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Abstract

Early childhood educational centers (ECEC) are contexts where young children make
their first contact with specific, culturally determined rules, practices, and values. Only a
few studies have analyzed in-depth the practices through which the educators direct the
children’s action and attention while they are performing routine educational activities.
By means of detailed transcription of educators-children conversations and Conversation
Analytic methodology, this work examines a set of videorecorded interactions collected
in one Italian ECE center (“nido”), particularly focusing on the verbal and multimodal
resources employed by ECEC teachers as they manage episodes, where the children
diverge from an expected course of action. Analyses reveal that the educators employ a
variety of multimodal resources to orchestrate the child’s attention and actions toward the
desired course of activity, which open spaces where the child’s agency, however more or
less strongly reprimanded, is admitted and negotiated.
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M. Fatigante et al.

Early childhood education centers (ECEC), known in Italy as “nidi” (literally, “nests”), are
educational contexts devoted to children aged 0-3, organized under the primary goals of
providing daily extra-family care and opportunities for socialization. Through their participa-
tion in daily activities with peers and educators, young children make their first contact with
culturally determined rules, practices, and values (Ben-Ari, 1996; Buchbinder et al., 2006;
Catarsi & Fortunati, 2013; Monaco, 2007; Tobin et al., 1989; White & Dalli, 2017).
Children’s participation in play and learning routines in ECEC has attracted a growing
body of research (Bateman, 2015; Howes, 1987, 1988; Kidwell, 2012; Molinari et al.,
2017; Musatti & Panni, 1981; Singer & de Haan, 2007; Singer et al., 2014; Whitebread,
2012; Whitebread et al., 2012, cf. Garcia-Carrion & Villardon-Gallego, 2016). However,
only a few studies so far have documented in detail what communicative resources
ECEC educators use to support and direct children’s engagement in daily activities. The
present work aims to partially fill this gap, by particularly investigating educators’
intervention in directive sequences, i.e., sequences in which the educator attempts to
orient the child toward a certain—either explicitly or implicitly expected—course of
action. By adopting a video-ethnographic and conversation analytic methodological
approach, the study analyses the multimodal and sequential ways by which educators
in an Italian ECE Center respond to children’s initiatives that diverge from an expected
conduct, and how they manage to get the children’s compliance and collaboration.

Children and educators in the nidi: a background

Ethnographic research done on ECEC and kindergartens (Corsaro, 1997; Tobin et al., 1989; cf.
also Buchbinder et al., 2006) has indicated early educational contexts as important and rich
environments for cultural production and socialization, primarily mediated by social interac-
tions with peers and skillful tutors (Vygotsky, 1978).

In the past few decades, a growing research interest has developed on the best educational
practices adopted to stimulate and support children’s development of cognitive, social, and
emotional competences at ECEC. Besides “structural” variables of the context (such as class
size, educator-child ratio, educators’ qualifications, material context of the setting), the quality
of social interaction between children and educators is indicated as one of the most influential
dimension for children’s developmental and learning outcomes (cf. Pianta et al., 2005; Smidt
& Lehrl, 2020; Ulferts et al., 2019; White et al., 2015).

Studies often rely on standardized observational instruments for describing and assessing
key aspects of educators-children interactions, such as, the ITER (Infant and Toddler Envi-
ronment Rating Scale-Revised Edition; Harmes et al., 1998; see Bassa Poropat & Chicco,
2003 for the Italian adaptation SVANI scale), the Caregiver Interaction Scale (CIS; Amett,
1989), and the Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS; Pianta et al., 2008).

One key aspect described by those instruments is educator’s directive approach, or
directiveness. Directiveness refers to the adult’s behavior aimed at restricting (e.g., via using
of commands or questions; Erving Tripp, 1976) the child’ initiative, by orienting his or her
attention or action toward a particular focus; in most of the cases, directive behaviors involve
an expected behavior or response by the child (Girolametto et al., 2000).

In educational settings, a systematic use of directive communication by the teacher has been
observed as negatively related to the educators’ responsiveness (i.e., the extent to which the
educator responds and attends to a child’s self-initiated move; cf. among others, Flynn &
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Masur, 2007) which, in turn, appears to be positively related to children’s initiatives and
engagement in talk (Mercer & Howe, 2012; Rojas-Drummond et al., 2013).

Examining children approximately between 2 and 3 years, while they engage in play
activities, Singer et al. (2014) highlight how the educators’ explicit directives negatively
impact on the children’s spontaneous course of action by interrupting it or reducing the
children’s degree of participation in the activity. On the contrary, the physical proximity of
the educator with the playing area of the child, and her degree of responsiveness toward a
child’s initiative, positively correlates with the quality and degree of children’s individual
involvement in the game.

In another study focusing on peer conflicts in kindergartens, Majorano et al. (2015)
observed that the way in which educators intervene in children’s disputes (mostly by means
of control utterances), impacted children’s experience of reaching a shared resolution of the
conflict autonomously. In other words, directive strategies may not always be the correct
answer to guide children’s behaviors. An ethnographic study by Musatti and Mayer (2011)
showed how educators’ in one Italian ECEC, in engaging with 6 to 28 months infants, avoided
verbalized instructions and explicit directive moves to direct the children’s attention and
action: rather, they used the contextual resources surrounding the children (e.g., the spatial
arrangements of objects in different areas of the ECEC site) and their own position and
movements throughout the ECEC’s space as primary means and help maintain their concen-
tration toward a certain activity (either individually or in group) and limit their diversions from
what they currently engage.

Siri Mehus (2011) has described how educators in a specific ECEC community tend
to avoid standard directives, whereas they employ a range of multimodal resources
(including voice, kinetics, gestures, lexicon) in order to discourage children’s engage-
ment toward undesired courses of action or to have them stop a current undesired
behavior. These resources range from altering the physical environment of the child’s
actions to prevent certain actions (doing “anticipatory contextualization”) to transforming
a uncooperative move of the child into a cooperative one and resolving a problematic
episode of non-compliance.

Overall, these studies provide a useful background for the examination of what
interventions the educators implement, aimed at directing the children’s attention and
conduct, particularly when they do not follow an expected course of action or do not
comply with (either explicit or implicit) instructions. Nevertheless, there is a substan-
tial lack of studies on directive sequences in ECE centers, particularly, adopting
video-based observational methods and an in-depth analysis of children—adults
interactions.

Most studies about directives in educational, extra-familial contexts consider verbal in-
structions, issued in elementary school contexts (e.g., Cekaite, 2015; Dalton-Puffer & Nikula,
2006; He, 2000; Holmes, 1983; Iedema, 1996; Oliveira, 2009).

