄↑∝ ↔°♠…•≡← ↔•≡ ↔≡…•≡↑ ♦∂↔• ↔•≡ ↑♠←• 

←≡♥≡↑≥ ↔∂″≡←⌠ ±≈ ↔♠↑±← ±≈ ≥°°×← ↑°♠±≈ ↔•≡ ↑°°″ ↔ °∝≡…↔← ±≈ ↔ ↔•≡ ↓∂↑ °≠ 

…•∂≥≈↑≡± ←∂↔↔∂±÷ ↔ ±°↔•≡↑ ↔≥≡ ≡•∂±≈ •≡↑〉 ⇒≠↔≡↑ ↔•↔⌠ ←•≡ ≥°°×← ↔ ↔•≡ ↑♠←•⌠ ↓↑≡←←≡← 

∂↔ ÷∂±←↔ ↔•≡ ↓↓≡↑⌠ ↓↑≡←←≡← ∂↔ ÷∂±←↔ •≡↑ ←×∂±⌠ ±≈ ≥↔≡↑ ←″≡≥≥← ∂↔〉 ∪•≡± ↔•≡ ↔≡…•≡↑ 

↓≡↑〉 ⊄•≡ 

…•∂≥≈ ∂″″≡≈∂↔≡≥ƒ ←↔↑↔← ↔° ←↓↑≡≈ ↔•≡ ↓∂±↔〉 ⊄↑∝ ≥°°×← ↔ •≡↑ ″≥≡ …≥←←″↔≡⌠ ⊆∂″°⌠ 

≡←∂≈≡ •≡↑〉 ⊂•≡ ↔•≡± ↓≡↑≠°↑″← ←∂″∂≥↑ ″°♥≡″≡±↔← ← •∂←〉 ⊆∂″° ≈°≡← ±°↔ ≥°°× ↔ •≡↑⌠ 

…°±↔∂±♠∂±÷ ↔° ≠°…♠← °± •∂← ↓∂±↔∂±÷ ↓↑°…≡←←〉 ⊄↑∝ ≥°°×← ↔ •∂″ ←≡♥≡↑≥ ↔∂″≡← ↔ •∂← 

•±≈← ±≈ ↔ •∂← ↓∂±↔∂±÷ ♦•∂≥≡ …°±↔∂±♠∂±÷ ♦∂↔• •≡↑ °♦± ↓∂±↔∂±÷ ″°♥≡″≡±↔←〉 ⊄↑∝ 

↔♠↑±← •≡↑ ↔↔≡±↔∂°± ↔°♦↑≈ ↔•≡ °↔•≡↑ ↓∂↑ °≠ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ←∂↔↔∂±÷ ↔ ↔•≡ ↔≥≡ ±≡♣↔ ↔° •≡↑〉 

⊄↑∝ ↔♠↑±← …× ±≈ ≥°°×← ↔ ⊆∂″°⌠ ♦•° ∂← ±°♦ …↑≡↔∂±÷ ↔≡♣↔♠↑≡← ♠←∂±÷ ↔•≡ ♦°°≈≡± 



 

 

 

≈♠↑≡∂↑ ∧≡↑↑≡∂↑⌠ ;×∂±≡±  ≈≡ ⊂°♠∞ ⇒″°↑∂″    Varhaiskasvatuksen	Tiedelehti	 	 	 	
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″°♥≡″≡±↔←〉  

⇑←≡≈ °± ↔•≡ ≈≡←…↑∂↓↔∂°± ♦≡ ↔•≡± ↓≡↑≠°↑″≡≈ ↔•≡ ≠°♠↑↔• ←↔≡↓ °≠ ↔•≡ ↓↑°…≡←←∑ ±≥ƒ∞∂±÷ ↔•≡ 

↑≡≥↔∂°±← °≠ ↔•≡←≡ ≡≥≡″≡±↔← ↔° ↔•≡ ↓•≡±°″≡±°± °≠ ∂±…≥♠←∂°±⌠ ♦•∂…• ↑≡ ↔•≡ ″∂± ↑≡←♠≥↔← °≠ 

↔•∂←  ←↔♠≈ƒ〉   √±  ↔•≡  ≠°≥≥°♦∂±÷  ←≡…↔∂°±←⌠  ♦≡  ≈∂←…♠←←  ≡…•  ≡≥≡″≡±↔  ±≈  ↔•≡  ≡″≡↑÷∂±÷  

″≡±∂±÷←⌠ ♦•∂…• ♦≡ ≡♣″∂±≡ ↔° ↓°∂±↔ °♠↔ ↔•≡ ≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±…≡← ≡↔♦≡≡± ↔♦° …♠≥↔♠↑≥ …°±↔≡♣↔← 

± ∂± ∂±…≥♠←∂♥≡ ←≡↔↔∂±÷←〉  

Results	

√± ↔•∂← ←≡…↔∂°± ♦≡ ↓↑≡←≡±↔ ↔•≡ ↑≡←♠≥↔← ……°↑≈∂±÷ ↔° ↔•≡ ≡≥≡″≡±↔← ↔•↔ ♦≡ ≠°…♠←≡≈ ↔° 

±≥ƒ∞≡〉 

Regulatory	elements	 	

√± ≡↓∂←°≈≡←  ±≈ ⌠ ↔•≡ ↓∂♥°↔ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ♦↔…•≡≈ ↔•≡∂↑ ↓≡≡↑← ← ″°≈≡≥← ↔° ≈° ↔•≡ ÷♠∂≈≡≈ 

…↔∂♥∂↔ƒ〉 ⊄•≡ ∧∂±±∂←• 

←≡↑…•≡≈ ≠°↑ ↔•≡ °↔•≡↑ ↓∂↑ °≠ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ♦•∂≥≡ ≈°∂±÷ •≡↑ °♦± …↔∂♥∂↔ƒ〉 ⊄•≡ ⇑↑∞∂≥∂± ↓∂♥°↔ 

± °≠ •∂← ♦°↑×〉 ⇑°↔• ↓∂♥°↔ …•∂≥≈↑≡± •≈ ± ≈♠≥↔ ↔ ↔•≡∂↑ ≈∂←↓°←≥⌠ ♠↔ ↔•≡ 

↔•≡ ↔∂″≡〉 ⇒← ♦≡ …± ←≡≡ ∂± ↔•≡←≡ ≡↓∂←°≈≡←⌠ ↓≡≡↑← ♦≡↑≡  ↑≡≠≡↑≡±…≡ ≠°↑ ↔•≡ …•∂≥≈ ♦∂↔• 

≈∂←∂≥∂↔ƒ ∂± °↔• …°±↔≡♣↔←〉 

°↑≡  ↑°≈≥ƒ⌠  ∂±  ↔•≡  ←∂♣  ≡↓∂←°≈≡←  ±≥ƒ∞≡≈⌠  ↔•≡  ↑≡÷♠≥↔°↑ƒ  ≡•♥∂°↑←  ←•°♦≡≈  ↔•↔  ↔•≡  

↓∂♥°↔ …•∂≥≈ ∂± ⇑↑∞∂≥ ≡♣…•±÷≡≈ ↓•ƒ←∂…≥ …°±↔…↔ ″°↑≡ ≠↑≡→♠≡±↔≥ƒ ±   ±≈ ↓↑↔∂…∂↓↔≡≈ 

∂± ″°↑≡ ∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°±← ±  ⌠ ♦•∂…• ∂±♥°≥♥≡≈ ♥≡↑≥ ≈∂≥°÷← ♦∂↔• ↓≡≡↑← …°″↓↑≡≈ ↔° ↔•≡ 

↓∂♥°↔ …•∂≥≈ ∂± ↔•≡ ∧∂±±∂←• …°±↔≡♣↔ ♥≡↑≥ ∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°± ♦∂↔• ↓≡≡↑←⌠ ±   ↓•ƒ←∂…≥ …°±↔…↔ 

≡↔♦≡≡± ↓≡≡↑←⌠ ±  〉 ⊄•≡←≡ ≠∂±≈∂±÷← …°♠≥≈ ≡ ↑≡≥↔≡≈ ↔° ↔•≡ •∂÷•≡↑ ±♠″≡↑ °≠ …•∂≥≈↑≡± 

↓↑↔∂…∂↓↔∂±÷ ∂± ↔•≡ …↔∂♥∂↔∂≡← ±≈ ↔•≡ ≈∂♥∂←∂°± ±≈ ♠↔∂≥∂∞↔∂°± °≠ ←↓…≡⌠ ♦•∂…• ↓°←←∂≥ƒ 

↑≡←♠≥↔ ∂± ≥≡←← ∂±≈∂♥∂≈♠≥ ←↓…≡ ≠°↑ ≡…• …•∂≥≈ ∂± ↔•≡ ⇑↑∞∂≥∂± ←≡↔↔∂±÷〉  ⊆≡÷↑≈∂±÷ ↔•≡ 

±≥ƒ←∂← °≠ ≡ƒ≡ …°±↔…↔⌠ ≥↔•°♠÷• ↔•≡ ←″≡ →♠±↔∂↔ƒ ±   ♦← °←≡↑♥≡≈ ∂± ↔•≡ ≡•♥∂°↑ 

°≠ ↔♦° ↓∂♥°↔ …•∂≥≈↑≡±⌠ ≠°↑ ↔•≡ ∧∂±±∂←• …•∂≥≈ ↔•≡ ≡ƒ≡ ÷∞≡ ≈♠↑↔∂°± ±≈ ↔•≡ ≠°…♠← °± ↔•≡ 

∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°± ♦∂↔• ♦•↔ °↔•≡↑← ♦≡↑≡ ≈°∂±÷〉  

⊄•≡ ⇑↑∞∂≥∂± ↓∂♥°↔ …•∂≥≈ ≥←° ≡±÷÷≡≈ ∂± ″°↑≡ ←∂↔♠↔∂°±← ∂±♥°≥♥∂±÷ ♥≡↑≥ ≈∂≥°÷← ♦∂↔• 

↔≡…•≡↑←  ±      ±      ≠°↑  ↔•≡  ∧∂±±∂←•  ↓∂♥°↔  …•∂≥≈⌠  ≥↔•°♠÷•  ↔•≡  …•∂≥≈  ♥°…≥∂∞≡≈  °±≥ƒ  

←ƒ≥≥≥≡←〉 ⊄•∂← …°♠≥≈ ≡ ≡♣↓≥∂±≡≈ ƒ ↔•≡ …°±←↔±↔ ↓↑≡←≡±…≡ °≠ ↔•≡ ⇑↑∞∂≥∂± ↔≡…•≡↑ °↑ 

…≥←← ∂≈≡ ≈♠↑∂±÷ ↔•≡ …↔∂♥∂↔∂≡←⌠  ←∂↔♠↔∂°± ↔•↔ ≈∂≠≠≡↑← ≠↑°″ ↔•≡ ∧∂±±∂←• …°±↔≡♣↔ ♦•≡↑≡ ↔•≡ 



 

 

 

≈♠↑≡∂↑ ∧≡↑↑≡∂↑⌠ ;×∂±≡±  ≈≡ ⊂°♠∞ ⇒″°↑∂″ Varhaiskasvatuksen	Tiedelehti	
JECER   ⌠  〉  •↔↔↓∑ññ∝≡…≡↑〉°↑÷ 

≈♠≥↔ ≈∂≈ ±°↔ ↓↑↔∂…∂↓↔≡ ∂± ↔•≡ …↔∂♥∂↔∂≡← ≥≥ ↔•≡ ↔∂″≡〉 ⋅°♦≡♥≡↑⌠ ↑≡÷↑≈∂±÷ ↔•≡ ♥≡↑≥ 

≈∂≥°÷←⌠ ≡♥≡± …°±←∂≈≡↑∂±÷ ↔•≡ ≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±…≡← ∂± ↔•≡ ←…≡±↑∂°⌠ …↔∂♥∂↔ƒ⌠ ±≈ ↔ƒ↓≡ ∂±♥°≥♥≡″≡±↔ 

°≠ ↔•≡ ↓∂♥°↔ …•∂≥≈⌠ ↔•≡ …°±↔≡±↔ °≠ ≥≥ ≈∂≥°÷← ∂± ≥≥ ∂±↔≡↑…↔∂♥≡ ≡↓∂←°≈≡← ♦← ↑≡≥↔≡≈ ↔° 

←…•°°≥ ↑♠≥≡← ±≈ ↔•≡ ↑°♠↔∂±≡ ≥↑≡≈ƒ ∂±…°↑↓°↑↔≡≈ ƒ ↔•≡ …•∂≥≈↑≡±〉 ⊄° ≡♣≡″↓≥∂≠ƒ ♦≡ 

↓↑≡←≡±↔ ↔•≡ ≡♣…≡↑↓↔← ≠↑°″ ∉∂↑  ≡↓∂←°≈≡←  ±≈ 〉  

Pair	3:	Peer	is	telling	what	to	do	 	

Ignacio	 	

 

∧√¬⊇⊆∨  √÷±…∂° ↑↑°♦ ±≈ ↑∂ ≈≡≥∂±÷ ♦∂↔• …°±≠≥∂…↔←〉  

Episode	5:	√÷±…∂° ♦← ↓≥ƒ∂±÷ ≥°±≡ ♠±≈≡↑ ↔•≡ ←≥∂≈≡ ←↔↑♠…↔♠↑≡ ♠±↔∂≥ •∂← …≥←←″↔≡ 

↑∂ ←≡≡← •∂″ ↓♠↔↔∂±÷ •∂← ≠∂±÷≡↑← ≡↔♦≡≡± ↔•≡ ÷↓← ∂± ↔•≡ ←≥∂≈≡〉 ↑∂ …°″≡← °♥≡↑⌠ 

↓≥ƒ∂±÷ ♠↓ ↔•

↑∂ ≥≡♥≡←〉 √÷±…∂° ≥°°×← ↔ ↔•≡ ↑≡←≡↑…•≡↑ ±≈ ↓≥…≡← •∂← ≠∂±÷≡↑← ∂± ↔•≡ ←≥∂≈≡ ÷↓← 

≥°°×← ↔ •≡↑ ±≈ ↑≡″∂±← °± ↔•≡ ÷↑°♠±≈〉 

 

 	



 

 

 

≈♠↑≡∂↑ ∧≡↑↑≡∂↑⌠ ;×∂±≡±  ≈≡ ⊂°♠∞ ⇒″°↑∂″ Varhaiskasvatuksen	Tiedelehti	
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Tarja	 	

 

∧√¬⊇⊆∨   ⊄↑∝ ↑↑°♦ ±≈ ⊂∂∂↑∂⌠ ≈≡≥∂±÷ ♦∂↔• …°±≠≥∂…↔←〉  

Episode	6: ⇐•∂≥≈↑≡± ↑≡ ↓↑≡↓↑∂±÷ ↔° ÷° °♠↔←∂≈≡⌠ ±≈ ⊄↑∝ ∂← ↓≥ƒ∂±÷ ♦∂↔• ↔•≡ …←• 

⊄•≡ ″°±≡ƒ ∂← ±°↔ ←♠↓↓°←≡≈ ↔° ≡ ↓≥…≡≈ 

↔•≡↑≡⌠ ∂↔ ∂← •≡↑≡

↔↑∂≡← ↔° …°″″♠±∂…↔≡ ↔•↑°♠÷• ⊂∂÷± ±÷♠÷≡ ↔ ↔•≡ ←″≡ ↔∂ √↔ ∂← 

↔∂″≡ ↔° ÷° ±≈ ↓≥ƒ °♠↔←∂≈≡ ↔•≡ ↑°°″

 …≥≥ ≠°↑ •≡≥↓〉 

∉≡≡↑← ∂± °↔• …°±↔≡♣↔← ↑≡…°÷±∂∞≡ ↔•≡″←≡≥♥≡← ← ←°″≡°±≡ …↓≥≡ °≠ ∂±↔≡↑≠≡↑∂±÷ ↔° ↔•≡ 

•♥∂°↑ ±≈ ∂±…°↑↓°↑↔≡ ↔•≡ ↑°≥≥〉 

Material	and	spatial	elements	 	

⊆≡÷↑≈∂±÷ ↔•≡ ±≥ƒ←∂← °≠ ″↔≡↑∂≥ ±≈ ←↓↔∂≥ ≡≥≡″≡±↔←⌠ ↔•≡↑≡ ♦≡↑≡ ±° ∂″↓°↑↔±↔ 

≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±…≡←  ∂±  ↔•≡  ↔ƒ↓≡  °↑  →♠≥∂↔ƒ  °≠  ″↔≡↑∂≥←  ♥∂≥≥≡  ≠°↑  …•∂≥≈↑≡±  ∂±  °↔•  …°±↔≡♣↔←⌠  