The examination of how directive strategies are implemented in ECEC centers can
give us particular insights on how educators enact cultural, local perspectives on chil-
dren’s action and initiative in this context, and how they balance between possibly
competing socialization goals (Gernhardt et al., 2014), such as leaving children to freely
initiate and pursue autonomous courses of action (attitudes, which are seemingly favored
by caregivers in western educational contexts; cf. Harkness et al., 2000; Fasulo et al.,
2007), and train them in respecting shared rules, embodying the other’s perspective,
following and trusting the educator’s authority.
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Directing children’s actions: insights from the family context

In the context of family environment, a number of studies within the field of Language
Socialization (Duranti et al., 2012; Schieffelin & Ochs, 1984) has dedicated a particular focus
on parents-children directive sequences, and to the specific conversational resources by parent
and children negotiate that a certain course of action is carried out and certain instructions
complied. Focusing on data from “western,” middle class, urban, and educated families, these
studies have shown how obtaining the child's compliance to a directive is the outcome of a
long sequel of efforts and negotiations from both parties, within broader “trajectories”
(Aronsson & Cekaite, 2011; Craven & Potter, 2010; Fasulo et al., 2007; Galeano & Fasulo,
2009; Goodwin, 2006; Goodwin & Cekaite, 2013; Hepburn & Potter, 2011).

In different sites (Italy, Sweden, and USA), what parents and children build up (sometimes
reaching a concerted destination, sometimes not) assume the contours of real choreographies
(Goodwin & Cekaite, 2013, 2014, 2018; Tulbert & Goodwin, 2011), i.e., sequentially and
temporally ordered (Schegloft, 2007) trajectories of actions, realized via several communica-
tive resources. These include varieties of speech acts (Austin, 1962) ranging from invitation,
requests, pleas, to commands and threats (Craven & Potter, 2010; Hepburn & Potter, 2011);
more or less elaborated accounts or normative explanations (cf. Galeano & Fasulo, 2009;
Paugh & Izquierdo, 2009; Sterponi, 2009); prosodic intensifications and vocal modulators of
affect (Pauletto & Fatigante, 2015; Galeano & Fasulo, 2009; Goodwin & Goodwin, 2000), by
which parents either affiliate with the child or, display disapproval, often in escalating fashion
(Craven & Potter, 2010; Hepburn & Potter, 2011); the recall of intergenerational negotiations
labeled as “activity contracts” (Aronsson & Cekaite, 2011), i.e., spoken agreements that
allocate duties and moral responsibilities to children for complying with the expected action
(of, for resisting to it). Bodily and multimodal resources have an utmost importance in the
sequential management and the attainment of the result of a directive sequence: a varied range
of embodied actions such as, participants’ turning their bodies to look at each other, getting the
children to face the parent while the parent is telling them what to do (Goodwin, 2006;
Goodwin & Cekaite, 2013, 2014), tactile resources (Cekaite, 2010, 2015, 2016; Cekaite &
Holm Kvist, 2017; Goodwin, 2017), are finely calibrated (Goodwin & Cekaite, 2013), in
order to establish of “a framework for mutual orientation,” which is a pre-requisite for the
recipient of a directive to fully understand and respond to it.

Drawing on these studies, our work examines, by qualitative and conversation analytic
methodology, a set of children—educators interactions unfolding during the morning schedule
of one ECEC activities, which all share the occurrence of children’s diversion from an
expected course of action. Focusing on such episodes, we analyze the verbal and multimodal
resources, which ECEC educators use to manage the children’s conduct, and to direct or, re-
direct children’s attention and engagement in the “official” or main course of action, that is
momentarily ignored or abandoned.

Method
Setting

The study has been conducted in “The little bear,” a public, full-time (7.30 am—5 pm) ECEC (a
“nido”) located in Rome, which hosts children from 3 months to 3 years. Public ECEC in Italy are
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under the jurisdiction of municipalities, and they have a communal organization: the ratio adult/
children is 1:6; children are divided in three different groups/sections, “small” (piccoli), “medium”
(medi), and “grownups” (grandi); professionals have varied profiles, accordingly to their age and
seniority in the service and they are commonly recruited after having passed a public exam in
education; they get regular in-training courses by experts from both academic and professional
fields; the most of them have opening hours between 8 a.m. and 4.30 p.m., a few of them offering
also their service from 7.30 up to 6.00 p.m.; parents pay accordingly to their income and schedule
(for a discussion on Italian ECEC organization, see Musatti & Picchio, 2010).

“The little bear” shares with all other ECECs belonging to Rome municipality, a pedagogical
model called “Orientamenti,” elaborated in collaboration with researchers (from the academic
fields of education, psychology of education, developmental, and social psychology) and profes-
sionals. This manifesto is rooted in well-established pedagogical theories, such as (among others)
that of Maria Montessori with its emphasis upon the child’s opportunity of autonomous sensory
motor exploration of material and space, Piaget theory on cognitive and play development of
children 0-3 years old, and socio-constructivist theories such as that of Vygotsky (1978) and
Bruner (1990) with their related emphasis on the benefits of children’s participation in peer
conversation, group play, and discussions. These principles are implicitly embodied in the
educators’ preference, observed in this ECEC, to pay attention to spaces and times of the
children’s daily experience, to support children’s collaboration, their sense of reciprocity and
group belonging, and to solicit them to use language and argumentation in conflict resolution.

Participants

Four female educators and 12 children consented and participated to the study: of the children,
5 were boys and 7 were girls (aged 2.10 to 3.3 years).

Informed consent, approved by the Departmental Ethical Committee, was gained from the
Director of the Local Educational Centers and the ECEC coordinator first, then from educators
and children’s parents.

Data corpus

Data include longitudinal ethnographic observations collected in the center over the course of
5 months, and approximately 8 h of videorecordings of interactions occurring between
participating children and their educators, collected at different moments of the morning
routines. Ethnographic observations, prior to the collection of videorecordings, provided
details about the spaces, timings, and daily routines at the center, with a particular focus on
the morning activities. The observations included field notes, as well as a collection of
photographs and analysis of written documentation related to the practices of the context
(e.g., educational project, official institutional documents, training material available to edu-
cators). Ethnographic fieldwork oriented us to select specific moments of the day, as partic-
ularly feasible to the collection of videorecordings, namely (1) when children engaged in free
play during the morning reception, between 7.30 and 9 am; (2) when children engaged in
scheduled laboratory activities (e.g., painting activities, sensorial activities such as the explo-
ration of the sandbox) between 9.30 and 11.00 am ; (3) when children engaged in spontaneous
play activities and peer interactions between 11 and 12 am, prior to lunch. Meals, hygiene, and
sleep routines were excluded from videorecorded observations due to the need to avoid filming
those children, whose parents had not released informed consent, and who would have been
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easily involved with the others in larger groups (e.g., lunch tables) and smaller groups (e.g.,
groups for going to the bathroom).

Data analysis

We adopted Conversation Analysis (Goodwin, 1981; Sacks et al., 1974; Schegloff, 2007,
Stivers & Sidnell, 2013) as the primary theoretical and methodological framework to examine
transcripts of videorecorded interactions and conduct an in-depth analysis of episodes, where
children diverge from an expected course of action, which were the focus of our study.

Conversation Analysis (CA) is a qualitative method, originated in the
ethnomethodological field in sociology (Atkinson & Heritage, 1984; Garfinkel, 1967),
that aims at analyzing the meaning of mutual actions maintaining adherence to the
participants’ points of view, that is, to the ways in which participants at conversation
interpreted their and their co-participants’ actions. The ethnomethodological and CA
principle of “relevance” (Psathas, 1995) commands that the analyst does not appeal to
pre-emptive categories commonly used also in standardized instruments to assess inter-
action (e.g., supportive vs. obtrusive, warm vs cold, responsive vs. detached), considered
too holistic and highly dependent upon the researcher’s judgment. For CA scholars, the
attribution of meaning to any of the participants’ action or, furn, either verbal or
nonverbal, in a conversation can never be done in isolation from the sequence, which
is the sole unit of analysis in this paradigm. Thus, the CA analyst closely follows the
turn-by-turn development of actions, constantly checking how each turn is interpreted by
participants in light of what precedes it, and how any turn anticipates and constraints the
range of relevant actions that can be performed next.

For all these reasons, turns are finely transcribed, accordingly to the Jeffersonian conven-
tions specific of the CA methodology (Sacks et al., 1974), which allow to capture both the
sequential placement of participants’ turns (whether they come after a pause, in overlap with
the prior contribution, latched etc.) and their prosodic contour (e.g., emphasis, voice volume,
pitch, inbreath) all elements that are taken as relevant indexes,—available to participants, as
well as to the analyst—to interpret what is going on, on a moment-by-moment basis.

As for our purposes and the availability of videorecordings, the transcription of speakers’
verbal turns were complemented with the annotation of multimodal aspects of the production
of participants’ actions and turns (Goodwin, 2000; Depperman, 2013; Mondada, 2016; Streeck
et al., 2011), including gaze, gestures, posture, spatial positions of the body among the
participants, and manipulations of objects and material context, co-occurring within and
between each speech turn. These have been considered as full components of the construction
of turns (Ford et al., 1996) and essential carriers of semiotic meaning together with speech
resources; in the transcript, they were marked by an asterisk (see Appendix).

Names in the transcripts have been modified into fictional ones. Images were used, when
useful to illuminate how participants’ actions and gestures were arranged in relation to talk, as
to produce a certain outcome. Due to issue of privacy, images were blurred and transformed
into drawings in order to avoid participants’ facial recognition.

Selection of episodes and analysis

Within the whole corpus of videorecordings, a subset of activities were identified: namely,
those, where the children make visible (1) their non-compliance with the expectations that they
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engage in a certain course of action, one, for which they already know the rules of participa-
tion, either because they obtained explicit instructions just prior the beginning of the activity
or, because they are already socialized to them as part of the ECEC’s life; (2) their disengage-
ment from the main, “official” course of action that is expected, and which they have been
carrying on up to now. The authors joined in collective discussion to identify within these
episodes, the point in the conversational sequence that made manifest the child’s orientation to
a competing focus of attention and the educators’ interventions to re-engage the child and re-
direct her/his conduct onto the expected, officially established, activity. Across the 8 h of
video, 12 episodes were identified, which corresponded to the criteria described above.

Results

We analyze two episodes, which are particularly representative as for the length and variety of
strategies that the educators employ in addressing the children and re-orienting their conduct
toward the activity that was ignored or abandoned.

Accordingly to CA methodology, analyses targeted how child educator’s turns (or,
educator- child’s turns) unfolded in pairs (adjacency pairs, Schegloff & Sacks, 1973) and
what interactional consequences they produced from the moment in which the child’s conduct
or disengagement was signaled by participants, to the moment in which either the child
complied with the educator’s request and/or call for re-orientation to the activity, or the
episode moved to an end (e.g., with the child’s or the educator’s withdrawal).

Analyses
Orienting the child toward engagement onto an expected activity

In the first episode, the child’ behavior that originates the activity of re-direction is the disguise
of an established rule in the ECEC, which forbid children to bring their own toys at the center.
The episode occurs during the morning routine of the so-called “Welcoming”, i.e., a time, from
the opening (7.30 am) to the close of the entry (9.15 am), in which children, as they come to
the center, are free to play in the various spaces (each one, arranged for a different activity such
as building blocks, pretend play, costumes, vehicles etc.). This routine is useful to allow
children, who arrive to the Center at different times, a gradual and smooth familiarization with
the spaces, toys, and social environment outside the family.

In one of the ECEC free play spaces, a group of 4 children are sitting on a carpet together
with the educator, engaging in a building block activity. Children are allowed to enter the
classroom with an object (and/or a pacifier) brought from home, provided that it is put aside as
they enter the play area and at the educator’s request. This is a well-established rule of the
center that ethnographic observations and informal interviews with the educators revealed that
children are aware of.

Manolo, a 3 years old child, has a toy car brought from home in one hand, and a pacifier in
another. As the episode begins, Manolo has approached the carpet and is standing still, looking
the group of children that is sitting on it and playing at building a tower. The educator (Edul)
acknowledges Manolo’s presence by slightly turning toward him and keeping observing him
(Tables 1, 2, 3,4, 5,6, 7, 8).
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Table 1 Excerpt la
Participants: Edu 1, Edu 2 (behind the camera), Manolo (3 years), Gioele (3 years), Natalie (3 years), Chiara (2

years and 10 months)

Edul is seated on the carpet with her back against the wall, 3 children are on the carpet with her and play with the
constructions, Manolo is initially on the left outside the carpet, standing with his car in his hand; Edul looks up at Manolo
and smiles at him.

01 (6.0) Manolo moves around the carpet towards Edul
02 (1.0) Edul looks at Manolo standing in front of her (with his back to the camera), he looks at her;
03 (2.5) Edul opens her arms and turns her palms up, as to waiting for something or someone to arrive. Manolo

takes a step towards her

04 Edul (vogliamo) posare qualcosa Squ*a sul mobile?=
(shall we) put something awSay u*p here on the cabinet?=
SManolo moves on sitting within Edul’s legs
*Edul bangs her hand twice on to the cabinet

05 Edul =lo [me:tti a posto. (.)
= you [pu:t it in its right place. (.)
06 Manolo [ shakes his head as to tell “no” while sitting

As a matter of fact, by holding the toy car in his hand, Manolo is unable to participate in the
group activity. As she looks at Manolo, the educator smiles at him, signaling affiliation and
availability to interaction. The movement of the child towards her (line 1), ending as he sits on
her legs (line 4), makes manifest his search for proximity with the educator, a search that has,
to a certain extent, been solicited by her smiling—and, certainly, that it is welcomed by her, as
she opens her arms toward the child at line 3. Yet, Manolo’s movement also traces a trajectory,
which Corsaro (1997) identified as “encirclement”, i.e., a children’s strategy to approach the
play area (physically circling it) and shows an initial availability to join, without verbally
asking or intruding immediately. We cannot make any claim about Manolo’s intention to do
“the two jobs” with his conduct. Yet, we note an initial ambivalence here, maintained by the
evidence that Manolo’s circling movement allows him to come closer to the educator, while, at
the same time, not lose sight of the play area and the children’s building block activity in there.
Let us look now at the educator’s sequel of interventions. The educator’s use of the inclusive
plural pronoun “we” (line 4; “shall we put something”’; Benveniste, 1966) works as affiliative,
persuasive strategy (cf. Ochs & Schieffelin, 1989), inviting Manolo to abandon the toy he is
handling. Concurrently, by verbally indicating (“up here on the cabinet”) and physically
touching the cabinet, she gives the child clear indication about how to orient his gaze and
actions, implicitly asking him to comply with the general rule (i.e., leave aside the toy brought
from home).