…•∂≥≈↑≡± ↓≥ƒ≡≈ ♦∂↔• ←∂″∂≥↑ ↔°ƒ← ≡〉÷〉⌠ ≈°≥≥← ±≈ ♦°°≈≡±ñ↓≥←↔∂… ≠♠↑±∂↔♠↑≡⌠ •≈ ……≡←← ↔° 

←∂″∂≥↑ ←↔↑♠…↔♠↑≡≈ ↓≥ƒ÷↑°♠±≈ ≡→♠∂↓″≡±↔ ±≈ ♠←≡≈ ÷≥♠≡⌠ ↓∂±↔⌠ ↑♠←•≡← ±≈ ↓↓≡↑ ← ↔•≡∂↑ 

″∂± ″↔≡↑∂≥← ≠°↑ ↔•≡ …↔∂♥∂↔∂≡←〉 ⊄•≡↑≡≠°↑≡⌠ ↔ƒ↓≡ °↑ →♠≥∂↔ƒ °≠ ″↔≡↑∂≥← ≈∂≈ ±°↔ •♥≡  ↑°≥≡ 

≠∂…∂↔ƒ °≠ ↓≡≈÷°÷∂…≥ 

←←♠″↓↔∂°±←〉 ⋅°♦≡♥≡↑⌠ ↔•≡ ♥∂≥∂≥∂↔ƒ °≠ ↔•≡ ″↔≡↑∂≥← ±≈ ←↓…≡ ←≡↔↔∂±÷ ≈∂♥∂←∂°± ≈∂≈〉 √± 

←∂↔♠↔∂°±←  ♦•≡↑≡  …•∂≥≈↑≡±  •≈  ↔°  ←•↑≡  ↔•≡  °∝≡…↔←  ±≈  ♦≡↑≡  …°±←↔↑∂±≡≈  ƒ    ←″≥≥≡↑  

←↓…≡⌠ ↔•≡ƒ ↓↑≡←≡±↔≡≈ ″°↑≡ ↑≡÷♠≥↔°↑ƒ ≡•♥∂°↑← ±≈ ″°↑≡ ↓•ƒ←∂…≥ …°±↔…↔⌠ ≡ƒ≡ …°±↔…↔⌠ 

±≈ ♥≡↑≥ ≡♣…•±÷≡←〉 √± ↔•≡←≡ ←∂↔♠↔∂°±←⌠ ↔•≡ …°±↔≡±↔ °≠ ↔•≡ ≈∂≥°÷←⌠ ∂± ≈≈∂↔∂°± ↔° 
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↓↑≡←≡±↔∂±÷ ∂±↔≡±↔∂°±← °≠ ≡•♥∂°↑≥ …•±÷≡←⌠ ∂±♥°≥♥≡≈ …°±←↔↑♠…↔∂±÷ ∝°∂±↔ ±↑↑↔∂♥≡← ♦∂↔•∂± 

 ←↔°↑ƒ∫↔≡≥≥∂±÷ ↓↑°…≡←← ← ←≡≡± ∂± ≡↓∂←°≈≡ 〉  

⊄•≡ ♥∂≥∂≥∂↔ƒ °≠ °∝≡…↔← ±≈ ↔•≡ ≈∂♥∂←∂°± °≠ ←↓…≡ …°♠≥≈ ≥←° ≡♣↓≥∂± ↔•≡ ≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±…≡ 

≡↔♦≡≡± ↔•≡ ↔°↔≥ ″°♠±↔ °≠ ″∂±♠↔≡← °≠ ∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°± ∂± ↔•≡ ⇑↑∞∂≥∂± ±≈ ∧∂±±∂←• ≈↔ ←≡↔←〉 

⊄•∂← ≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±…≡ ≡↔♦≡≡±  ⌠ °≠ ↔°↔≥ ↔∂″≡⌠ ⇑↑∞∂≥ ±≈  ⌠ °≠ ↔°↔≥ ↔∂″≡⌠ 

∧∂±≥±≈ …°♠≥≈ ≡ ∂±↔≡↑↓↑≡↔≡≈ ← ∂±≈∂…↔∂°± ↔•↔ ∂± ↔•∂← ⇑↑∞∂≥∂± ←≡↔↔∂±÷ ↔•≡↑≡ ♦≡↑≡ ″°↑≡ 

↓°←←∂∂≥∂↔∂≡← ≠°↑ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ↔° ≡±÷÷≡ ∂± ∝°∂±↔ ←∂↔♠↔∂°±〉 

Pair	2:	Pretend	Play	 	

Ignacio	 	

 

∧√¬⊇⊆∨    

Episode	3∑ √÷±…∂° ±≈ •∂← ↓≡≡↑← ♦≡↑≡ ∂± ↔•≡ ↓≥ƒ↑°°″〉 √÷±…∂° ∂← ♦≡↑∂±÷ …°←↔♠″≡← 

±≈  •≡≥″≡↔ ±≈ •°≥≈∂±÷  •″″≡↑⌠ ≥≥ °≠ ♦•∂…• ↑≡…≥≥ ± ≡±÷∂±≡≡↑ °↑  …°±←↔↑♠…↔∂°± 

♦°↑×≡↑〉 ⇒± …°″≡← …≥°←≡ ±≈ ←×← ≠°↑ •≡≥↓⌠ ↔≡≥≥∂±÷ •∂″ ↔•↔ •≡↑ •°♠←≡ ∂← ↑°×≡±〉 ⋅≡ 

…°↑±≡↑ °≠ ↔•≡ ↑°°″〉 ∪•∂≥≡ ♦≥×∂±÷⌠ √÷±…∂° ≥°°×← ↔° °↔•≡↑ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ↓≥ƒ∂±÷〉 ⇒± ×≡≡↓← 

↔↑…×∂±÷ √÷±…∂°⌠ ↔° ←≡≡ ∂≠ •≡ ∂← ≠°≥≥°♦∂±÷ •≡↑〉 ⊄•≡ƒ ≡♣…•±÷≡ ≡ƒ≡ …°±↔…↔〉 ∪•≡± ↔•≡ƒ 

↑↑∂♥≡ ↔ ↔•≡ …°↑±≡↑⌠  ♦•≡↑≡  ≈°≥≥•°♠←≡⌠  ≡±…•⌠ ↓±← ±≈ ↓°↔← ↑≡ ↓≥…≡≈⌠ ⇒± ←ƒ←⌠  

≡ ≠∂♣≡≈〉 √÷±…∂° •∂↔← ↔•≡ ↔°ƒ ←≡♥≡↑≥ ↔∂″≡←⌠ ∂±…°↑↓°↑↔∂±÷ ↔•≡ ↑°≥≡ ±≈ ≠°≥≥°♦∂±÷ •≡↑ 

…°″″±≈←⌠ ♦•∂≥≡ ≥°°×∂±÷ ↔ •≡↑ ≠↑°″ ↔∂″≡ ↔° ↔∂″≡〉  
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Tarja	 	

 

∧√¬⊇⊆∨    

Episode ∑ ⊄↑∝ ♦← ∂±  …°↑±≡↑ °≠ ↔•≡ …≥←←↑°°″⌠ ♦•≡↑≡ ↔•≡ ×∂↔…•≡± ←…≡±↑∂° ∂← ←≡↔ 

±≈ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ↑≡ ≠↑≡≡ ↔° ↓≥ƒ〉 ∧∂♥≡ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ↑≡ ↓≥ƒ∂±÷ ∂± ↔•≡ ↓↑≡↔≡±≈ •°♠←≡ ←…≡±↑∂° 

↔ ↔•≡ ←″≡ ↔∂″≡〉 ⊄↑∝ ±≈ ⊄≡ ←∂↔ ↔ ↔•≡ ↔≥≡⌠ ♦•∂≥≡ ↑∝ ±≈ ∏≡±± ↓≥ƒ ♦∂↔• ↔•≡ 

°♥≡± ±≈ ×∂↔…•≡± ←♠↓↓≥∂≡←〉  ∉≥←↔∂… °∝≡…↔← ↑≡↓↑≡←≡±↔∂±÷ ≠°°≈ ↑≡ °± ↔•≡ ↔≥≡〉  ⊄↑∝ 

≥°°×←  ↔  ⊄≡⌠  ♦•°  ∂←  °↑÷±∂∞∂±÷  ↔•≡  ≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±↔  ↓≥←↔∂…  ≠°°≈←  ∂±  ≠↑°±↔  °≠  •≡↑〉  ⊄↑∝  

≡…• °↔•≡↑〉 ⊄≡ ↔×≡← ↔•≡ °±∂°± ±≈ ↓♠↔← ∂↔ ƒ •≡↑ ←∂≈≡ °± ↔•≡ ↔≥≡⌠ ♦∂↔•°♠↔ ∂±…≥♠≈∂±÷ 

∂↔ ♦∂↔• ↔•≡ °↔•≡↑ ≠°°≈ ↔°ƒ←〉 ⊄↑∝ …°±↔∂±♠≡← ↔° ≥°°× ↔ •≡↑ ↓≡≡↑〉 ⊄≡ ↓≥…≡← °±≡ °≠ ↔•≡ 

↔•≡±  ≠°≥≈←  ↔•≡  ↔≥≡…≥°↔•  ±≈  ↔°♠…•≡←  ∂↔  ↔°  •≡↑  °♦±  ″°♠↔•⌠  ≥°°×←  ↔  ⊄↑∝⌠  ±≈  

″♠″≥≡←〉 ⊄≡ ←↔↑↔← ↔° ↓♠↔ ↔•≡ ♥≡÷≡↔≥≡← ∂±↔° ↔•≡ ←×≡↔〉 ⊄↑∝ ÷≡↔← •≡↑ ↓°↔↔° ±≈ 

↔≥≡…≥°↔•⌠ ±≈ ↓≥…≡← ↔•≡″ ∂± ↔•≡ ←×≡↔ ∝♠←↔ ≥∂×≡ •≡↑ ↓≡≡↑〉  

⊄•≡←≡ ≡↓∂←°≈≡← ≥←° ←•°♦≡≈ ≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±…≡← ∂± ↔•≡ ♦ƒ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ∂±↔≡↑…↔≡≈ ≈♠↑∂±÷ ↔•≡ ↓≥ƒ⌠ 

≡←↓≡…∂≥≥ƒ …°±…≡↑±∂±÷ ↔•≡ ♠←≡ °≠ °∝≡…↔← ″↔≡↑∂≥← ±≈ ↔•≡ ≡±÷÷≡″≡±↔ ↓↑°…≡←← ∂± 

↓↑≡↔≡±≈ ↓≥ƒ〉 √± ⇑↑∞∂≥⌠ ↔•≡ ↓∂♥°↔ …•∂≥≈ ±≈ •∂← ↓≡≡↑ ≡↓∂←°≈≡  …≥≡↑≥ƒ ←•↑≡≈  ←↔°↑ƒ ≡♥≡± 

∂≠  ↔•≡↑≡  ♦←  ≥∂↔↔≥≡  ↑≡…∂↓↑°…≥  ♥≡↑≥  ≈∂≥°÷⌠  …°±↔≡♣↔♠≥∂∞∂±÷  °↔•  ↓≥ƒ  ↑°≥≡←  ∂±  ↔•≡  ←″≡  

←…≡±↑∂°〉 √± ↔•≡ ∧∂±±∂←• ←…•°°≥ ≡↓∂←°≈≡ ⌠ ↔•≡ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ↓↓≡↑≡≈ ↔° ≡±÷÷≡ ∂± ↓↑≡↔≡±←≡ 

♦∂↔• ↔•≡∂↑ °♦± ∂±≈∂♥∂≈♠≥ ←↔°↑ƒ⌠ ♦∂↔• ±° ≡♥∂≈≡±…≡ °≠ ≡♣↓≥∂…∂↔ …°″∂±↔∂°±← °≠ ↑°≥≡← ≈♠↑∂±÷ 

↔•≡ ↓↑≡↔≡±≈ ↓≥ƒ⌠ ← ↔•≡ ↓∂♥°↔ …•∂≥≈ …↔≡≈ ″°←↔≥ƒ ƒ ∂″∂↔↔∂°±⌠ ← ←•°♦± ∂± ↔•≡ ↓↑≡♥∂°♠← 

≡♣…≡↑↓↔〉 ⊄•≡ ♠←≡ °≠ ↔•≡ °∝≡…↔← ↑≡♥≡≥← ≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±↔ ↓↔↔≡↑±← °≠ ∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°±〉 ∧°↑ ↔•≡ ∧∂±±∂←• 

…•∂≥≈↑≡±⌠ ←•↑∂±÷ ↔•≡ °∝≡…↔← ±≈ ←…≡±↑∂°← ♦← ↔•≡ ≡≥≡″≡±↔ ↔•↔ …°±±≡…↔≡≈ ↔•≡∂↑ ↓≥ƒ⌠ 

←≡↔↔∂±÷  ÷≡±≡↑∂… ♠↔ ♠±∂→♠≡ …×÷↑°♠±≈ ≠°↑ ↔•≡∂↑ ≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±↔ ←↔°↑∂≡←〉 
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√± ≈≈∂↔∂°± ↔° ↔•≡ ±≥ƒ←∂← °≠ ↔•≡ …°±↔≡±↔ °≠ ↔•≡ ≈∂≥°÷←⌠ ♦≡ …± ←≡≡ ↔•↔ ↔•≡ ←↓…≡ ≈∂♥∂←∂°± 

±≈ ↔•≡ ♠←≡ °≠ ↔∂″≡ ≠°↑ ≡…• …↔∂♥∂↔ƒ ♦≡↑≡ ≈∂←↔∂±…↔〉 √± ↔•≡ ⇑↑∞∂≥∂± …°±↔≡♣↔⌠ ↔•≡↑≡ ∂←  ≠∂♣≡≈ 

↔•≡ ←″≡ ≠°↑ ↔•≡ ≡±↔∂↑≡ ƒ≡↑⌠ ≈♠≥↔∫°↑∂≡±↔≡≈ ≈≡…∂≈≡≈ ≡♣…≥♠←∂♥≡≥ƒ ƒ ≈♠≥↔←⌠ ±≈ 

≠♠±…↔∂°±∫≈≡≥∂″∂↔≡≈ ←↓≡…∂≠∂… ↑°°″← ≠°↑ ←↓≡…∂≠∂… ↔←×← ±≈ …↔∂♥∂↔∂≡← ♠←≡ °≠ ←↓…≡〉 ⇒…↔∂♥∂↔∂≡← 

↑≡ °↑÷±∂∞≡≈ ∂± ≥≡←←°±←  °↑  ″∂± ±≈ ↓↓≥∂≡≈ ↔° ↔•≡ ≡±↔∂↑≡ …≥←← ↔ ↔•≡ ←″≡ ↔∂″≡〉 

∉≥ƒ ∂← ≈≈↑≡←←≡≈ ƒ ↔•≡ ♠←≡ °≠  ←↓≡…∂≠∂… ↔∂″≡ ←…•≡≈♠≥≡ ±≈ ↓≥…≡ ∂± ←…•°°≥ ↓≥ƒ↑°°″〉 ⇒↔ 

↔•≡ ←″≡ ↔∂″≡ ↔•↔ ↔•∂← ←∂↔♠↔∂°± ↑≡♥≡≥≡≈ ± ♠±≈≡↑←↔±≈∂±÷ °≠ ↔•≡ ↑°≥≡ °≠ ↓≥ƒ ← …°±↔≡±↔⌠ 

∂↔ ≥←° …↑≡↔≡≈  ←…≡±↑∂° ∂± ♦•∂…• ≥≥  …•∂≥≈↑≡± ♦≡↑≡ …•≥≥≡±÷≡≈ ↔° ≠∂±≈ ♦ƒ← ↔° ∂±↔≡↑…↔⌠ 

←•↑≡⌠ ±≈ …°±←↔↑♠…↔ ↔•≡∂↑ ↓≥ƒ↔∂″≡ ↔°÷≡↔•≡↑⌠ ∂±…↑≡←∂±÷ ↔•≡ ≈≡″±≈← °± ←°…∂≥ ∂≥∂↔∂≡← 

±≈ ≡±…°♠↑÷∂±÷ …°≥≥°↑↔∂♥≡ ♦°↑×〉 √± ↔♠↑±⌠ ↔•≡ ∧∂±±∂←• ←…•°°≥ °↑÷±∂∞≡≈ …↔∂♥∂↔∂≡← 

……°↑≈∂±÷ ↔° ↔•≡ ≈∂♥∂←∂°± °≠ ↔•≡ …≥←←↑°°″〉 ⊄•≡ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ≈≡…∂≈≡≈ °♠↔ ↔•≡ ↔∂″≡ ±≈ ♠←≡ 

°≠ ↔•≡ ←↓…≡ ≈♠↑∂±÷ ÷↑°♠↓ ≈∂←…♠←←∂°±← ∂± ↔•≡ ≡÷∂±±∂±÷ °≠ ↔•≡ ≈ƒ ↑°♠↔∂±≡← ±≈ ↓↑≡↔≡±≈ 

≈≡←…↑∂≡≈ ← ↔•≡ ♦ƒ ↔•↑°♠÷• ♦•∂…• …•∂≥≈↑≡± ≥≡↑±⌠ ±≈ ↔•↑°♠÷• ↔•≡ ♦ƒ …↔∂♥∂↔∂≡← ←•°♠≥≈ 

≡ ∂±↔↑°≈♠…≡≈ ↔° ↔•≡″〉  

⊄•≡ ≡↓∂←°≈≡← ≥←° ←•°♦ •°♦ ↔•≡ °↑÷±∂∞↔∂°± °≠ ↔•≡ …≥←←↑°°″ ↓≥ƒ←  ↓↑↔ ∂± ≡±•±…∂±÷ 

↑≡←⌠ ←♠…• ←  ←↓…≡ ≠°↑ ↔≥≡← ±≈ …∂±≡↔←⌠ ± ↑≡ ≠°↑ ↓↑≡↔≡±≈ ↓≥ƒ⌠  ↑°°″ ≠°↑ ≠↑≡≡∫

…↔∂♥∂↔∂≡← ↔°°× ↓≥…≡ ″°←↔≥ƒ ↔ ↔≥≡←⌠ ∂±  …≥≡↑ ≈≡≥∂″∂↔≡≈ ←↓…≡ ↑≡←≡↑♥≡≈ ≠°↑ ≡…• …•∂≥≈〉 ⇒← 

± ≡♣″↓≥≡⌠ ∂± ≡↓∂←°≈≡  ↓∂↑← °≠ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ←↔ ↔ ≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±↔ ↔≥≡←⌠ ↔•≡∂↑ …×← ↔° ≡…• °↔•≡↑ 

↔°  ≡±…°♠↑÷≡  ↔•≡″  ↔°  ≠°…♠←  °±  ↔•≡∂↑  °♦±  ↓↑°…≡←←〉  ⊄•≡↑≡  ♦←  ±°  ≈≡″±≈  ≠°↑  ↓•ƒ←∂…≥  

…°±↔…↔ °↑ ♥≡↑≥ ±≡÷°↔∂↔∂°±←〉 °↑≡°♥≡↑⌠ ↔•≡ ↔≡…•≡↑ …°♠≥≈ ∂±↔≡↑♥≡±≡ ≈∂↑≡…↔≥ƒ ∂± ≡…• 

…↔∂♥∂↔ƒ〉 ⊄•≡↑≡≠°↑≡⌠ ± ∂±≈∂♥∂≈♠≥∂∞≡≈ ≡♣↓≡↑∂≡±…≡ ♦← ∂± ↑≡≥↔∂°± ↔° ↔•≡ ≥≡↑±∂±÷ ↓↑°…≡←←〉  

√± ↔•≡ ∧∂±±∂←• …°±↔≡♣↔⌠  ↔•≡ ↑°♠↔∂±≡ ∂← ≈∂←…♠←←≡≈ ♦∂↔• ↔•≡ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ≈∂≥ƒ⌠  ±≈ ∂← ←≡≈ °± 

♦•↔ ≡…• …•∂≥≈ ∂← ∂±↔≡↑≡←↔≡≈ ∂± ≈°∂±÷ ±≈ ≥≡↑±∂±÷〉 ⇐•∂≥≈↑≡± ≡♣↓≡↑∂≡±…≡ ↔•≡ ≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±↔ 

←↓…≡← ±≈ …↔∂♥∂↔∂≡← ♥∂≥≥≡ ∂± ↔•≡ …≥←←↑°°″ ∂± ←≡↓↑↔≡ ←″≥≥ ÷↑°♠↓←⌠ ±≈ ↔•≡ ↔∂″≡ ∂← 

±°↔ ↓↑≡≠∂♣≡≈〉 ∉≥ƒ ∂← ↔•≡ ″∂± …↔∂♥∂↔ƒ⌠ ↑≡÷↑≈≥≡←← °≠ ↔•≡ ←↓…≡ °↑ ↔∂″≡⌠ ↓↓≡↑∂±÷ ≈∂≥♠↔≡≈ 

≥≡↑± ≈♠↑∂±÷ ↔•≡∂↑ ↔∂″≡ ∂± ←…•°°≥〉 ⊄•∂← ←↔↑♠…↔♠↑≡ …↑≡↔≡≈  ≠≥°♦ °≠ ←∂″♠≥↔±≡°♠← …↔∂♥∂↔∂≡←⌠ 

±≈ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ≡♣↓≥°↑≡≈ ↔•≡ …↔∂♥∂↔∂≡← ″°↑≡ ♠↔°±°″°♠←≥ƒ ↔•≡ ↔≡…•≡↑ ∂±↔≡↑♥≡±≡≈ °±≥ƒ 

♦•≡± ↑≡→♠≡←↔≡≈〉 ⋅°♦≡♥≡↑⌠ ↔•≡ ←↔↑♠…↔♠↑≡ ≥←° ≈≡≠∂±≡≈ ↔•≡ ∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°± ″°±÷ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ↔° 

°……♠↑  ∂±  ←″≥≥≡↑  ÷↑°♠↓←⌠  ♦∂↔•  ≥≡←←  ±≡≡≈  ≠°↑  ↓≡≡↑  ±≡÷°↔∂↔∂°±←  ∂±    ″°↑≡  ∂±≈∂♥∂≈♠≥∂∞≡≈  

↓≡↑←↓≡…↔∂♥≡〉 
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Pedagogical	instruction	and	support	actions	 	

⊄•≡ ±≥ƒ←∂← ←•°♦ ∂″↓°↑↔±↔ ≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±…≡← ↑≡÷↑≈∂±÷ ↔•≡ …≥←←↑°°″ ≈ƒ±″∂…← ±≈ ↔•≡ ↑°≥≡ 

∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°±← ±≈ ↑≡ …°±←∂≈≡↑≡≈ ↑≡≥≡♥±↔ ≠°↑ ↔•≡ ≈∂←…♠←←∂°± °≠ ∂±…≥♠←∂°±〉 √± ≥≥ ↔•≡ ≡↓∂←°≈≡← 

±≥ƒ∞≡≈ ≠↑°″ ↔•≡ ⇑↑∞∂≥∂± …°±↔≡♣↔⌠ ≡♥≡± ↔•°♠÷• ↔•≡ ≈≡←…↑∂≡≈ ∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°± ∂← ≠°…♠←≡≈ ∂±  

↓∂↑  °≠  …•∂≥≈↑≡±⌠  ↔•≡  …≥←←↑°°″  ≈ƒ±″∂…  ∂″↓°←≡←    ←∂↔♠↔∂°±  ♦•≡↑≡  ≥≥  …•∂≥≈↑≡±  ↑≡  

≡±÷÷≡≈ ∂± ↔•≡ ←″≡ ×∂±≈ °≠ …↔∂♥∂↔ƒ ↔ ↔•≡ ←″≡ ↔∂″≡ ↔•≡↑≡ ∂← ±° ≈∂←↔↑∂♠↔∂°± °≠ ↔•≡ ↓♠↓∂≥← 

∂± ≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±↔ …↔∂♥∂↔∂≡←〉 ⊄•∂← ÷↑°♠↓ ≈ƒ±″∂… ≡±•±…≡← °↓↓°↑↔♠±∂↔∂≡← ≠°↑ ∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°± °±…≡ 

…•∂≥≈↑≡± ↑≡ ∂± ″°↑≡ ±♠″≡↑⌠ ±≈ ↓↑°″↓↔← ÷↑°♠↓ …↔∂♥∂↔∂≡← ←  ↓≡≈÷°÷∂…≥ ←↔↑↔≡÷ƒ ↔° 

←↔↑♠…↔♠↑≡ ↔•≡ …↔∂♥∂↔∂≡←〉 √± ≈≈∂↔∂°±⌠ ↔•≡↑≡ ∂← °≠≠∂…∂≥≥ƒ  …≥←← ∂≈ ≈≡←∂÷±↔≡≈ ↔° ≠°≥≥°♦ ±≈ 

″≡≈∂↔≡ ↔•≡ …≈≡″∂… …↔∂♥∂↔∂≡← ≠°↑ ↔•≡ ↓∂♥°↔ …•∂≥≈ ≡〉÷〉⌠ ↔•≡ ↓∂±↔∂±÷ …↔∂♥∂↔ƒ〉 ⊄•∂← 

←←∂←↔±↔ ♦← ↑≡←↓°±←∂≥≡ ≠°↑ ↔•≡ ↓≡≈÷°÷∂…≥ ←♠↓↓°↑↔ ≠°↑ ↔•≡ …•∂≥≈ ♦∂↔• ≈∂←∂≥∂↔ƒ ±≈ ∂± 

↔•≡ ←∂↔♠↔∂°± °≠ ↔•≡ ↓∂±↔∂±÷ …↔∂♥∂↔ƒ ♦← ↔•≡ ≈♠≥↔ ∂± …•↑÷≡ °≠ ↓↑°♥∂≈∂±÷ ↔•≡ ∂±←↔↑♠…↔∂°± 

±≈ ÷♠∂≈±…≡〉  

√± …°±↔↑←↔⌠ ↔•≡ …≥←←↑°°″ ≈ƒ±″∂… ∂± ↔•≡ ∧∂±±∂←• …°±↔≡♣↔ ∂← ←↔↑♠…↔♠↑≡≈ ƒ ≈∂♥∂≈∂±÷ 

…•∂≥≈↑≡± ∂±↔° ≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±↔ …↔∂♥∂↔∂≡← ≡〉÷〉⌠ ≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±↔ ↓≥ƒ ↑≡← ♦∂↔• ≈∂←↔∂±…↔ ↔°ƒ←⌠ ÷ƒ″±←↔∂… 

↑°♠↔∂±≡ ±≈ ↑↔←⌠ ↑≡←♠≥↔∂±÷ ∂± ←″≥≥≡↑ ÷↑°♠↓← ♦∂↔• ≥≡←← ♥↑∂≥≡← °≠ ↓≡≡↑ ∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°±〉 ⇒≥←°⌠ 

∂± ↔•∂← …°±↔≡♣↔ ↔•≡↑≡ ∂← ±° …≥←← ∂≈ ≈≡←∂÷±↔≡≈ ↔° ←←∂←↔ ←↓≡…∂≠∂…≥≥ƒ ↔•≡ ↓∂♥°↔ …•∂≥≈⌠ ≡∂±÷ 

•≡↑ ↓≡≈÷°÷∂…≥ ←♠↓↓°↑↔  ↑≡←↓°±←∂∂≥∂↔ƒ °≠ ≥≥ ≈♠≥↔← ∂±♥°≥♥≡≈〉 ⊂∂″∂≥↑≥ƒ⌠ ∂± ↔•≡ ↓∂±↔∂±÷ 

…↔∂♥∂↔ƒ ∂↔ ∂← ≥←° ↔•≡ …≥←← ∂≈ ↔•≡ ≈♠≥↔ ↑≡←↓°±←∂≥≡ ≠°↑ ∂±←↔↑♠…↔∂±÷ ↔•≡ …•∂≥≈ ♦∂↔• ≈∂←∂≥∂↔ƒ〉 

√± ←↓∂↔≡ °≠ ↔•≡ °♥≡∫″≡±↔∂°±≡≈ ≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±…≡←⌠ ↔•≡ ↔ƒ↓≡ °≠ ″↔≡↑∂≥← ♠←≡≈ ↔° ←♠↓↓°↑↔ 

 ±°↔ ←∂÷±∂≠∂…±↔≥ƒ ≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±↔〉 √± °↔• …←≡←⌠ ↓∂±↔⌠ ÷≥♠≡⌠ ↑♠←•≡← ±≈ 

↓↓≡↑ ♦≡↑≡ ♠←≡≈ ∂± ↔•≡ …≥←←⌠ ±≈ ≈♠↑∂±÷ ↓≥ƒ ↔∂″≡ …•∂≥≈↑≡± •≈ ↔•≡ ←″≡ ×∂±≈ °≠ ↔°ƒ← ≡〉÷〉⌠ 

≈°≥≥←⌠ •°♠←≡ ≡→♠∂↓″≡±↔ ±≈ …°←↔♠″≡←〉 ⇒……°↑≈∂±÷ ↔° ↔•≡ ±≥ƒ←∂←⌠ ↔•≡↑≡ ♦← ±° ≡♥∂≈≡±…≡ 

°≠ ↔ƒ↓≡ ±≈ →♠≥∂↔ƒ ″↔≡↑∂≥ ∂±↔≡↑≠≡↑∂±÷ °↑ ≈≡≠∂±∂±÷ ↔•≡ ∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°±←〉 

⊄•≡ …°″∂±↔∂°± °≠ ↔•∂← ∂±≠°↑″↔∂°± ↓↑°♥∂≈≡≈ ± °♥≡↑♥∂≡♦ °≠ •°♦ ↓≡≡↑← ≡←↔≥∂←•≡≈ ±≈ 

″∂±↔∂±≡≈ ∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°± ↔•↑°♠÷•°♠↔ ≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±↔ ″°″≡±↔← °≠ ↔•≡ ←…•°°≥ ↑°♠↔∂±≡⌠ ↑≡♥≡≥∂±÷ ↔•≡ 

≡↑…↔∂°±〉 ⊄•≡ ←←≡″≥ƒ °≠ ↔•≡←≡ ≡≥≡″≡±↔← 

°↓≡±≡≈ ♠↓ ↓°←←∂∂≥∂↔∂≡← ↔° ↑≡≠≥≡…↔ °♠↔ ↔•≡ ∂±…≥♠←∂°± ↓↑°…≡←← ∂± °↔• ≡≈♠…↔∂°±≥ ←≡↔↔∂±÷←〉 
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Discussion	

⇐°±←∂≈≡↑∂±÷ ↔•↔ °↔• …°♠±↔↑∂≡← ≡″↑…≡ ∂±…≥♠←∂♥≡ ≡≈♠…↔∂°± ←  ±°↔∂°± °≠ ←°…∂≥ ∝♠←↔∂…≡⌠ 