A difference in intonation between the first invitation (line 4) carried out in ascendant,
interrogative tone, and the second assertion (line 5), marked by a falling tone, can be noted,
which clearly signal a shift from a request—asking someone to do something—to an imper-
ative—telling someone to do something (cf. Curl & Drew, 2008). Yet, the plain and soft tone
in which the imperative (line 5) is carried out appears to make the turn closer to a description of
a current state of affairs. This modifies what could be heard as a educator’s command to the
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child, telling him to do what he has not yet accomplished, onto an assertion that anticipates the
child’s action as an accomplishment the two participants have agreed upon. Both verbal
communication and actions mark very punctually the trajectory of action proposed by the
educator, dragging the child’s attention and conduct toward the target aim and location
(Cekaite, 2016; Goodwin & Cekaite, 2013). However, this multimodal strategy of the educator
does not succeed at first attempt, in that the child explicitly refuses to comply (line 6). At
present and for the next 3 s, the child has not yet directed his gaze towards the shelf indicated
by the educator.

Table 2 Excerpt 1b
08 (2.5) Manolo looks at the building blocks and then to his
hands

09 Edul vedi che non riesci=m*ettilo qui sopra.
you see you can’t do it= *put
it up here.

*touching the cabinet

10 (1.0) Manolo turns towards the cabinet and stares at i t

11 Edul q[uTa,
h[eTre,

12 Man [gazes away from the cabinet and shakes his head

13 Edul allora non le vuoi fare le costruzioni
so you don’t want to play with the
building blocks

14 Man  turns gaze to the right side, where the building blocks are
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Having failed, in the first sequence (Excerpt 1a) to get Manolo place the toy away via
simple requests, the educator changes her strategy and proposes to Manolo a testing of the
evidence: she asks Manolo to observe (“see,” line 9) how the holding of the toy prevents him
from successfully perform another activity. She latches this assertion with the directive “put it
up here,” produced while stretching the arm toward the cabinet. Her move is followed, for the
first time, by a visual and prolonged orientation of the child towards the cabinet top (line 10).
Relying on this change in the child’s orientation, the educator seizes the opportunity to provide
an additional specification on the appropriate place to put the car (line 11, see Figure in the
transcript), and also, by maintaining her hand on the shelf, she anchors the child’ s attention
more strongly toward the expected conduct. See that the child sits on the educator’s laps,
“encircled” by the educator’s body. The mutual position they maintain—with the adult
positioned behind the child’s body—has aspects similar to what Cekaite (2010) calls as C-
formation, an embodied position of control, but it also indexes intimacy and affect (Cekaite &
Holm Kvist, 2017). Contrary to Cekaite’s examples in family directive sequences, though,
here the educator does not bodily “steer” the child toward the desired outcome but more
discretely orients Manolo’s attention in order that he finally accepts to comply.

Despite this new, verbal, and embodied directive, Manolo's answers with a further,
open rejection (line 12). This is, though, interpreted by the educator as the child's
unwillingness to play the building blocks with the other children (line 13). In doing
so, the educator re-contextualizes (Mehus, 2011) the child’s action, and, instead of
focusing on its meaning as resistance toward her invitation, she shifts to commenting
on the child’s motivation to join the collective play that is going on the carpet, and
that is accessible to the child’s gaze. This way, she orients the child’s attention
toward the group activity, an intervention that is in fact followed by a new re-
direction of Manolo’s gaze toward the carpet again (line 14):

Table 3 Excerpt lc
15 (2.0) Manolo is stroking the tire of his car
16 Edul _ la *mettiamo qui?
shall we *put it here?
*pointing towards the nearby carpet, to which Manolo is looking

17 (1.5) Manolo produces a soft smiling looking at the carpet, where Edul is pointing at

18 Edul la macchina?
the car? keeping her gaze on to Manolo

19 (1.0) Manolo smiles and begins to raise his head a little towards Edul

20 Edul no? looking at Manolo
wouldn’ t you?

21 Man °no® ((smiles and look at Edul))

22 Edul sicuro?
sure? ((looking at Manolo))

23 Man (3.0) ((nods, lowering his gaze and gently stroking the car))

24 Edul ((moves back and looks at the other children’s playing))
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In the sequence developing through lines 15-20 there are four more educator
attempts (marked with arrows) to make Manolo abandon his toy, which consist in
progressive revisions of her original proposal: one, formulated again in the plural
affiliation (line 16), and finally two requests for confirmation (lines 20 and 22). These
provide a sequential scaffolding of the child’s opportunity to respond to the request,
in that they offer Manolo the opportunity to revise his answer in the midst of the
course of action he is pursuing (which constitutes in fact an explicit resistance to the
educator), and conform to the course of action expected by the educator instead. The
educator’s repair turn (line 18: “the car?”) which clarifies the ambiguous reference
“it” contained in the previous turn at line 16, plays an important job: similarly to
what happens in the previous Excerpt (line 11), where the indexical gesture to the
cabinet showed Manolo the place where the educator was inviting him to put the
object away, the naming of the item as “the car” seems to be useful to “anchor” the
child’s attention toward the material object that needs to be placed away.

These interventions seem to have an important effect when observed in the
extended temporality of the sequences we have analyzed. If it is true that Manolo’s
answers affirm his willingness to not correspond to the educator's request, he shows a
gradual proneness to co-orientate and tune in with the educator’s requests and
invitations as the sequence develops (cf. lines 17, 19, 21). The smiles that accompany,
respectively, his resistance to respond and his refusal (lines 19 and 21) of the
educator’s proposals, seem to betray a progressive conversion of meaning of his
actions from that of an overt opposition into a playful activity between him and the
educator. The sequence of the different interventions of the educator result in oppor-
tunities to shape the child's behavior, allowing him—in a rather extended amount of
time (the whole episode lasts 3.30 min)—to measure and “navigate” the boundaries of
his self-determination as well as the adult’s tolerance towards it.

An additional important feature of the overall educational strategy implemented by
the educator is giving the child “his time.” With this strategy, the educator’s inter-
ventions achieve a relevant goal in the socialization of young children in ECEC: to
support the child’s participation in group activities (Singer et al., 2014), and socialize
him to respect the rules apprehended in the center. The last two sequences of the
episode clearly describe this (Excerpt 1d).

The strategy adopted here by the educator is built up in three steps: first, she
formulates an initial open request, asking Manolo a question, (line 25: You don’t want
to do anything today?), which ascribes him a willingness and agency to refrain from
engaging in any activity during the day. On the other hand, the question (and the
request for confirmation formulated later) attributes to the child the opportunity to
formulate a desire (cf. the selection of the verb “wanf”) of an alternative plan of
action with respect to being (or not) involved in the group play situation. Secondly, as
she obtains an answer from Manolo, who in fact confirms the desire to “do nothing,”
she acknowledges the child’s response (“alright”), thus apparently withdrawing from
pursuing the child’s compliance. Yet, she continues and formulates another question
to Manolo, which reinterprets the child’s choice to not be involved as a meaningful
action which can be carried out by both, i.e., a shared activity of observation of the
other kids: these are labeled as “little friends” (line 29) as to rhetorically build a sense
of intimacy between Manolo and his peers, useful, in turn, to cast Manolo’s status as
a member of the group he is resisting to join. Third, the educator finally reiterates the
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Table 4 Excerpt 1d

25  Edul non vuoi fare nu:lla [Toggi?]
you don’t want to do a:nything tonay?

26 Man [ ((shaking his head to say “no”))
27 Edul no-
do you?
28  Man (0.5) ((looks towards the carpet, shrugging his shoulders))
29  Edul e va blene=allora guardiamo gli amichetti che giTocano?

Talright then= shall we watch the little friends plTaying?

30 Man (0.5) ((nods affirmatively))

31 Edul e va bene.
alright. (0.5) ((looks towards the other children))

32 quando vuoi fare le costruziloni posi le cosine
when you want to play with the building b1Tocks you put the
little things away ((pointing towards the cabinet))

33 (6.0) ((Manolo moves around the carpet towards Edul))

34 qua sul mSobile=va bene Manolo?
here on the caSbinet = =is that okay Manolo?
_ —

35 §looks to the cabinet, then turns head towards the children

directive for the child to place the toy on the cabinet explicitly (lines 32-34); in
doing so, she adopts a syntactic construction, which projects the child’s agency in a
future and anticipated scenario (line 32) assuming that the child will be willing to get
involved in the shared activity at some point. In this way, she conveys that she trusts
that the child will eventually show his orientation to engage with the other peers in
the shared activity. Through her verbal interventions, body positioning, gazes, and
pointing gestures, the educator provides Manolo a “model for action” and patiently
guide and monitor, through an extended span of time, the child’s compliance. A few
minutes later, Manolo shows his orientation to engage in the other children’s activity
nearby (Excerpt le).

In the Excerpt le above, as the educator makes a further invitation to Manolo to engage in
the building block activity, the child signals quite clearly—through his posture and gaze
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orientation—his reluctancy (and then refusal) to join in. While the silence (of 2 s, line 38) and
the following shrugging gesture mark a mismatch between the educator’s request and the
child’s initiative, they also suggest a decrease in determination (“dunno”, line 41) with which,
previously, the child had made a clear refusal to the proposal. Various educator’s encouraging
actions follow, displayed first in her attempt to make the construction activity attractive
through a positive evaluation (line 39), and through an explicit invitation to Manolo to make
his own building (line 40). At line 42, the educator’s problematizes the child’s response “boh”
(meaning, don’t know), and constrain his response to a yes/no answer (line 43). Again,
however the child is apparently left freedom, and an equal chance to respond yes or no to
the educator’s invitation, the “no” response is in fact cast as inappropriate and rejected.

Table 5 Excerpt le

36 ((Manolo stares still to the other children’s playing))

37 Edul allTora? (.) vuoi farle le costruzioni?
addressing Manolo
sTo? (.) do you want to play with the

building blocks?
38 (2.0) ((Manolo looks at the children then shrugs))

39 Edul gualrda che costruzioni belle che *stanno
facendo Natalie e Gioele:

loTok at those beautiful buildings that
*Natalie and Gioele are doing

*pointing towards the children and then looking at Manolo

40 (0.2) ne vuoi fa:re una anche tu::?
would you like to ma:ke one yourse::1f?

41 Man °boh:°
°dunno: ° ((shrugging))

42 Edul cTome boh?
whTat dunno? ((looks up and then back to him))

43 (0.8) o sTi o no,
(0.8) either yTes or no,

44 Man no ((smiling and looking at the camera))
45 Edul - e da::1i: (.) un pochi:no:?
come o::n: (.) just a li:ttle bi:t?
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The educator formulates in fact a marker, used as a prompt for action (“dai”, come on, line
45), and as a persuasive device, which has been shown as effective in preventing the use of
more direct and imperative forms (Pauletto & Fatigante, 2015). The interactive complexity and
articulation, even temporal, of the sequence of interventions by the educator (turns 40—45) can
be interpreted as not only aimed, locally, at obtaining that the child corresponds to the adult’s
contingent request, but, also, as a more general socialization practice aimed at molding the
intentionality of the child (cf. Kochanska et al., 2005) and supporting his engagement toward
the desired course of action.

In the following fragment, the last one, we notice a change in Manolo’s compliance to the
educator’s request.

At this point, Manolo gets closer to the building blocks tower, joining in the other children.

In this last sequence here, it becomes more evident how the educator crafts the opportunity
that the child complies with her request (“then place the toys up here,” line 47) as a necessary
condition for his engagement in the shared play with the other children. Insofar as the
provision of the directive move is “prepared” by a question, which appears (in that it is not
clear in the transcript) to ask the child whether he wants to do a tower, the ensuing imperative
(line 47) can be read more as a suggestion for the child to remove the impediment that would
prevent his willingly engagement in doing the building blocks with peers. This way, the appeal
to authority embedded in the use of the imperative is modulated by the educator’s (be it
fictional or not) consideration of the child’s wish. Indeed, Manolo gets up and leave the toy on
the cabinet indicated by the educator several times as the right place for it. Immediately
afterwards, Manolo looks in the direction of Edul (see figure line 49), a well-established social
referencing behavior (Feinman, 1982) accounting for his seeking confirmation and approval
by the educator (line 51).

This excerpt has, thus, shown how the “directive trajectory” (Goodwin, 2006) toward the
desired outcome involved a complex and temporally coordinated interrelation of the verbal and
multimodal resources consisting in (1) different types of verbal initiatives (commands, re-
quests, yes/no questions, confirmation check), (2) use of body actions (e.g., pointing, touch-
ing), (3) use and contextualization of the material surroundings (indication of the cabinet, the
carpet, the toy/s), and (4) use and contextualization of different participant frameworks and
concurrent activities (i.e., the shift to the larger multiparty framework of the children’s play on
the carpet).