↔•≡ ∂″↓≥≡″≡±↔↔∂°± °≠ ∂±…≥♠←∂♥≡ ↓↑…↔∂…≡← ←•°♦← ± ≡↔•∂…≥ ↓≡↑←↓≡…↔∂♥≡ ±≈ ↓↑≡…≡↓↔←⌠ 

↑≡≠≡↑↑∂±÷ ↔° ↔•≡ ∂≈≡ °≠ °≠≠≡↑∂±÷ ≡→♠≥ ……≡←← ↔° ↔•≡ ←″≡ °↓↓°↑↔♠±∂↔∂≡← ⇑≡↑÷  ⊂…•±≡∂≈≡↑⌠ 

〉 ⊄•∂← ↓≡↑←↓≡…↔∂♥≡ ≈♥°…↔≡← ↔•↔ ≡≈♠…↔∂°±≥ ←≡↔↔∂±÷← •♥≡ ↔° …°±←∂≈≡↑ ↔•≡ ←↓≡…∂≠∂… 

≡≈♠…↔∂°±≥ ±≡≡≈← °≠ ≡…• …•∂≥≈ ±≈ °≠≠≡↑ ←←∂←↔±…≡ ±≈ ± ≡±♥∂↑°±″≡±↔ ↔•↔ ≠∂↔ ↔•↔ 

⊆♠↔±≡± ≡↔ ≥〉⌠ ⌠ ♠↔ ↔•≡ ≈°″≡←↔∂…↔∂°± ↓↑°…≡←← ⇒≥←♠♠↔↑∂⌠  ±≈ ↔•≡ …♠≥↔♠↑≥ 

←↓≡…∂≠∂…∂↔ƒ⌠ •∂←↔°↑∂…≥ …×÷↑°♠±≈⌠ ≠∂±±…∂≥ ↑≡←°♠↑…≡←⌠ ±≈ ←°…∂≥ ≈≡″±≈← •♥≡ ≥≡≈ ↔° 

≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±↔ ↓↔•← ∂± ∂±…≥♠←∂°± ↓↑…↔∂…≡← ∂± ↔•≡ ∂±♥≡←↔∂÷↔≡≈ ∨⇐∨ …°±↔≡♣↔←〉  

⇒← ± ≡♣″↓≥≡⌠ …↔∂♥∂↔∂≡← ♦≡↑≡ …°±…≡↓↔♠≥∂∞≡≈ ←≡≈ °± ≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±↔ ♠±≈≡↑←↔±≈∂±÷← °≠ ÷↑°♠↓ 

♦°↑×〉  √±  ⇑↑∞∂≥∂±  ∨⇐∨⌠  ÷↑°♠↓  …↔∂♥∂↔ƒ  ♦←  ∂±↔≡↑↓↑≡↔≡≈  ←  ↔←×←  ∂±  ♦•∂…•  …•∂≥≈↑≡±  

…°≥≥≡…↔∂♥≡≥ƒ …°±←↔↑♠…↔≡≈  ♠±∂→♠≡ ←•↑≡≈ ↓↑°≈♠…↔⌠ ≡∂±÷ ∂±♥°≥♥≡≈ ∂±  ←∂″∂≥↑ ↓↑°…≡←←⌠ 

≈°∂±÷ ↔•≡ ←″≡ ×∂±≈ °≠ …↔∂♥∂↔∂≡← ↔ ↔•≡ ←″≡⌠ ″∂±↔∂±∂±÷ ↔•≡ ←″≡ ♦°↑× ↑•ƒ↔•″⌠ ±≈ 

←•↑∂±÷ ♠±≈≡↑←↔±≈∂±÷ °≠ ↔•≡ ↔←× ÷°≥←〉 ⊄•♠←⌠ ↔•≡ ≈∂♥∂←∂°± °≠ ←↓…≡ ∂± …°≥≥≡…↔∂♥≡ …↔∂♥∂↔∂≡← 

∂″↓≥∂≡≈ ↔•≡ ±≡≡≈ ≠°↑ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ↔° …°±←↔±↔≥ƒ ±≡÷°↔∂↔≡ ↔•≡ ♠←≡ °≠ ↔•≡ ↑≡ ±≈ °∝≡…↔← ±≈ 

≈≡↔≡ •°♦ ↔•≡ ♦°↑× …°♠≥≈ ≡ ≈°±≡⌠ ∂″↓≥ƒ∂±÷ °↓↓°↑↔♠±∂↔∂≡← ≠°↑ ∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°±〉 ⊄•∂← 

↓↑°♥∂≈∂±÷ ≠≠°↑≈±…≡← ≠°↑ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ♦∂↔• ≈∂←∂≥∂↔∂≡← ↔° ≡±÷÷≡ ∂± ∝°∂±↔ …↔∂♥∂↔∂≡← ±≈ 

←↔∂″♠≥↔∂±÷ ↓≡≡↑← ↔° ∂±≠≥♠≡±…≡ ↔•≡ ″≡±∂±÷∫″×∂±÷ ↓↑°…≡←←〉 ⋅°♦≡♥≡↑⌠ ↔•∂← ←∂↔♠↔∂°± ↔•↔ 

∂″↓°←≡≈ …•∂≥≈ ←↔↑∂±≡≈ ∂±≈∂♥∂≈♠≥ 

±≡≡≈← ≡〉÷〉 ∂±≈∂♥∂≈♠≥ ≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±…≡← ∂± ↓≡↑≠°↑″∂±÷ ↔•≡ ↔←× °↑ ∂±≈∂♥∂≈♠≥ ±≡≡≈ ≠°↑ ←↓≡…∂≠∂… 

÷♠∂≈±…≡⌠ ≈≡″±≈∂±÷ ↔•↔ ↔•≡ …•∂≥≈ ♦∂↔• ≈∂←∂≥∂↔ƒ …•∂≡♥≡ ↔•≡ ←″≡ ↑≡←♠≥↔← ← ↔•≡ ↑≡←↔ °≠ 

↔•≡ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ♦∂↔• ↔ƒ↓∂…≥ ≈≡♥≡≥°↓″≡±↔〉  

√± ∧∂±±∂←• ∨⇐∨⌠ ÷↑°♠↓ …↔∂♥∂↔∂≡← ″≡±↔ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ←•↑≡≈ ↔∂″≡⌠ ←↓…≡⌠ ±≈ ″↔≡↑∂≥← ♦•≡± 

≡♣≡…♠↔∂±÷ ↔←×←⌠ ♦•∂…• ♦≡↑≡ ±°↔ ±≡…≡←←↑∂≥ƒ …°″↓≥≡↔≡≈ ←  …°≥≥≡…↔∂♥≡ ↓↑°≈♠…↔∂°± ∂〉≡〉⌠ 

≡…•  …•∂≥≈  …↑≡↔≡≈  •∂←  °↑  •≡↑  °♦±  ♦°↑×〉  ⊄•≡  ↓≡≈÷°÷∂…≥  ↓↑…↔∂…≡←  ≡″↓•←∂∞≡≈  

♦← ↔•≡ ≠°♠±≈↔∂°± ≡≥≡″≡±↔ ≠°↑ ÷↑°♠↓ …↔∂♥∂↔∂≡←⌠ ≡♥≡± ∂≠ ↔•≡ƒ ↑≡←♠≥↔≡≈ ∂± ∂±≈∂♥∂≈♠≥ 

↓↑°…≡←←≡← ±≈ ↓↑°≈♠…↔←〉 √± …°±↔↑←↔ ↔° ↔•≡ ⇑↑∞∂≥∂± ←≡↔↔∂±÷⌠ ↔•≡ ∧∂±±∂←• ∂±≈∂♥∂≈♠≥ ♦°↑× 

♦∂↔• ←•↑≡≈ ←↓…≡ ±≈ ″↔≡↑∂≥ ↓↑∂♥∂≥≡÷≡≈ ↑≡←↓≡…↔ ≠°↑ ↔•≡ ∂±≈∂♥∂≈♠≥ ±≡≡≈← ±≈ ≥≡↑±∂±÷ 

↓↔•← °≠ ↔•≡ …•∂≥≈ ♦∂↔• ≈∂←∂≥∂↔ƒ ♠↔ ≈∂≈ ±°↔ ±≡…≡←←↑∂≥ƒ ≡±…°♠↑÷≡ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ↔° ←•↑≡ ↔•≡∂↑ 

↔•°♠÷•↔← ±≈ …↑≡↔∂♥≡ ↓↑°…≡←←≡←〉 ⊄•≡ ∂±←↔∂↔♠↔∂°±≥ °↑÷±∂∞↔∂°± ≥←° …°±←↔↑∂±≡≈ ↔•≡ ↔∂″≡ 

÷∂♥≡± ≠°↑ ↔•≡ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ↔° ♦°↑×⌠ ←•°♦∂±÷ ↔•≡ ∂″↓…↔ °± ↔•≡ ∂±…≥♠←∂♥≡ ↓↑…↔∂…≡ ≈°↓↔≡≈∑ ↔•≡ 

⇑↑∞∂≥∂± ↓∂♥°↔ …•∂≥≈ …↑↑ƒ∂±÷ °♠↔ •∂← …↔∂♥∂↔ƒ ↔ ↔•≡ ←″≡ ↔∂″≡ ← …•∂≥≈↑≡± ♦∂↔• ↔ƒ↓∂…≥ 

≈≡♥≡≥°↓″≡±↔ ♥≡↑←♠← ↔•≡ ∧∂±±∂←• ↓∂♥°↔ …•∂≥≈ ♦∂↔• ±° ↔∂″≡ ≥∂″∂↔ ↔° ↓≡↑≠°↑″ ↔•≡ …↔∂♥∂↔∂≡←〉 
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⇒± ∂±≈∂♥∂≈♠≥∂←↔∂… °↑ …°≥≥≡…↔∂♥∂←↔ ≡≈♠…↔∂°±≥ ↓≡↑←↓≡…↔∂♥≡ ∂← ≥←° ↑≡≥↔≡≈ ↔° •∂←↔°↑∂…≥ ±≈ 

…♠≥↔♠↑≥ ≡≥≡″≡±↔←⌠ ♦•∂…• •♥≡ ≡≡± ↓°∂±↔≡≈ °♠↔ ∂± ≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±↔ ←°…∂°≥°÷∂…≥ ←↔♠≈∂≡← 

¬♠±≈≥…•⌠ ⊕∂♥±♠←×⌠  ⊂↔°±≡↑⌠  ∪÷±≡↑⌠ ⋅♠″↓•↑≡ƒ⌠ ≡ƒ≡↑⌠  ⋅°≥≥≡±≡…×⌠ 〉 √± 

↔•∂← ↓≡↑←↓≡…↔∂♥≡⌠ ∂±≈∂♥∂≈♠≥∂←″ °↑ …°≥≥≡…↔∂♥∂←″ ≠≠≡…↔← ↔•≡ ←↔↑♠…↔♠↑≡ ±≈ ≠♠±…↔∂°± °≠ ↔•≡ 

↓∂≥≥↑  …°±…≡↓↔  ≠°↑  ≡≈♠…↔∂°±  ±≈  ≡♥≡±  ∂±…≥♠←∂°±  ♦∂≥≥  ≥←°  ≡  ÷♠∂≈≡≈  ƒ  ↔•≡←≡  ≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±↔  

↓≡↑←↓≡…↔∂♥≡←〉  

⊄•≡↑≡≠°↑≡⌠ ↔•≡ ↓°←←∂∂≥∂↔∂≡← ≠°↑ ±≈ ≡±÷÷≡″≡±↔ ∂± …↔∂♥∂↔∂≡← ♦≡↑≡ 

↓≡≈÷°÷∂…≥ ↔°°≥←⌠ ±≈ ≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±↔ ♦ƒ← °≠ ∂″↓≥≡″≡±↔∂±÷ ↔•≡ ↓≡≈÷°÷∂…≥ ←↔↑↔≡÷∂≡←〉 ⊄•≡←≡ 

≡≥≡″≡±↔← ∂±≠≥♠≡±…≡≈ ↔•≡ …°±←↔↑♠…↔∂°± °≠ 

← ←↔↔≡≈ ∂± ↓↑≡♥∂°♠← ←↔♠≈∂≡← ↔•∂←≡±⌠  ⊆∂↔↔∂≥⌠  ⊃♠°↑∂←≥° ≡↔ ≥〉⌠ ⌠ ±≈ 

←•↓≡≈  …≡↑↔∂± ♦ƒ ↔° …°±←↔↑♠…↔ ∂±…≥♠←∂°±〉 ⋅°♦≡♥≡↑⌠ ∂± °↔• …←≡←⌠ ♦•∂≥≡ ↓↑↔∂…∂↓↔∂±÷ 

∂± ←…•°°≥ …↔∂♥∂↔∂≡←⌠ ↔•≡ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ♦≡↑≡ ≥←° ∂±…°↑↓°↑↔∂±÷ ←°…∂°…♠≥↔♠↑≥ ♥≥♠≡←⌠ 

…•↑…↔≡↑∂←↔∂…←⌠ ±≈ ≡≥∂≡≠← ↓↑↔∂…♠≥↑ ↔° ≡…• ←°…∂≡↔ƒ⌠ ← ⇐°↑←↑° ⌠  •← 

↓↑°↓°←≡≈〉 ⊄•≡ …°±↔↑≈∂…↔∂°±← ∂≈≡±↔∂≠∂≡≈ ƒ ↔•≡ ″♠≥↔∂…♠≥↔♠↑≥ ±≥ƒ←∂← °↓≡± ♠↓ ←↓…≡ ≠°↑  

≈≡↔≡ °± ♦•↔ ←•°♠≥≈ ≡ ↔•≡ ≡″↓∂↑∂…≥ ≡♥∂≈≡±…≡ °≠ ↔•≡ ↓•≡±°″≡±°± °≠ ∂±…≥♠←∂°±∑ 

 

∧∂±±∂←•  ∨⇐∨  …°±←∂≈≡↑←  ↔•≡  ≈♠≥↔

≈≡…∂←∂°±∫″×∂±÷ ↓↑°…≡←←≡←⌠ ″°↑≡ ↔•± ∂± ⇑↑∞∂≥⌠ ♦•≡↑≡ ↔•≡ ∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°± ≡↔♦≡≡± …•∂≥≈↑≡± 

♦← ″°↑≡ ♥≥♠≡≈⌠ ♠↔ ≈♠≥↔← ″∂±≥ƒ ″≈≡ ≈≡…∂←∂°±←〉 ⋅°♦≡♥≡↑⌠ ♦•≡± …°±←∂≈≡↑∂±÷ ↔•≡ 

←↓≡…∂≠∂…∂↔ƒ  °≠  ↔•≡ …•∂≥≈  ♦∂↔• ≈∂←∂≥∂↔ƒ⌠  ↔•≡ ∧∂±±∂←• ↔≡…•≡↑ •≈ ≥≡←←  ″↑×≡≈ ≈♠≥↔ …•∂≥≈ 

∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°±⌠ ±≈ ∂± ⇑↑∞∂≥⌠ ↔•≡ ←…•°°≥ ↓↑°♥∂≈≡≈  ≠♠≥≥∫↔∂″≡ ∂≈≡ ↔° ←←∂←↔ ↔•≡ ↓∂♥°↔ …•∂≥≈〉 ⇒← 

♦≡ …± ←≡≡⌠ ♥≥♠≡← ♦≡↑≡ ∂±♥≡↑↔≡≈⌠ ±≈ …°±↔↑≈∂…↔∂°±← ♦≡↑≡ °±…≡ ″°↑≡ ≡♣↓≥∂…∂↔≥ƒ ≡♣↓↑≡←←≡≈ 

∂±  °↔•  …°±↔≡♣↔←〉  ⋅°♦≡♥≡↑⌠  ←    …°↑≡  ≡≥≡″≡±↔  ∂±  °↔•  ∨⇐∨  ←…•°°≥←⌠  ↔•≡  ↑≡÷♠≥↔∂°±  ±≈  