All these resources worked to circumvent Manolo’s resistance and gradually strengthen his
affiliation with the “communicative project” of the educator (Goodwin, 2006), guiding him to
comply to both the expected courses of action: on the one hand, to leave the toy as the ECEC
norm requires as an entry rule in the center, and, on the other, to join a play activity with the
other children, accordingly to the preferred form of participation that this ECEC, inspired by
socio-constructivist and sociocultural paradigm, expects from children.

Breaks in engagements and re-orienting the child

The next example shows a case in which a girl manifests the attempt to break her current
engagement in the main learning activity that has been planned and is currently monitored by
the educators. The episode takes place within a joint activity of paper painting, engaged by a
small group of children in the afternoon schedule. Natalie, a 3-year-old girl, is seated at the
table with three other children. Suddenly, Natalie makes visible her initiative to color her own
hand instead of painting on the paper, breaking the course of action that is expected at the
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Table 6 Excerpt 1f

45 Edul (a::1ta?)
(ta::11)? ((addressing Manolo, probably referring to building blocks tower
made by the other children))

46  Man (0.8) ((nods affirmatively, looking down))
47 e alltora p*osa i giochi qua sopra=dai!

thlen pl*ace the toys up here= come on!
*gazing and pointing to the cabinet -

48 (4.0) Manolo stands up and put the toy care on the cabinet

49
(0.5) Manolo gazes to Edul

moment, and that has been explained at the beginning (lines not shown). Worth noting, the
same group of children had practiced an activity of painting on the hands the day before;
therefore, Natalie’s deviation from the current task (painting on the paper) might stem from her
recalling of the hand painting activity experienced just the day before.

The episode begins as Natalie abruptly raises her hand action, uttering “the hand”
(line 1), while turning to Edul, and soon manifesting her intention to paint her hand.
With this combined set of resources, Natalie openly announces her intention to paint her
hand, soliciting Edul’s response. Both educators strongly signal the inopportunity of the
action projected by the girl (lines 2-3), and Edul intervenes directly with a haptic
gesture (Cekaite, 2010; Goodwin & Cekaite 2013) that physically moves Natalie’s hand
away (line 3) and prevents her to continue in her projected plan. As she stops the child’s
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Table 7 Excerpt 2a
Participants: Edul, Edu2, Nat(alie, 3 years), Mic(hele, 2 years and 11 months), Chi(ara, 2 years and 10

months), Fab(rizio, 2 years and 10 months).

((The children are sitting around the table, from left: Fabrizio, Natalie, Chiara, Michele. They all have a plastic
apron used during painting activities))

01 Nat — la mT*a:no::,
the hT*a:nd:: ,
*looking at Edul first and immediately after at her own hand, getting the brush

closer to it
02 Edu2 nlo:]
03 Edul _ [n*o] >la mTano no:< adesso.
[n*o], >nTot the ha:nd< now.
*takes Nat’s hand and moves it away from the brush
o
04 Edul = d*ai 1’hai fatta ieri con la mano.

behavior, the educator justifies her prohibition providing verbal evidence that the little
girl herself can consider: hand-coloring was the activity of the previous day, and it is not
relevant in the current activity. This call is preceded here by the “dai” (“come on”
marker, which works as a modulator of the command in request or prayer, thus strength-
ening a persuasive job (Pauletto & Fatigante, 2015). Note that, after having halted the
girl’s gesture, the educator arranges the paper in front of her so to make it closer to her
body (and sight): in C. Goodwin’s terms (Goodwin, 2000) the educator contextualizes
some properties of the space, in order to increase the girl’s access to the relevant
perceptual field she is requested to act upon.

This move is followed by the educator’s second imperative that makes the expected
conduct explicit: “come on paint as usual - with the brush” (lines 5 and 7). Anticipating the
issue of the directive, the educator’s arrangement and manipulation of the space and materials
implicitly orient the girl’s actions toward the desired course of action, the recovery of the paper
painting.

In a similar vein, the educator in Excerpt 1 configured the relevant space for Manolo’s
action and attention, by her pointing gestures to the cabinet (Excerpts 1a, 1b, 1d) or the play
carpet (line 39, Excerpt le). Space, then, is treated as a “material anchor” for the flow of
children's attention (Tulbert & Goodwin, 2011) and acting upon it fully partakes of the
directive trajectory in these episodes.
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Table 7 (continued)
= c*ome on you made it yesterday with the hand

*brings Nat’s hand on the table and draws the painting paper closer to the girl’s body

05 Edul dai pittTura normale.
come on pTaint as usual.

06 (0.4) looks at herown hand ° (nello)°® ((="nello” stands for “pennello”, Italian
word for brush”))
07 Edul col pennello.

with the brush.

08 (1.0) ((Nat hangs the brush, slightly shaking it, and keeps the other hand open looking
at it; Edu 1 keeps both hands on the table, monitoring her))

09 Edul vuoi
do you wish ((pointing towards a certain place on Nat’s paper))

10 Nat (.) ((shaking head quickly))
11 Edul (ma) tu volevi il viola?
maybe it’s the violet you wanted? ((bending toward Natalie))

12 Mic gua:rda:
loo:k: ((looking at his hand))

13 (0.5)
14 Edul >(ma lei il ( )
> (but she ( ) ((raising her gaze to Edu2))
15 § Natalie rubs the brush on her hand
16 Edu2 s( )- e M™No: T™NO: [no= no,

Soh 1 NO: TNO: [no= no, ((to Natalie))

17 Edul - *[nTo con la mano (Tchicca:)
* [nTot by the hand (Tsweetie)
* Edul holds Nat by the hand, turns her palm down on the table and

presses it

18 Edu2 (poi gli ho dato un colore Tsolo perché senno’ lo voleSvano
pure (gli altri)
then I gave her a paint Tonly because others Swould ask for
one too
§ Natalie raises the hand with the brush pointing it towards herself. Edul steps away from
the table, standing close to it

19 Edu2 1’a- un Saltro colo:re
the o- an Sother paint
§ Natalie looks up to Edul, then looks at her hand with the brush oriented
towards her

20 Edu2 §dopo che hanno finito glielo dia:mo
once they have finished we give it to her
SNatalie starts colouring her hand