″♠↔♠≥ ↑≡÷♠≥↔∂°± °≠ ≡•♥∂°↑ ≡↔♦≡≡± …•∂≥≈↑≡± ⇐↑♥≥•°⌠ ⇑↑±…°⌠ ∉≡≈↑°←⌠  ¬∂≥⌠  

¬♠↑≥±∂…×⌠  ∉≡≈↑°←  ⇐↑♥≥•°⌠  ⊂…•∂≥≥∂±÷  ⇐≥∂≠↔°±⌠  ♦≡↑≡ …°±←↔±↔⌠ ≡♥≡± 

≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±↔ ↑≡←°♠↑…≡← ↔° ∂±∂↔∂↔≡ ±≈ ″∂±↔∂± …°±↔…↔〉 ⊄•∂← ↑≡÷♠≥↔∂°± ♦∂↔• °↑ ♦∂↔•°♠↔ 

♦↑≡±≡←← °↑ ∂±↔≡±↔∂°± …°±↔↑∂♠↔≡≈ ↔° ↔•≡ ≥≡↑±∂±÷ ↓↑°…≡←← °≠ ↔•≡ …•∂≥≈ ♦∂↔• ≈∂←∂≥∂↔ƒ⌠ ← 

↔•≡ ↓∂♥°↔ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ↓≡↑≠°↑″≡≈ ↔•≡ ←…•°°≥∫↓↑°↓°←≡≈ …↔∂♥∂↔ƒ⌠ ƒ ″∂″∂…×∂±÷ ↔•≡ °↔•≡↑ 

 

↑≡↓°↑↔≡≈ ∂± ↓↑≡♥∂°♠← ←↔♠≈∂≡← ⇐↑♥≥•°  ∉≡≈↑°←⌠  ∧≡↑↑≡∂↑⌠  ♠…≡±⌠ ⌠ 

←♠↓↓°↑↔∂±÷ ↔•≡ ≈∂←…♠←←∂°± ↔•↔ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ←≡↑…• ≠°↑ ↔•≡ ↓≡≡↑← ←  ↑≡≠≡↑≡±…≡ °≠ …♠≥↔♠↑≥ 

♥≥♠≡← ±≈ ↑♠≥≡← 

≈≡♥≡≥°↓″≡±↔≥ …°±≈∂↔∂°±← ±≈ ↔•≡ …•↑…↔≡↑∂←↔∂…← °≠ ≡…• ←°…∂≡↔ƒ〉 ⊄•≡↑≡≠°↑≡⌠ ↔•≡ ↓↑≡←≡±↔ 

←↔♠≈ƒ ↑≡♥≡≥≡≈ ↔•≡ ↓≡≡↑ ←  ↑≡≥≡♥±↔ ÷≡±↔ ≠°↑ ↔•≡ ∂±…≥♠←∂°± ↓↑°…≡←←⌠ ↓↑°♥∂≈∂±÷ ←♠↓↓°↑↔⌠ 
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∂±↔≡↑↓°←∂±÷ …↔∂°±←⌠ ≡•♥∂°↑←⌠ ±≈ ≈∂≥°÷← ƒ ↓≡≡↑←⌠ ♦•∂…• ∂±≠≥♠≡±…≡≈ ↔•≡ …↔∂°± ±≈ 

↓↑↔∂…∂↓↔∂°± °≠ ↔•≡ …•∂≥≈ ♦∂↔• ≈∂←∂≥∂↔ƒ〉 

∧♠↑↔•≡↑″°↑≡⌠ ↔•≡ ≡↓∂←°≈≡← ←•°♦≡≈ ↔•↔ ↓≡≡↑← …°♠≥≈ ↔×≡ °± ↔•≡ ↑°≥≡ °≠ ± ≈♠≥↔ ♦•≡± 

∂±↔≡↑…↔∂±÷ ″°±÷ ↔•≡″←≡≥♥≡← ±≈ ≡♥≡± ♦∂↔• ↔•≡ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ♦∂↔• ≈∂←∂≥∂↔ƒ〉 √± °↔• …←≡←⌠ 

↔•≡ …°±↔≡±↔ °≠ ↔•≡ …°″″♠±∂…↔∂°± ↓↑°…≡←← ∂±≈∂…↔≡≈ ↔•↔ ↓≡≡↑← ♦≡↑≡ ≡±…↔∂±÷ ≈♠≥↔ ↑°≥≡← 

♦•∂≥≡ …°↑↑≡…↔∂±÷ ↔•≡ ≡•♥∂°↑ °≠ ↔•≡ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ♦∂↔• ≈∂←∂≥∂↔∂≡←〉 ∉≡≡↑← ≡±…↔≡≈ ↔•≡ ←°…∂≥ 

↑≡↓↑≡←≡±↔↔∂°± °≠ ↔•≡ ↔≡…•≡↑ °≥≡⌠ ≡♥∂≈≡±…∂±÷ ↔•≡∂↑ ←≡≥≠∫↑≡…°÷±∂↔∂°± ← 

±≈ ≡•♥∂°↑〉 ⇒ ←∂″∂≥↑ ≈ƒ±″∂… •← ≡≡± ≈≡←…↑∂≡≈ ∂± ≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±↔ ←↔♠≈∂≡← ↔•↔ ≡♣↓≥∂…↔≡ ↔•≡ 

↓↑°…≡←← °≠ ∂±↔≡↑↓↑≡↔↔∂♥≡ ↑≡↓↑°≈♠…↔∂°± °≠ ↔•≡ ♦°↑≥≈ ƒ ♦•∂…• …•∂≥≈↑≡± …°±←↔↑♠…↔ ↓≡≡↑ 

…♠≥↔♠↑≡ ⇐°↑←↑°⌠  ⇐°↑←↑°  °≥∂±⌠  ∠≥∂♥≡∂↑⌠ 〉 ⇐•∂≥≈↑≡± ≈↓↔≡≈ ↔•≡∂↑ 

…°″″♠±∂…↔∂°± ↑≡←°♠↑…≡← ∂″∂±÷ ↔° ↑≡…• ♠±≈≡↑←↔±≈∂±÷ ƒ ↔•≡ ↓∂♥°↔ …•∂≥≈⌠ ♦•∂…• …°♠≥≈ 

≡  ←∂÷± °≠ ↔•≡ ←°…∂≥ …•±÷≡← °±…≡ ≠°↑≡←≡≡± ∂± ↔•≡ ∂±…≥♠←∂♥≡ ≡≈♠…↔∂°± ↓↑≈∂÷″ 

⊇∇∨⊂⇐∠⌠  ↔°♦↑≈  ←°…∂≡↔ƒ ↔•↔ …°±←∂≈≡↑← ≈∂♥≡↑←≡ ♦ƒ← ↔° ≡♣∂←↔ ∂± ↔•≡ ♦°↑≥≈ ←  

•♠″± ≡∂±÷〉 

∧∂±≥≥ƒ⌠ ↔•↑°♠÷• ↔•≡ ↑≡÷♠≥↔°↑ƒ ≠♠±…↔∂°±← ±≈ ↔•≡ …°±←↔↑♠…↔∂°± °≠ ″≡±∂±÷← ⇐↑♥≥•° ≡↔ 

≥〉⌠ ⌠ °↔• ↓∂♥°↔ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ↓↑↔∂…∂↓↔≡≈ ∂± ↓≥ƒ∂±÷ ↑°≥≡←⌠ …°…°±←↔↑♠…↔∂±÷ …♠≥↔♠↑≡ ±≈ 

…°±←≡→♠≡±↔≥ƒ ↔•≡∂↑ °♦± ≈≡♥≡≥°↓″≡±↔≥ ↓↑°…≡←← ∠≥∂♥≡∂↑⌠  ⊂″°≥×⌠ 〉 ⊄•≡ ↓≥ƒ 

↔•≡ ↓≥ƒ ♦← ←↔↑♠…↔♠↑≡≈ ƒ ≈∂←↔∂±…↔ ↑•ƒ↔•″← ±≈ ↓↑…↔∂…≡←⌠ ↔•≡ …•∂≥≈ ♦∂↔• ≈∂←∂≥∂↔ƒ •≈ 

″°↑≡ °↓↓°↑↔♠±∂↔∂≡← ↔° ≡←↔≥∂←• ∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°± ♦∂↔• ↓≡≡↑←〉 ⊄•↑°♠÷• ↔•≡ ↓↑≡↔≡±≈ ↓≥ƒ⌠ ↔•≡ 

…•∂≥≈↑≡± …↑≡↔≡≈  ←∂↔♠↔∂°± ↔•↔ ≈∂≈ ±°↔ •∂÷•≥∂÷•↔ ↔•≡ ∂±↔≡≥≥≡…↔♠≥ ≈∂←∂≥∂↔ƒ⌠ ←≡↔↔∂±÷ ↔•≡ 

↓∂♥°↔  …•∂≥≈  ←    …°″↓≡↔≡±↔  ↓≡≡↑  ≠°↑  ↔•≡  ↓≥ƒ  ±≈  ≈∂″∂±∂←•∂±÷  ↔•≡  ∂″≥±…≡  ≡↔♦≡≡±  

…•∂≥≈↑≡±〉  ⇒↔  ↔•≡  ←″≡  ↔∂″≡⌠  ≥≥  …•∂≥≈↑≡±  ♦≡↑≡  ↓↓↑°↓↑∂↔∂±÷  ↔•≡  ←°…∂≥  ♥≥♠≡←  ±≈  

≡•♥∂°↑←⌠  …°±←↔↑♠…↔∂±÷  ∂±≈∂♥∂≈♠≥  ±≈  ←°…∂≥  ″≡±∂±÷←  ≠↑°″  ↔•≡  ≡♣↓≡↑∂≡±…≡←  ←•↑≡≈  

…°≥≥≡…↔∂♥≡≥ƒ〉  ⊄•≡↑≡≠°↑≡⌠  ↔•≡  ↓↑≡←≡±…≡  °≠  ↔•≡  …•∂≥≈  ♦∂↔•  ≈∂←∂≥∂↔ƒ  ∂±  ↔•≡  ÷↑°♠↓  …°♠≥≈  ≡  

≈≡♥≡≥°↓″≡±↔≥ ↓↑°…≡←←〉  

∧°↑ ↔•≡ ≈∂←…♠←←∂°± •≡↑≡ ↓↑≡←≡±↔≡≈⌠ ∂↔ ∂← ♠±≈≡↑←↔°°≈ ↔•↔ ↔•≡ ≠∂±≈∂±÷← °≠ ↔•∂← ←↔♠≈ƒ …°♠≥≈ 

↑≡≠≡↑ ↓↑↔∂…♠≥↑≥ƒ ↔° ↔•°←≡ ♦•° ♦∂←• ↔° ↑≡≠≥≡…↔ °± ↔•≡ ↓↑…↔∂…≥ ≥≡♥≡≥ °≠ ↔•≡ ∂″↓≥≡″≡±↔↔∂°± 

°≠  ∂±…≥♠←∂♥≡  ↓≡≈÷°÷∂≡←〉  ⋅°♦≡♥≡↑⌠  ∂↔  ∂←  ∂″↓°↑↔±↔  ƒ≡↔  ↔°  ↑≡″↑×  ↔•↔  ≡…♠←≡  °≠  ↔•≡  

←↓≡…∂≠∂…∂↔∂≡←  °≠  ↔•≡  ↔•≡°↑≡↔∂…≥  ≠↑″≡♦°↑×  ≈°↓↔≡≈  ∂±  ≡…•  ←…•°°≥  ±≈  ↔•≡  ∂±≈∂♥∂≈♠≥  

…•↑…↔≡↑∂←↔∂…← °≠ ↔•≡ ↓↑↔∂…∂↓±↔←⌠ ÷≡±≡↑≥∂∞↔∂°±← ↑≡÷↑≈∂±÷ ↔•≡ ↔♦° ←°…∂≥ ↑≡≥∂↔∂≡← ±≈ 

↔•≡ ↓•≡±°″≡±°± °≠ ∂±…≥♠←∂°± ←  ♦•°≥≡ …±±°↔ ≡ ″≈≡〉   
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Conclusion	

¬↑°♠±≈≡≈ ♠↓°± ↔•≡ ±≡↔♦°↑× °≠ ″≡±∂±÷← ≈∂≥°÷∂…≥ ±≥ƒ↔∂…≥ ↓↓↑°…• ±≈ ƒ 

↔↑∂±÷♠≥↔∂±÷ ↔•≡ ≠°…♠← °± ↓≡≈÷°÷∂…≥ ↓↑…↔∂…≡←⌠ ≈∂♥∂←∂°± ±≈ ♠←≡ °≠ ←↓…≡⌠ ±≈ ↓≡≡↑ 

∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°± ∂± ≈∂←↔∂±…↔ ←°…∂≥ ∨⇐∨ …°±↔≡♣↔←⌠ ≠∂↑←↔⌠ ∂↔ ♦← ↓°←←∂≥≡ ↔° ∂≈≡±↔∂≠ƒ •°♦ 

↓≡≈÷°÷∂…≥ ↓↑…↔∂…≡← ±≈ ↔•≡ °↑÷±∂∞↔∂°± °≠ ←…•°°≥ ←↓…≡ ∂±≠≥♠≡±…≡≈ ≈∂↑≡…↔≥ƒ ↔•≡ 

↓°←←∂∂≥∂↔∂≡← ≠°↑ ↓≡≡↑ ∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°±← ±≈ ↑≡…°÷±∂∞≡ ↔•↔ ↓≡≡↑← ∂±≠≥♠≡±…≡ …°±←∂≈≡↑≥ƒ ↔•≡ 

…↔∂°±←⌠ ≡•♥∂°↑←⌠ ±≈ ↓↑↔∂…∂↓↔∂°± °≠ ↔•≡ …•∂≥≈ ♦∂↔• ≈∂←∂≥∂↔ƒ⌠ ≡←↓≡…∂≥≥ƒ ƒ ∂″∂↔↔∂♥≡ 

↓↑°…≡←←≡←〉 ⊂≡…°±≈⌠ ∂↔ ∂← ↓°←←∂≥≡ ↔° …°±…≥♠≈≡ ↔•↔ ♦≡ ←↔∂≥≥ …± ∂≈≡±↔∂≠ƒ ∂″↓°↑↔±↔ 

…°±↔↑≈∂…↔∂°±← ≡↔♦≡≡± ↔•≡°↑ƒ ±≈ ↓↑…↔∂…≡← ∂± ↔•≡ ∨⇐∨ ≡≈♠…↔∂°±≥ ≡±♥∂↑°±″≡±↔⌠ 

∂±≈∂♥∂≈♠≥ ±≡≡≈←〉 ⇒↔ ↔•≡ ←″≡ ↔∂″≡⌠ ↔•≡ …°±↔↑≈∂…↔∂°±← ≡↔♦≡≡± ↔•≡ ≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±↔ ←°…∂≥ 

…°±↔≡♣↔← °↓≡±≡≈ ♠↓ ↓°←←∂∂≥∂↔∂≡← ↔° ↑≡≠≥≡…↔ °♠↔ •°♦ ↔° …↑≡↔≡ ←∂↔♠↔∂°±← ∂± ♦•∂…• °∝≡…↔← 

±≈ ←↓…≡ •♥≡ ↔° ≡ ←•↑≡≈ ≡↔♦≡≡± …•∂≥≈↑≡±⌠ ↓↑°″↓↔∂±÷ ↔•≡∂↑ ∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°± ±≈ ≡±•±…∂±÷ 

↔•≡ ↓°←←∂∂≥∂↔∂≡← ≠°↑ ∂″∂↔↔∂♥≡ ≡•♥∂°↑← ↔° °……♠↑〉  

⇔≡←↓∂↔≡ ↓°←←∂≥≡ …°±↔↑≈∂…↔∂°±← ±≈ ↔•≡ ♠←≡ °≠ ≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±↔ ↔°°≥← °∝≡…↔←⌠ ←↔°↑∂≡←⌠ ↓•ƒ←∂…≥ 

…°±↔…↔⌠ ±≈ ≡ƒ≡ …°±↔…↔ ≠°↑ ≡±÷÷∂±÷ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ∂± ÷↑°♠↓ …↔∂♥∂↔∂≡←⌠ ∂± °↔• …°±↔≡♣↔← 

…•∂≥≈↑≡± ♦∂↔• ≈∂←∂≥∂↔∂≡← ♦≡↑≡ ∂±…≥♠≈≡≈ ∂± ←°…∂≥ ↓↑↔∂…∂↓↔∂°± ±≈ …♠≥↔♠↑≥ ≡±÷÷≡″≡±↔⌠ 

……≡±↔♠↔∂±÷ ↔•≡ ∂≈≡ ↔•↔ ″♠≥↔∂↓≥≡ ↓↔•← …± ≡ ↓♠↑←♠≡≈ ≠°↑ ∂±…≥♠←∂°±〉 ∧∂±≥≥ƒ⌠ ♦≡ 

∂≈≡±↔∂≠∂≡≈ ↔•↔ ↔•≡ …•∂≥≈ ♦∂↔• ≈∂←∂≥∂↔ƒ ←≡↑…•≡≈ ≠°↑ ↓≡≡↑← ← ↑≡≠≡↑≡±…≡〉 ∉≡≡↑ ∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°± 

←•°♠≥≈ ≡ ≠♠↑↔•≡↑ ←↔♠≈∂≡≈ ♦∂↔•∂± ←∂″∂≥↑ …°±↔≡♣↔←〉 ⇒← …°″″♠±∂…↔∂°± ∂← ↔•≡ ↓∂≥≥↑ ≡≥≡″≡±↔ 

°≠ ∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°± ±≈ …°±←↔↑♠…↔∂°± °≠ ↓↑↔∂…∂↓↔∂°±⌠ ↔•≡ ↑≡←°♠↑…≡← …•∂≥≈↑≡± ♦∂↔• ∂±↔≡≥≥≡…↔♠≥ 

≈∂←∂≥∂↔ƒ ″∂÷•↔ ♠↔∂≥∂∞≡ ∂± ↔•≡∂↑ …°″″♠±∂…↔∂♥≡ ↓↑°…≡←←≡← ♦∂↔• ↓≡≡↑← ∂± ∨⇐∨ …°±↔≡♣↔← ∂± 

≈∂≠≠≡↑≡±↔ …♠≥↔♠↑≥ …×÷↑°♠±≈← ←•°♠≥≈ ≡ ≡♣↓≥°↑≡≈ ∂± ↔•≡ ≠♠↔♠↑≡〉 

Acknowledgements	

∧°↑ ↔•≡ ≈≡♥≡≥°↓″≡±↔ °≠ ↔•∂← ←↔♠≈ƒ ♦≡ …°♠±↔≡≈ ♦∂↔• ↔•≡ ≠♠±≈∂±÷ ←♠↓↓°↑↔ ÷↑±↔≡≈ ƒ 

⇐°°↑≈≡±8<°  ≈≡  ⇒↓≡↑≠≡∂8°″≡±↔°  ≈≡  ∉≡←←°≥  ≈≡  ∇2♥≡≥  ⊂♠↓≡↑∂°↑  ⇐⇒∉∨⊂ñ⇑↑∞∂≥ ¬↑±↔ 

±♠″≡↑ ñ∫ ±≈ ƒ ↔•≡ ⇐≡±↔≡↑ °≠ √±↔≡↑±↔∂°±≥ °∂≥∂↔ƒ  ⇐√∠ñ∧∂±≥±≈ 

¬↑±↔ ±♠″≡↑ ⊄∫∫〉 ⇒≈≈∂↔∂°±≥≥ƒ⌠ ♦≡ •≡↑≡ ←↔↔≡ ↔•↔ ↔•↑°♠÷•°♠↔ ↔•≡ 

≈≡♥≡≥°↓″≡±↔ ±≈ ≠∂±≥∂∞↔∂°± °≠ ↔•∂← ♦°↑× ↔•≡↑≡ ♦≡↑≡ ±° ←∂↔♠↔∂°±← ∂±♥°≥♥∂±÷ ≠∂±±…∂≥ ±≈ 

↓≡↑←°±≥ ↑≡≥↔∂°±←•∂↓← ↔•↔ …°♠≥≈ ∂±↓↓↑°↓↑∂↔≡≥ƒ ∂±≠≥♠≡±…≡ ∂← ↔•∂← ♦°↑×〉 ⊄•≡↑≡≠°↑≡⌠ 

♦≡ ≈≡…≥↑≡ ±° …°±≠≥∂…↔ °≠ ∂±↔≡↑≡←↔〉  

	



 

 

 

≈♠↑≡∂↑ ∧≡↑↑≡∂↑⌠ ;×∂±≡±  ≈≡ ⊂°♠∞ ⇒″°↑∂″    Varhaiskasvatuksen	Tiedelehti	 	 	 	
JECER   ⌠  〉  •↔↔↓∑ññ∝≡…≡↑〉°↑÷ 

References	

⇒≥←♠♠↔↑∂⌠ ∉〉 〉 ⊄•≡ ≈°″≡←↔∂…↔∂°± °≠ ♦°↑≥≈♦∂≈≡ ↓°≥∂…ƒ ″°≈≡≥←〉 Ethnologia	Europaea,	
39⌠  〉 

⇒≥←♠♠↔↑∂⌠ ∉〉  ⇒≥←♠♠↔↑∂⌠ 〉 〉 ⊄•≡ ≈°″≡←↔∂…↔∂°± °≠ ≡↑≥ƒ …•∂≥≈•°°≈ ≡≈♠…↔∂°± ↓≥±← ∂± 

∧∂±≥±≈〉 Global	Social	Policy,	12⌠  〉 

⇑←∂… ∨≈♠…↔∂°± ⇒…↔〉 ñ〉 ⋅≡≥←∂±×∂⌠ ∧∂±≥±≈∑ ∧∂±≥≡♣〉 

⇑≡↑÷⌠ ⇔〉 ⋅〉  ⊂…•±≡∂≈≡↑⌠ ⇐〉 〉 ∨→♠≥∂↔ƒ ≈∂…•°↔°″∂≡← ∂± ∂±…≥♠←∂♥≡ ≡≈♠…↔∂°±∑ ⇐°″↓↑∂±÷ 

⇐±≈ ±≈ ∧↑±…≡〉 European	Journal	of	Disability	Research,	6⌠  〉 

⇑°ƒ≈⌠ ⇑〉 ⇒〉⌠ ∠≈°″⌠ ⊂〉 〉⌠ ⋅♠″↓•↑≡ƒ←⌠ ⇑〉 ∉〉⌠  ⊂″⌠ ⇒〉 〉 〉 √±≠±↔← ±≈ ↔°≈≈≥≡↑← ♦∂↔• ♠↔∂←″ 

←↓≡…↔↑♠″ ≈∂←°↑≈≡↑∑ ∨↑≥ƒ ∂≈≡±↔∂≠∂…↔∂°± ±≈ ≡↑≥ƒ ∂±↔≡↑♥≡±↔∂°±〉 Journal	of	Early	
Intervention,	32⌠  〉 

⇐″∂≥≥∂⌠ ¬〉⌠ ⊃↑÷←⌠ ⊂〉⌠ ⊆ƒ±⌠ ⊂〉⌠  ⇑↑±≡↔↔⌠ ∪〉 ⊂〉 〉 ≡↔∫±≥ƒ←∂← °≠ ↔•≡ ≡≠≠≡…↔← °≠ ≡↑≥ƒ 

≡≈♠…↔∂°± ∂±↔≡↑♥≡±↔∂°±← °± …°÷±∂↔∂♥≡ ±≈ ←°…∂≥ ≈≡♥≡≥°↓″≡±↔〉 Teachers	College	Record,	
112⌠  〉 

⇐↑♥≥•°⌠ ⇒〉 〉 ⇒〉 〉 ⇑↑∞∂≥∂± …•∂≥≈↑≡± ↔ ↓≥ƒ∑ √±↔≡↑…↔∂°±≥ ≈ƒ±″∂…← ←  ≥°…♠← ≠°↑ ↔•≡ 

…°±←↔↑♠…↔∂°± °≠ …♠≥↔♠↑≡〉 The	storycrafting	method〉 ⊆≡↔↑∂≡♥≡≈ ≠↑°″ 

•↔↔↓∑ññ♦♦♦〉≡≈♠〉•≡≥←∂±×∂〉≠∂ñ≥↓←≡↔×≡↑↔°♥↔ñ≥↓←≡↔ñ√±ℵ∨±÷≥∂←•ñ⇐↑♥≥•°〉↓≈≠ 

⇐↑♥≥•°⌠ ⇒〉 〉 ⇒〉⌠ ⇑↑±…°⌠ ⇒〉 ⊇〉⌠ ∉≡≈↑°←⌠ 〉 √〉⌠  ¬∂≥⌠ 〉 ⊂〉 ⇐〉 〉 ⇔∂±=″∂…← ∂±↔≡↑…∂°±∂← ≡″ 

÷↑♠↓°← ⊗¬↑°♠↓ ∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°±← ±≈ ≈ƒ±″∂…←ℜ〉 Psicologia	em	estudo,	7⌠  〉 

⇐↑♥≥•°⌠ ⇒〉 〉 ⇒〉⌠ √″↓6↑∂°∫⋅″♠↑÷≡↑⌠ ⇒〉⌠  ∉≡≈↑°←⌠ 〉 √〉 〉 √±↔≡↑…↔∂°±⌠ ↑≡÷♠≥↔∂°± ±≈ 

…°↑↑≡≥↔∂°±∑ ⇐°±…≡↓↔♠≥ ≈∂←…♠←←∂°± ±≈ ≡″↓∂↑∂…≥ ≡♣″↓≥≡← ∂± ↔•≡ …°±↔≡♣↔ °≠ •♠″± 

≈≡♥≡≥°↓″≡±↔〉 √± 〉 ƒ↑  ∏〉 ⊃≥←∂±≡↑ ∨≈←〉⌠	Construction	of	psychological	processes	in	
interpersonal	communication	↓↓〉  〉 ⊂↔″≠°↑≈⌠ ⇐⊄∑ ⇒≥≡♣〉 

⇐↑♥≥•°⌠ ⇒〉 〉 ⇒〉⌠  ∉≡≈↑°←⌠ 〉 √〉 〉 ⊄≡↑↑∂↔°↑∂≥∂↔ƒ ±≈ ←°…∂≥ …°±←↔↑♠…↔∂°± °≠ ←↓…≡ ∂± 

Revista	de	Etologia⌠ 6⌠  〉 

⇐°∫°°↑≡⌠ ⇐〉 〉 	⊇±↓♠≥∂←•≡≈ 

≈°…↔°↑≥ ≈∂←←≡↑↔↔∂°± ↔•≡←∂←〉 ∈♠≡≡±←≥±≈ ⊇±∂♥≡↑←∂↔ƒ °≠ ⊄≡…•±°≥°÷ƒ⌠ ⇒♠←↔↑≥∂〉 

⇐°↑←↑°⌠ ∪〉 〉 〉 ∪←•∂±÷↔°±⌠ ⇔⇐∑ ∏°←≡↓• ⋅≡±↑ƒ ∉↑≡←←〉 

⇐°↑←↑°⌠ ∪〉 〉 The	sociology	of	childhood〉 ⇑≡♥≡↑≥ƒ ⋅∂≥≥←⌠ ⇐⇒∑ ⊂÷≡〉 

⇐°↑←↑°⌠ ∪〉⌠  °≥∂±↑∂⌠ 〉 〉 ∧↑°″ seggiolini	↔° discussione∑ ⊄•≡ ÷≡±≡↑↔∂°± ±≈ ≡♣↔≡±←∂°± 

°≠ ↓≡≡↑ …♠≥↔♠↑≡ ″°±÷ √↔≥∂± ↓↑≡←…•°°≥ …•∂≥≈↑≡±〉 Qualitative	Studies	in	Education,	3⌠ 

 〉 

⇔♠±←↔⌠ ⇐〉 ∏〉⌠  ⊄↑∂♥≡↔↔≡⌠ ⇐〉 〉 〉 ⊇←∂±÷ ↑≡←≡↑…• ≡♥∂≈≡±…≡ ↔° ∂±≠°↑″ ±≈ ≡♥≥♠↔≡ ≡↑≥ƒ 

…•∂≥≈•°°≈ ∂±↔≡↑♥≡±↔∂°± ↓↑…↔∂…≡←〉 Topics	in	Early	Childhood	Special Education⌠ 29⌠  〉 

∨↑≥ƒ ⇐•∂≥≈•°°≈ ∨≈♠…↔∂°± ⇒…↔〉 〉 ⋅≡≥←∂±×∂⌠ ∧∂±≥±≈∑ ∧∂±≥≡♣〉  



 

 

 

≈♠↑≡∂↑ ∧≡↑↑≡∂↑⌠ ;×∂±≡±  ≈≡ ⊂°♠∞ ⇒″°↑∂″    Varhaiskasvatuksen	Tiedelehti	 	 	 	
JECER   ⌠  〉  •↔↔↓∑ññ∝≡…≡↑〉°↑÷ 

∨↔•≡↑∂±÷↔°±⌠ 〉 〉 Becoming	reflexive	researchers:	Using	ourselves	in	research〉 °±≈°±⌠ 

∨±÷≥±≈∑ ∂±÷≥≡ƒ〉 

∧≡↑↑≡∂↑⌠ ∏〉 〉 〉 Crianças	com	déficit	intelectual	e	processos	interacionais	de	pares	na	pré-
escola:	reflexões	sobre	desenvolvimento	⊗⇐•∂≥≈↑≡± ♦∂↔• √±↔≡≥≥≡…↔♠≥ ⇔≡≠∂…∂↔ ±≈ √±↔≡↑…↔∂♥≡ 

∉≡≡↑ ∉↑°…≡←←≡← ∂± ∉↑≡←…•°°≥∑ ⊆≡≠≥≡…↔∂°±← °± ⇔≡♥≡≥°↓″≡±↔ℜ〉⊄≡←≡ ≈≡ ⇔°♠↔°↑≈°〉 ∧…♠≥≈≈≡ 

≈≡ ∧∂≥°←°≠∂⌠ ⇐∂≡±…∂← ≡ ≡↔↑←〉 ⊇±∂♥≡↑←∂≈≈≡ ≈≡ ⊂<° ∉♠≥°⌠ ⇑↑←∂≥〉 

∧≡↑↑≡∂↑⌠ 〉 〉 

pesquisa	com	crianças	⊗∨↓∂←↔≡″°≥°÷∂…≥⌠ ″≡↔•°≈°≥°÷∂…≥ ±≈ ≡↔•∂…≥ ↑≡≠≥≡…↔∂°±← ∂± 

↑≡←≡↑…• ♦∂↔• …•∂≥≈↑≡±ℜ. ⇐♣″%⌠ ⇑↑∞∂≥∑ ⇒∇∉∨⇔〉 

∧≡↑↑≡∂↑⌠ ∏〉 〉⌠ ⇒″°↑∂″⌠ 〉 ⊂〉⌠ ;×∂±≡±⌠ 〉⌠  °♠↑⌠ ¬〉 ¬〉 〉 ⊄•≡ ±≡↔♦°↑× °≠ ″≡±∂±÷← 

≡≈♠…↔∂°±≥ ↓←ƒ…•°≥°÷ƒ∑ ⊄•≡°↑≡↔∂…≥ ±≈ ↓↑…↔∂…≥ ↓°←←∂∂≥∂↔∂≡←〉 Procedia	-	Social	and	
Behavioral	Sciences	217 ⌠  〉 