In the following 7s the educators are engaged in a discussion with another child girl of the group.
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Despite the explicit instruction and the implicit guidance offered by the spatial contextu-
alization by the educator, Natalie does not immediately comply with the command: from
lines 6 to 8, we see her keeping her gestures still, her gaze on one hand opened, while she
slightly shakes the other, that with the brush, as if preparing for a retrieval of the initiative.
At line 9, the educator asks Natalie about her color preference. This suspends for a while the
sequence of the educator’s directive moves addressed to Natalie to make her properly
perform her task. The color question introduces two changes in the participation framework:
first, it introduces a new topic (the choice of color) and secondly, addressing a request to
Natalie, it opens the space for the child to express her desires and preferences, although upon
an ancillary element with regard the central focus of the activity. As Edu 1 shifts her gaze
from Natalie to her colleague, and initiates a brief exchange with her, Natalie shows a second
attempt to color her hand (line 15). This is captured again by Edu2, who utters, in the midst
of her turn, an open disapproval of the child’s action (line 16), with an aggravated affect
intensity as compared to the earlier opposition at line 2. Edul’s turn follows (line 17), which
gives the child more explicit instructions about what aspect of the action is discouraged: not
by the hand. This command is uttered in a much less reduced volume and pitch as compared
to that of her colleague, and complemented by the endearment term “sweetie.” As Pauletto
et al.’s (2017) have shown in family interactions, when used in turn-final position, endear-
ment terms work as persuasive resources orienting and scaffolding the child’s action toward
an expected/required outcome.

Both these resources in Edul’s turn work, then, as to mitigate the negative affect embedded
in the Edu2’s disapproval “no.” Concurrently though, Edul (line 17) twists the child’s hand
and pushes it over the table, thus strongly constraining her in the mobility of that body part
(Cekaite, 2010). From the video, we note that Edul’s action consists in fact of three parts: she
twists Natalie’s hand, she pushes it on the table and then gently presses it before leaving it
again. This physically halts the child’s action from redoing the move. Also, it is the conclusive
move of this second “round” of directive sequence, as marked by Edul’s action of stepping
away.

Not anymore in the spotlight of the educators’ sight, Natalie is left to act undisturbed for a
while, as the educators engage in interaction with each other and (lines not reported in the
transcript) with the other children. After about 50 s while she is attending to another child,
Edul “notices” Natalie’s action again.

This time the educator’s intervention is configured as a reference to the previous
“contract” between her and Natalie (“we had said no the little hand, we had said to
use the brush, lines 21-22; Aronsson & Cekaite, 2011). This makes the prohibition to
proceed, for Natalie, sustained by arguments and “evidence,” recalled as the plan the
educator says that they had previously agreed. The wording is accompanied first by a
diminutive (line 21), a marker of affiliation (Ochs & Schieffelin, 1989; Ochs et al.,
1996; Pauletto et al.,, 2017), and then by a praying gesture (hands folded, line 22),
which has the function of qualifying what was previously formulated as an external
imposition (“no”, “do not/do not do”), as a request. See also, that at this point Natalie
is not looking at Edul (line 23) nor, she produces any uptake to her call. This is not
marked at all by the educator, who, instead, moves to get a new paint (line 24). It
looks like the educator, despite her uttered reproach, allows in fact the child to pursue
a competitive plan.

At line 25, she asks about the child’s preference of getting a new paint, again (as in line 11
Excerpt 2a) opening up a course of action, that creates a diversion from the problematic
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Table 8 Excerpt 2b

21 Edu 1

22

23

24

25 Edu 1

26 Nat

27 Edu 1

28

29 Edu 1

30

31

32

33

34

NTatalie a(veva)mo detto DTE la manina!
NTatalie we said nTﬂ the little hand!

avevamo detto di farla col pennTe:llo:
we said to use the brTu:sh: ((with folded hands))

((Natalie carries on with her activity, following Edu2 with her gaze))
((Edul goes and takes a pink painting bottle))

vuoi un po’ di questo nTatalie?
would you like some of this NTatalie? ((getting closer to her))

[((gazes up to Edul))

[pero nTo sulla mano=
nTot on the hand though

=bTasta la mano.
= nTo more with the hand.

(0.4) ((takes Nat’s hand and turns it on to the paper))

Tora fai la manTina una volta,
Tnow you make your 1Tittle hand one time,

(3.0)  ((Edul presses Nat’s hand on the paper))

e quelsto 1o fai col penne:llo=
and you do Tth*is one with the bru:sh=
*indicating a part of the paper

=va bTene?
=okTay?

((Natalie looks on the paper and she cleans her hand over her apron))

sequence and obtains that Natalie raises her gaze toward her. At line 27, the educator expresses
again the prohibition in the imperative form and definitively commands that Natalie stop hand
brushing (“no more with the hand,” line 28). Edul goes further and enforces her verbal
instruction by intervening physically on the action of the girl: she takes her hand (breaking its
contact with the brush) and turns it toward the paper (figure, line 31). This way, the educator
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redirects the child’s attention to the activity in progress and avoids further deviations from the
expected course of action and participation. At that point, she utters a directive that, rather than
proposing a simple prohibition, restrictive of the child's conduct, sounds like (given also the
affiliative intonational contour) an instruction on how to go on with the action in progress (cf.
on this Galeano & Fasulo, 2009; Kent, 2011).

The apparently “authoritative” gesture, coupled with the verbal instruction, and continuing at line
31 with her pressing of the child’s hand, provides the child with an embodied “mold,” which brings
her original activity (i.e., the hand painting, antagonist with the official one), to an end, while making
it meaningful (she obtains that the child makes a handprint on the paper). The educator’s gesture
works as a closing move for the whole directive sequence, which can open the way to the re-
instantiation of the normative course of action (drawing with the brush, line 32), to which the child is
instructed to comply.

We also observed that the educator never refers to herself as the source of the command,
prohibition or critique. Rather, she invokes a collective agent (“shall we,” “we said”), which can be
interpreted as marking inclusively also the child as a partner in the accomplishment of the action that
was intended as the official one.

As the previous episode, episode 2 just shown offers another demonstration of how directive
sequences in this ECEC evolve through an elaborated choreography (Aronsson, 1998; Aronsson &
Cekaite, 2011; Tulbert & Goodwin, 2011) made of different rounds, and how they involve a varied
set of verbal and multimodal resources: these include, here again, (1) a differentiation in types and
illocutionary strength of directives (the educator shifts from a prohibition, to command, to requests
and prayers); (2) body displays and movements (tactile interventions on the child’s body such as
touching and pressing); (3) contextualization of the material setting (here, the shifting and re-
arrangement of the paper and the brush in front of the girl, the offer of the colors etc.); (4) the
management of sequential derailments and related variations in participant frameworks, used as
strategic route to obtain a shift in the child’s attentional focus.

Considered altogether, the two examples show how the educators balance the socialization goal
to let the children experience and test, on their own, the potentials and limits of their initiatives, and
the socialization goal to drive the children toward adhering to those communal and institutional
rules, conducts, and values that are particularly encouraged in this educational setting. In both the
two episodes, while the children protagonists (Manolo and Natalie) are more or less explicitly, and
more or less strongly contested for, respectively, dismissing or breaking a rule, and while they are
instructed to cease their divergent conduct, the educators allocate quite enough time and repeated
chances for children to “hover” in the competing course of action they have undertaken.