∧≡↑↑≡∂↑⌠ ∏〉 〉⌠ ;×∂±≡±⌠ 〉⌠  ⇒″°↑∂″⌠ 〉 ⊂〉 〉 √±↔≡≥≥≡…↔♠≥ ≈∂←∂≥∂↔ƒ ∂± ×∂±≈≡↑÷↑↔≡±∑ 

∉°←←∂∂≥∂↔∂≡← °≠ ≈≡♥≡≥°↓″≡±↔ ↔•↑°♠÷• ↓↑≡↔≡±≈ ↓≥ƒ〉 Procedia:	Social	and	Behavioral	
Sciences,	217⌠  〉  

¬↑♥∂←⌠ ⊂〉⌠ ∠≈≡÷↑≈⌠ ∨〉 ∨〉⌠  ≡″°±⌠ ∇〉 .	Beyond	observations:	Narratives	and	young	
children. ⊆°↔↔≡↑≈″⌠ ↔•≡ ∇≡↔•≡↑≥±≈←∑ ⊂≡±←≡〉 

¬♥≥≈>⌠ ∏〉 〉 ⊂〉⌠  ∈∂±ƒ∂⌠ ⊄〉 〉 √″↓↑°♥∂±÷ ↔•≡ ↓↑°…≡←← °≠ ∂±…≥♠←∂♥≡ ≡≈♠…↔∂°± ∂± …•∂≥≈↑≡± ♦∂↔• 

⇒⊂⇔ ∂± ″∂±←↔↑≡″ ←…•°°≥←〉 Procedia	-	Social	and	Behavioural	Sciences,	46,	 〉

¬,≡←⌠ 〉 ⇐〉 ⊆〉 〉 ⇒ °↑≈÷≡″ ″∂…↑°÷≡±6↔∂… ± ″↔↑∂∞ •∂←↔,↑∂…°∫…♠≥↔♠↑≥∑ ⊇″ ↓≡↑←↓≡…↔∂♥ 

↓↑ ° ≡←↔♠≈° ≈ …°±←↔∂↔♠∂8<° ≈ ←♠∝≡↔∂♥∂≈≈≡ ⊗⊄•≡ ″∂…↑°÷≡±≡↔∂… ↓↓↑°…• ♦∂↔•∂± ↔•≡ 

•∂←↔°↑∂…≥∫…♠≥↔♠↑≥ ↓≡↑←↓≡…↔∂♥≡∑ ↔•≡ ←↔♠≈ƒ °≠ ←♠∝≡…↔∂♥∂↔ƒℜ〉 Cadernos	CEDES⌠ 20⌠  〉

≈°∂∑〉ñ⊂∫ 

¬°±∞>≥≡∞∫⊆≡ƒ⌠ ∧〉 〉 Pesquisa	cualitativa	y	subjetividad	⊗∈♠≥∂↔↔∂♥≡ ↑≡←≡↑…• ±≈ 

←♠∝≡…↔∂♥∂↔ƒℜ〉 ⊂<° ∉♠≥°⌠ ⇑↑∞∂≥∑ ∨≈∂↔°↑ ∨⇔⊇⇐∫∉⊇⇐∫⊂∉〉 

¬°±∞>≥≡∞ ⊆≡ƒ⌠ ∧〉 〉 Pesquisa	qualitativa	e	subjetividade:	caminhos	e	desafios	⊗∈♠≥∂↔↔∂♥≡ 

↑≡←≡↑…• ±≈ ←♠∝≡…↔∂♥∂↔ƒ∑ ↓↔•← ±≈ …•≥≥≡±÷≡←ℜ〉 ⊂<° ∉♠≥°⌠ ⇑↑∞∂≥∑ ⊄•°″←°± ≡↑±∂±÷〉

¬°±∞>≥≡∞∫⊆≡ƒ⌠ ∧〉 〉 Pesquisa	qualitativa	e	subjetividade:	Os	processos	de	construção	da	
informação	⊗∈♠≥∂↔↔∂♥≡ ↑≡←≡↑…• ±≈ ←♠∝≡…↔∂♥∂↔ƒ∑ ↔•≡ ↓↑°…≡←← °≠ …°±←↔↑♠…↔∂°± °≠ 

∂±≠°↑″↔∂°±ℜ〉 ⊂<° ∉♠≥°⌠ ⇑↑∞∂≥∑ ⊄•°″←°± ≡↑±∂±÷〉 

¬♠↑≥±∂…×⌠ 〉 ∏〉 〉 Early	childhood	inclusion:	A	focus	on	change. ⇑≥↔∂″°↑≡⌠ ⇔∑ ⇑↑°°×≡←〉  

¬♠±≈≥…•⌠ 〉⌠ ⊕∂♥±♠←×⌠ ⊂〉⌠  ⊂↔°±≡↑⌠ ∏〉 〉 ⊇±≈≡↑←↔±≈∂±÷ ↔•≡ ↑≡≥↔∂°±←•∂↓ ≡↔♦≡≡± 

∂±≈∂♥∂≈♠≥∂←″∫…°≥≥≡…↔∂♥∂←″ ±≈ ↔≡″ ↓≡↑≠°↑″±…≡ ↔•↑°♠÷• ± ∂±↔≡÷↑↔∂°± °≠ ←°…∂≥ 

∂≈≡±↔∂↔ƒ ↔•≡°↑ƒ ±≈ ↔•≡ ←°…∂≥ ↑≡≥↔∂°± ″°≈≡≥〉 Human	Relations,	59⌠  〉 

↓↑↔∂…∂↓↔∂°± ∂± ≥°…≥ ↓≥ƒ ←↓…≡ ″±÷≡″≡±↔.	The	International	Journal	of	Justice	and	
Sustainability,	20⌠  〉 ≈°∂∑〉ñ〉〉 



 

 

 

≈♠↑≡∂↑ ∧≡↑↑≡∂↑⌠ ;×∂±≡±  ≈≡ ⊂°♠∞ ⇒″°↑∂″    Varhaiskasvatuksen	Tiedelehti	 	 	 	
JECER   ⌠  〉  •↔↔↓∑ññ∝≡…≡↑〉°↑÷ 

″∂±←×∂⌠ ⊆〉 ⇒〉⌠  ∉°♦≡≥≥∫⊂″∂↔•⌠ 〉 ⇒〉 〉 ∨↑≥ƒ ∂↔≡↑…ƒ √±↔≡↑♥≡±↔∂°± ≠°↑ ∉↑≡←…•°°≥≡↑← ∪•° 

∇≡≡≈ ⊄∂≡↑  ⊂♠↓↓°↑↔〉 Topics	on	Early	Childhood	Special	Education,	36⌠  〉 

°±≈↑…×∂⌠ ∇〉 〉⌠ ∪≡≥≥″±⌠ ∇〉 ⊂〉⌠  ⇒″♠±≈←°±⌠ ⇔〉 ⊆〉 〉 ⇐°±↔≡±↔ ±≥ƒ←∂←∑ ⊆≡♥∂≡♦ °≠ ″≡↔•°≈← 

±≈ ↔•≡∂↑ ↓↓≥∂…↔∂°±← ∂± ±♠↔↑∂↔∂°± ≡≈♠…↔∂°±〉 Journal	for	Nutrition	Education	and	
Behavior,	34⌠  〉 

♠…≡±⌠ ∏〉 〉 Examinando	os	processos	de	assimilação,	transformação,	construção	e	
compartilhamento	de	cultura	entre	crianças	de	dois	anos	no	ambiente	de	creche	
⊗√±♥≡←↔∂÷↔∂±÷ ↔•≡ ↓↑°…≡←← °≠ ←←∂″∂≥↔∂°±⌠ ↔↑±←≠°↑″↔∂°±⌠ …°±←↔↑♠…↔∂°± ±≈ ←•↑∂±÷ 

…♠≥↔♠↑≡ ≡↔♦≡≡± ↔♦°∫ƒ≡↑∫°≥≈ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ∂± ≈ƒ…↑≡ …≡±↔≡↑ℜ〉 ← ↔•≡←∂←〉 ⊇±∂♥≡↑←∂≈≈≡ 

∧≡≈≡↑≥ ≈≡ ∉≡↑±″♠…°⌠ ⊆≡…∂≠≡⌠ ⇑↑∞∂≥〉  

⇐•∂≥≈↑≡± ← ″≡″≡↑← °≠  …°″″♠±∂↔ƒ∑ ⇐∂↔∂∞≡±←•∂↓⌠ ↓↑↔∂…∂↓↔∂°± 

±≈ ≡≈♠…↔∂°±≥ ≈≡♥≡≥°↓″≡±↔〉 European	Educational	Research	Journal⌠ 14⌠  〉 

;×∂±≡±⌠ 〉⌠  ;×∂±≡±⌠ ∨〉 〉 ⊄≡…•∂±÷ ∂± ∂±…≥♠←∂♥≡ ←≡↔↔∂±÷∑ ⊄°♦↑≈← …°≥≥°↑↔∂♥≡ 

←…≠≠°≥≈∂±÷〉 ⌠ 55⌠  〉 

↔•∂←≡±⌠ ⇒〉 〉 ⊆•ƒ↔•″← ←  ↓≡≈÷°÷ƒ °≠ ≡…°″∂±÷〉 Research	of	Steiner	Institution, 6⌠ 

 〉 

∞∞°↔↔⌠ 〉 〉 Educação	especial	no	Brasil:	história	e	políticas	públicas	⊗⊂↓≡…∂≥ ∨≈♠…↔∂°± 

∂± ⇑↑∞∂≥∑ •∂←↔°↑ƒ ±≈ ↓♠≥∂… ↓°≥∂…∂≡←ℜ〉 ⊂<° ∉♠≥°⌠ ⇑↑∞∂≥∑ ⇐°↑↔≡∞〉 

≡±≈≡←⌠ ¬〉 〉 〉 〉 ∇← ↔↑∂≥•← ≈ ≡♣…≥♠←<°∑ ← ↓↑>↔∂…← …♠↑↑∂…♠≥↑≡← ≈≡ ←≥ ≈≡ ♠≥ …°″° 

°∝≡↔° ≈≡ ≡←↔♠≈° ⊗⊄↑…×∂±÷ ≡♣…≥♠←∂°±∑ ↔•≡ …♠↑↑∂…♠≥♠″ ↓↑…↔∂…≡← ∂± …≥←←↑°°″ ← °∝≡…↔← °≠ 

←↔♠≈ƒℜ〉 √± ∏〉 ¬〉 ⊂〉 ⇑♠≡±°⌠ ¬〉 〉 〉 ≡±≈≡←⌠  ⊆〉 ⇒〉 ≈°←〉 ⊂±↔°← ∨≈←〉⌠ Deficiência	e	
escolarização:	novas	perspectivas	de	análise	⊗⇔∂←∂≥∂↔ƒ ±≈ ←…•°°≥∂±÷∑ ±≡♦ ↓≡↑←↓≡…↔∂♥≡← 

°≠ ±≥ƒ←∂←ℜ ↓↓〉  〉 ⇑↑←2≥∂⌠ ⇑↑←∂≥∑ ⇐⇒∉∨⊂〉 

≡±≈≡←⌠ ∨〉 ¬〉  ⇐↑≥⌠ 〉 ⊂〉 〉 √″↓≥∂…8∗≡← ≈ ↔♠≥ ↓°≥2↔∂… ≈≡ ∂±…≥♠←<° ≡←…°≥↑ ±° ⇑↑←∂≥∑ 

″↓≡±≈° ≈≡←≠∂°← ≡ ↓°←←∂∂≥∂≈≈≡← ↓↑ ° ⊂6…♠≥° ∩∩√ ⊗√″↓≥∂…↔∂°±← °≠ ↔•≡ …♠↑↑≡±↔ 

∂±…≥♠←∂♥≡ ≡≈♠…↔∂°± ↓°≥∂…ƒ ∂± ⇑↑∞∂≥∑ ″↓↓∂±÷ …•≥≥≡±÷≡← ±≈ ↓°←←∂∂≥∂↔∂≡← °≠ ∩∩√ …≡±↔♠↑ƒℜ〉 

Revista	de	Educação	Especial	e	Reabilitação⌠ 21⌠  〉 

≡±≈≡←⌠ ∨〉 ¬〉  ⇐∂⌠ ∧〉 〉 ∇↔∂°±≥ °←≡↑♥↔°↑ƒ °± ←↓≡…∂≥ ≡≈♠…↔∂°±∑ ∇≡↔♦°↑× ←↔♠≈ƒ °♠↔ 

∂±…≥♠←∂♥≡ ≡≈♠…↔∂°± ∂± ⇑↑∞∂≥〉 Open	Journal	of	Social	Sciences⌠	3⌠  〉 

∂±∂←↔↑ƒ °≠ ∨≈♠…↔∂°± °≠ ⇑↑∞∂≥〉 〉 ∇↔∂°±≥ ↑≡←°≥♠↔∂°± ±♠″≡↑  ≠↑°″  °≠ ∠…↔°≡↑⌠ 〉 

∨←↔≥∂←• ±↔∂°±≥ ÷♠∂≈≡≥∂±≡← ↔° ∂″↓≥≡″≡±↔ ↔•≡ ⊂↓≡…∂≥ ∨≈♠…↔∂°±≥ ⇒←←∂←↔±…≡ ⊂ƒ←↔≡″〉 

∂±∂←↔↑ƒ °≠ ∨≈♠…↔∂°± °≠ ⇑↑∞∂≥〉 〉 ⇔≡…↑≡≡ ±♠″≡↑ 〉 °≠ 〉 ⊆≡÷♠≥↔≡ ↔•≡ ⊂↓≡…∂≥ 

∨≈♠…↔∂°±≥ ⇒↔↔≡±≈±…≡〉 

∂±∂←↔↑ƒ °≠ ∨≈♠…↔∂°± °≠ ⇑↑∞∂≥〉 〉 ¬≡±≡↑≥ …♠↑↑∂…♠≥↑ ÷♠∂≈≡≥∂±≡← ≠°↑ ←∂… ≡≈♠…↔∂°±∑ 

⇔∂♥≡↑←∂↔ƒ ±≈ ∂±…≥♠←∂°±〉 ∠↑÷±∂∞≡≈ ƒ ⇐↑♥≡∂↑°⌠ ⇐6≥∂ ⇑↑±≈<° ⇒≥♥↑≡±÷  ≡≈≡∂↑°←⌠ 

⊂∂″°±≡〉 
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∂±∂←↔↑ƒ °≠ ∨≈♠…↔∂°± °≠ ⇑↑∞∂≥〉 〉 ⊄≡…•±∂…≥ ∇°↔≡ ±♠″≡↑  °≠ 〉 ∠↑∂≡±↔↔∂°±← ≠°↑ 

↓↑≡←≡±↔↔∂°± °≠ ↑≡→♠∂↑≡≈ ≈°…♠″≡±↔← ↔↔≡←↔∂±÷ ∂±↔≡≥≥≡…↔♠≥ ≈∂←∂≥∂↔ƒ⌠ ≈≡♥≡≥°↓″≡±↔≥ 

≈∂←°↑≈≡↑ °↑ •∂÷• ∂≥∂↔ƒ〉 

#≥≥≡↑⌠ ∧〉⌠  ⇐↑♥≥•°⌠ ⇒〉 〉 ⇒〉 〉 Teoria	e	prática	na	pesquisa	com	crianças:	diálogos	com	
William	Corsaro	⊗⊄•≡°↑ƒ ±≈ ↓↑…↔∂…≡ ∂± ↑≡←≡↑…• ♦∂↔• …•∂≥≈↑≡±∑ ≈∂≥°÷← ♦∂↔• ∪∂≥≥∂± 

⇐°↑←↑°ℜ. ⊂<° ∉♠≥°⌠ ⇑↑∞∂≥∑ ⇐°↑↔≡∞〉 

∇•⌠ 〉 

↑≡← ↔ ± ≡↑≥ƒ …•∂≥≈•°°≈ ∂±←↔∂↔♠↔∂°±〉 Action	Research,	14⌠  〉 

≈°∂∑〉ñ 

∇↔∂°±≥ ⇐°↑≡ ⇐♠↑↑∂…♠≥♠″ ≠°↑ ∨↑≥ƒ ⇐•∂≥≈•°°≈ ∨≈♠…↔∂°±⌠ 〉 ∧∂±±∂←• ⇑°↑≈ °≠ ∨≈♠…↔∂°±〉  

∇,♥°⌠ ⇒〉  ∅↑∂♥∫←•≥⌠ ⊄〉 〉 ⇐°″↓↑↔∂♥≡ ↑≡←≡↑…• ∂± ≡≈♠…↔∂°±∑  ″°≈≡ °≠ ÷°♥≡↑±±…≡ 

°↑  •∂←↔°↑∂…≥ ∝°♠↑±≡ƒ◊ Comparative	Education, 39⌠  〉 

∠≥∂♥≡∂↑⌠ ⊕〉 〉 ⊆〉 〉 Jogo	de	papéis:	um	olhar	para	as	brincadeiras	infantis	⊗⊆°≥≡ ↓≥ƒ∂±÷∑  

〉 ⊂<° ∉♠≥°⌠ ⇑↑∞∂≥∑ ∨≈∂↔°↑ ⇐°↑↔≡∞〉 

∠↑↔≥∂↓↓⌠ 〉 〉 ≡≡↓∂±÷ ±≈ ♠←∂±÷ ↑≡≠≥≡…↔∂♥≡ ∝°♠↑±≥← ∂± ↔•≡ →♠≥∂↔↔∂♥≡ ↑≡←≡↑…• ↓↑°…≡←←〉 The	
Qualitative	Report⌠ 13⌠  〉 

∉≡≈↑°←⌠ 〉 √〉 〉 ⊆≡≈≡ ≈≡ ⊂∂÷±∂≠∂…8∗≡←∑ ♠″ ≈≡↔≡ …°±…≡∂↔♠≥ ≡ ≡″↓2↑∂…° ⊗∇≡↔♦°↑× °≠ 

≡±∂±÷←∑  …°±…≡↓↔♠≥ ≈≡↔≡ℜ〉 √± 〉 ⇐〉 ⊆°←←≡↔↔∂∫∧≡↑↑≡∂↑⌠ 〉 ⊂〉 ⇒″°↑∂″⌠ ⇒〉 ∉〉 ⊂〉 ⊂∂≥♥  ⇒〉 

〉 ⇒〉 ⇐↑♥≥•° ∨≈←〉⌠ Rede	de	Significações	e	o	estudo	do	desenvolvimento	humano 

⊗∇≡↔♦°↑× °≠ ≡±∂±÷← ±≈ ↔•≡ ←↔♠≈ƒ °≠ •♠″± ≈≡♥≡≥°↓″≡±↔ℜ ↓↓〉  〉 ∉°↑↔° 

⇒≥≡÷↑≡⌠ ⇑↑∞∂≥∑ ⇒↑↔″≡≈ ∨≈∂↔°↑〉 

∉≡≈↑°←⌠ 〉 √〉  ⇐↑♥≥•°⌠ ⇒〉 〉 ⇒〉 〉 ⇐°±←↔↑♠…↔∂°± °≠ …°″″♠±∂…↔∂°± ≈♠↑∂±÷ ƒ°♠±÷ 

Revista	de	Etologia⌠ 8⌠  〉 

∉∂±↔⌠ ⊆〉 ⇐〉⌠ ⇑↑±≡↔↔⌠ ∪〉 ⊂〉⌠ ⇑♠↑…•∂±≥⌠ 〉⌠  ⊄•°↑±♠↑÷⌠ 〉 ⊆〉 〉 ⊄•≡ ≡≠≠≡…↔← °≠ ↓↑≡←…•°°≥ 

≡≈♠…↔∂°±∑ ∪•↔ ♦≡ ×±°♦⌠ •°♦ ↓♠≥∂… ↓°≥∂…ƒ ∂← °↑ ∂← ±°↔ ≥∂÷±≡≈ ♦∂↔• ↔•≡ ≡♥∂≈≡±…≡ ←≡⌠ 

±≈ ♦•↔ ♦≡ ±≡≡≈ ↔° ×±°♦〉 Psychological	Science	in	the	Public	Interest⌠ 10⌠  〉 

International	Journal	of	Early	Years	Education⌠ 20⌠  〉 

⊆∝×≥↔∂°⌠ ⋅〉  ;×∂±≡±⌠ 〉 〉 ⊄•≡ ∧∂±±∂←• ←…•°°≥ ∂± …↑°←←∫↓↑≡←←♠↑≡← °≠ …•±÷≡〉 European	
Journal	of	Curriculum	Studies, 1⌠  〉 

⊆°←←≡↔↔∂∫∧≡↑↑≡∂↑⌠ 〉 ⇐〉⌠ ⇒″°↑∂″⌠ 〉 ⊂〉⌠ ⊂∂≥♥⌠ ⇒〉 ∉〉 ⊂〉⌠  ⇐↑♥≥•°⌠ ⇒〉 〉 ⇒〉 〉 Redes	de	
Significação	e	o	estudo	do	Desenvolvimento	Humano	⊗∇≡↔♦°↑× °≠ ≡±∂±÷← ±≈ ↔•≡ ←↔♠≈ƒ 

°≠ •♠″± ≈≡♥≡≥°↓″≡±↔ℜ. ∉°↑↔° ⇒≥≡÷↑≡⌠ ⇑↑∞∂≥∑ ⇒↑↔″≡≈〉 

⊆°←←≡↔↔∂∫∧≡↑↑≡∂↑⌠ 〉 ⇐〉⌠ ⇒″°↑∂″⌠ 〉 ⊂〉⌠  ⊂∂≥♥⌠ ⇒〉 ∉〉 ⊂〉 〉 ⊆≡≈≡ ≈≡ ⊂∂÷±∂≠∂…8∗≡←∑ ⇒≥÷♠±← 

…°±…≡∂↔°← >←∂…°← ⊗∇≡↔♦°↑× °≠ ≡±∂±÷←∑ ←∂… …°±…≡↓↔←ℜ〉 √± 〉 ⇐〉 ⊆°←←≡↔↔∂∫∧≡↑↑≡∂↑⌠ 〉 ⊂〉 

⇒″°↑∂″⌠ ⇒〉 ∉〉 ⊂〉 ⊂∂≥♥⌠  ⇒〉 〉 ⇒〉 ⇐↑♥≥•° ∨≈←〉⌠ Redes	de	Significação	e	o	estudo	do	
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Desenvolvimento	Humano	⊗∇≡↔♦°↑× °≠ ≡±∂±÷← ±≈ ↔•≡ ←↔♠≈ƒ °≠ •♠″± ≈≡♥≡≥°↓″≡±↔ℜ 	
↓↓〉  . ∉°↑↔° ⇒≥≡÷↑≡⌠ ⇑↑∞∂≥∑ ⇒↑↔″≡≈〉 

⊆°←←≡↔↔∂∫∧≡↑↑≡∂↑⌠ ⇐〉⌠ ⇒″°↑∂″⌠ 〉 ⊂〉⌠  ⊂∂≥♥⌠ ⇒〉 ∉〉 〉 ∇≡↔♦°↑× °≠ ″≡±∂±÷←∑ ⇒ ↔•≡°↑≡↔∂…≥∫

″≡↔•°≈°≥°÷∂…≥ ↓≡↑←↓≡…↔∂♥≡ ≠°↑ ↔•≡ ∂±♥≡←↔∂÷↔∂°± °≠ •♠″± ≈≡♥≡≥°↓″≡±↔≥ ↓↑°…≡←←≡←〉 √± 

∏〉 ⊃≥←∂±≡↑  ⇒〉 ⊆°← ∨≈←〉⌠ The	Cambridge	handbook	of	sociocultural	psychology	↓↓〉 

 〉 ⇐″↑∂≈÷≡⌠ ∨±÷≥±≈∑ ⇐″↑∂≈÷≡ ⊇±∂♥≡↑←∂↔ƒ ∉↑≡←←〉 

⊆°←←≡↔↔∂∫∧≡↑↑≡∂↑⌠ 〉 ⇐〉⌠ ⇒″°↑∂″⌠ 〉 ⊂〉⌠  ∠≥∂♥≡∂↑⌠ ⊕〉 〉 ⊆〉 〉 ∠≥•±≈°  …↑∂±8 ≡ ←≡♠← 

°♠↔↑°←∑ ⊇″ ↔↑∝≡↔,↑∂ ≈≡ ↓≡←→♠∂← ≡″ ≡≈♠…8<° ∂±≠±↔∂≥ ⊗°°×∂±÷ ↔ ↔•≡ …•∂≥≈ ±≈ •∂← 

°↔•≡↑←∑  ↑≡←≡↑…• ↔↑∝≡…↔°↑ƒ ∂± ≡↑≥ƒ …•∂≥≈•°°≈ℜ〉 Psicologia	USP,	20⌠  〉  

⊆♠↔±≡±⌠ ∇〉 〉 ⊂∂÷±∂≠∂…≈°← ±° ″°♥∂″≡±↔°∑ ∨←↔♠≈±≈° ∂±↔≡↑8<° ≡±↔↑≡ …↑∂±8← ≈≡    

±°← ⊗≡±∂±÷← ∂± ″°♥≡″≡±↔∑ ∂±♥≡←↔∂÷↔∂±÷ ∫↔°∫∫ƒ≡↑∫°≥≈ ∂±↔≡↑…↔∂°±←ℜ.	√±∑ ⇐〉 ⊂〉 ⋅〉 

⊃∂≡∂↑⌠ A	criança	fala:	a	escuta	de	crianças	em	pesquisas ↓↓〉  	⇑↑←2≥∂〉 ⊂<° ∉♠≥°⌠ 

⇑↑∞∂≥∑ ⇐°↑↔≡∞ ∨≈∂↔°↑〉 

⊆♠↔±≡±⌠ ∇〉⌠ ⇒″°↑∂″⌠ 〉 ≈≡ ⊂〉⌠ ⇐°≥♠←⌠ 〉 〉⌠  ∉∂↔↔°≡♥⌠ ∇〉 〉 ∪•↔ ∂← ≡←↔ ≠°↑ ↔•≡ …•∂≥≈◊ 

∨↑≥ƒ …•∂≥≈•°°≈ ≡≈♠…↔∂°± ±≈ …↑≡ ≠°↑ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ♠±≈≡↑  ƒ≡↑← °≠ ÷≡ ∂± ⇑↑∞∂≥ ±≈ ∂± 

∧∂±≥±≈〉 International	Journal	of	Early	Childhood,	46⌠  〉 ≈°∂∑〉ñ←∫

∫∫ 

⊆♠↔±≡±⌠ ∇〉⌠ ⇐°←↔⌠ ⇐〉 ⇒〉⌠  ⇒″°↑∂″⌠ 〉 ⊂〉 〉 √±←↔↑♠…↔∂°±≥ ←↔↑↔≡÷∂≡←⌠ ≈∂←…∂↓≥∂±≡ ±≈ 

↔∂°±≥ ∂±←↔∂↔♠↔∂°±← ≠°↑ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ♠±≈≡↑ ↔•↑≡≡∫ƒ≡↑←∫°≥≈∑ 

⇐←≡← ≠↑°″ ⇑↑∞∂≥ ±≈ ∧∂±≥±≈〉 International	Journal	of	Humanities	and	Social	Science⌠	
6⌠  〉 

⊂±≈←≡↔≡↑⌠ ∨〉 ⇑〉 ⋅〉  ⊂≡≥±≈

↔•≡∂↑ ←♠∝≡…↔∂♥≡ ♦≡≥≥∫≡∂±÷ ∂± ∇°↑♦≡÷∂± ≡↑≥ƒ …•∂≥≈•°°≈ ≡≈♠…↔∂°± ±≈ …↑≡ ∂±←↔∂↔♠↔∂°±←〉 

Child	Indicators	Research,	9⌠  〉 ≈°∂∑〉ñ←∫∫∫ 

⊂←←∂⌠ 〉 ∏〉  °≡↑÷⌠ ⊂〉 ∏〉 〉 ⊂↓≡…∂≥ ≡≈♠…↔∂°± ∂± ∧∂±≥±≈〉 International	Journal	of	Disability,	
Development	and	Education,	37⌠  〉  

⊂…•∂≥≥∂±÷⌠ ⊄〉 ⋅〉  ⇐≥∂≠↔∂±⌠ ⊆〉 〉 〉 ∇∂±≡∫″°±↔•∫°≥≈ ∂±≠±↔← ≥≡↑± °♠↔  ↓•ƒ←∂…≥ ≡♥≡±↔ ∂±  

←∂±÷≥≡ ←≡←←∂°±∑ √″↓≥∂…↔∂°±← ≠°↑ ∂ Cognitive	
Development,	13⌠  〉 

⊂×°…↓°≥⌠ ⊄〉  ⊂°″≡↑←⌠ 〉 〉 ⊄•≡ ♠←≡← °≠ …°″↓↑↔∂♥≡ •∂←↔°↑ƒ ∂± ″…↑°←°…∂≥ ∂±→♠∂↑ƒ〉 

Comparative	Studies	in	Society	and	History, 22⌠  〉 

≈°∂∑〉ñ⊂ 

⊂″°≥×⌠ ⇒〉 〉 ⇑〉 〉 ⊂°…∂≥ ↓↑…↔∂…≡ ±≈ ←°…∂≥ …•±÷≡∑ ⇒…↔∂♥∂↔ƒ ↔•≡°↑ƒ ∂± ↓≡↑←↓≡…↔∂♥≡〉 Human	
Development, 44⌠  〉 

⊂°♠∞⌠ 〉 ∉〉 ⊆〉 ∨≈〉 〉 Ouvindo	crianças	na	escola:	abordagens	qualitativas	e	desafios	
metodológicos	para	a	psicologia	⊗∂←↔≡±∂±÷ ↔° …•∂≥≈↑≡± ∂± ←…•°°≥∑ →♠≥∂↔↔∂♥≡ ″≡↔•°≈← ±≈ 

″≡↔•°≈°≥°÷∂…≥ …•≥≥≡±÷≡← ≠°↑ ↓←ƒ…•°≥°÷ƒℜ〉 ⊂<° ∉♠≥°⌠ ⇑↑∞∂≥∑ ⇐← ≈° ↓←∂…,≥°÷°〉 
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⊂°♠∞⌠ ⇐〉 〉 〉  ⇑↔∂←↔⌠ ⇐〉 ¬〉 〉 √±↔≡↑8<° ≡±↔↑≡ …↑∂±8← …°″ ±≡…≡←←∂≈≈≡← ≡≈♠……∂°±∂← 

≡←↓≡…∂∂← ≡″ …°±↔≡♣↔° ≥%≈∂…°∑ ↓°←←∂∂≥∂≈≈≡ ≈≡ ≈≡←≡±♥°≥♥∂″≡±↔° ⊗√±↔≡↑…↔∂°± ≡↔♦≡≡± 

…•∂≥≈↑≡± ♦∂↔• ≡≈♠…↔∂°±≥ ←↓≡…∂≥ ±≡≡≈← ∂± ↓≥ƒ …°±↔≡♣↔∑ ↓°←←∂∂≥∂↔∂≡← ≠°↑ ≈≡♥≡≥°↓″≡±↔ℜ〉 

Psicologia,	Reflexão	e	Crítica, 21⌠  〉 

⊂↔↑∂±⌠ ∉〉 ⊂〉  ⇑°♥≡ƒ⌠ ∨〉 ⋅〉 〉 ⊆±≈°″∂∞≡≈⌠ …°±↔↑°≥≥≡≈ ↔↑∂≥ °≠ ↔•≡ ∨⇒∉ ″°≈≡≥ °≠ ≡↑≥ƒ 

∂±↔≡↑♥≡±↔∂°± ≠°↑ ƒ°♠±÷ …•∂≥≈↑≡± ♦∂↔• ♠↔∂←″ ←↓≡…↔↑♠″ ≈∂←°↑≈≡↑←〉 Topics	in	Early	
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