At the same time, they arrange and test creative solutions for motivating children to engage or
(re-) orient toward the expected course of conduct. This conveys a perspective on educational
practice, which favors the negotiation of meanings between children and educators, and prioritizes
(over the prospect that the educator re-directs the small child’s conduct straightforwardly) the
opportunity that they build a practical (i.e., meant to accomplish a result) and relational contract,
maintaining mutual affiliation.

Discussion
As first sites of secondary socialization, the ECEC are culturally rich and complex environ-
ments, where children learn and train to participate in social interactions with significant

caregivers and peers, accordingly to shared rules and expectations. Educators—children
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interactions are informed by, and, in turn, mirror diverse representations of childhood,
education, adult responsibility, but are also shaped by the ways in which educators value
language, social interaction, and the activities that can be performed by means of language
(Tobin et al., 1989).

Adopting a conversation analytic approach, a method that enables the in-depth description
of the sequential development of turns and actions, and relying on studies in Language
Socialization (Ochs & Schieffelin, 1989), this paper has shown how educators orient children
toward a certain desired conduct, by means of highly coordinated verbal and multimodal
directive moves over the conversational sequence.

The fine-grained analysis of participants’ turns and actions has shown the work of constant
and progressive negotiations that the educators engage with the children, which developed
through a considerable amount of time and repeated rounds of directive sequences.

From our observations, two general aspects have emerged as important contribution to
broaden our understanding of the strategies with which educators guide and direct the
participation of children in educational activities:

1) The preference for the educator to not simplistically reprimand the children and halt their
behavior, while, instead, accounting for the directive and scaffolding the children toward
the accomplishment of the desired behavior

2) The fine coordination of the educators’ verbal and multimodal resources arranged step-
wise, sequentially, in ways that give the children fime and opportunities to exert their
agency in the accomplishment of the action, even allowing them chances to temporarily
deviate from it.

These resources, we have seen, span from (1) well-documented verbal and paraverbal
resources used in directives to shape the child’s compliance, such as: varying the
degree of “entitlement” or “contingency” (Craven & Potter, 2010) conveyed by the
design of the directive move (replacing an imperative with a request or viceversa; cf.
also Erving Tripp, 1976), accounting and giving the children reasons for the directive
(Galeano & Fasulo, 2009; Aronsson & Cekaite, 2011), using mitigation resources
(e.g., plural forms, endearment terms, diminutives, positive affect intonation; cf. Ochs
& Schieffelin, 1989; Pauletto et al., 2017) to build affiliation with the children and
project their compliance as a shared desirable outcome; (2) bodily resources such as
gestures, movements of the material available in the space, body movements across
the space and in relation to the co-participants’ bodies (Cekaite, 2010; Tulbert &
Goodwin, 2011); (3) manipulation of the “architecture” of the conversational ex-
change, such as topical and sequential derailment, which allows children and educa-
tors’ momentary exits from the problematic attentional focus of the episode (Mehus,
2011).

Combining language socialization studies with CA informed analyses, our work
contributes to the field of studies about “social choreography” (Aronsson, 1998;
Goodwin, 2006; Goodwin & Cekaite, 2018; Tulbert & Goodwin, 2011) in adult—
children interactions, showing similarities and differences in the ways educators—as
compared to parents—intervene to direct the child’s behavior. Similarly to what
parents do in directive—response sequences with their children, we found how
multimodal resources play an essential part in curtailing the children’s resistance
and molding their conduct in relation to the activity officially planned by the educator
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(Aronsson & Cekaite, 2011). We have seen that, in order to get the child re-orient to
the main, official activity, the educators position themselves physically in the child’s
attentional (visual and auditory) space (Goodwin, 2006; Tulbert & Goodwin, 2011)
and always accompany the words with a tactile gesture of re-direction of the child’s
action (Cekaite, 2010). Also, they act upon the child’s body and/or material s/he is
engaged in order to make relevant certain courses of action, inviting a change either
in gaze behavior or object manipulation. Particularly notable is how the choreographic
arrangement of these multiple resources helps the educator to both constrain the
children’s body and action (restricting them from deviation from the desired course
of the activity), and scaffold appropriate actions (fostering them fo fulfil the desired
course of the activity). By means of these strategies, the educators obtain that the
child is not unilaterally led to comply but encouraged to personally and bodily engage
in the activity, cast as a shared accomplishment (Galeano & Fasulo, 2009).

We have shown that the educator—child directive sequences ultimately and more or
less explicitly host tolerance of the child’s resistance, and especially, they open space
for alternative courses of action as a way to let the child abandon the “resistant” and
problematic conduct, while keeping their attention close enough with the ongoing
action.

By these finely coordinated moves, educators work two jobs: dragging the child to comply
to a planned activity, while also accommodating—at least partially—the children’s alternative
plans and leave them the chance to exert their agency in pursuing the course of action they
initiated.

By changing and putting in place several adjustments to their directive moves the
educators build, in Reddy et al.’s formulation (Reddy et al., 2013: 1760), a “genuine
response space” within which the child can incrementally learn how to adjust to the
educator’s varied solicitations. This is also in line with what Mehus (2011) underlines,
by discussing that caregivers, in similar educational contexts, consider the children’s
“intentions” open to manipulation, and they work to create “an interactional context
that is most likely to occasion a desired response” (Mehus, 2011, p. 133). In turn,
socialization at ECE centers improve young children’s awareness that both behavioral
trajectories (“recognizable courses of action,” Lerner & Zimmerman, 2003; Lerner
et al., 2011) and their effects are mobile and can be varied moment to moment,
enhancing their understanding that both theirs and others’ perspective are also open to
change.

The analysis of the complexity and redundancy of these episodes solicit us to re-
think the construal of non-compliance and consider the directive sequences embodied
by these educators as episodes, where the child’s participation and agency is recog-
nized, responded to and negotiated (Sairanen et al., 2020).

Limitations of the study rely in the small data sample, the recruitment of a few
numbers of educators and children and the selection of one educational site, which
make the findings only applicable to this local setting, and possibly sensitive to the
interactive styles of the single participants.

However, revealing—via the rigorous, fine-grained Conversation Analytic examina-
tion of the video-recordings of interactions—the width, complexity, and variety of the
strategies used by the educators in this setting to direct children’s action and attention,
the study attests the importance of acknowledging the educators’ interactional
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competence—including a constant decision-making on how to respond to a child’s
initiative (Sairanen et al., 2020)—as an integral part of their professional practice.

This brings implications for practice and training of educators, by soliciting re-
searchers and stakeholders in early child education to implement the design and
dissemination of observational studies in ECE centers, as well as, to use video-
based observations and detailed analyses of interaction, for training and the enhance-
ment of the educators’ reflexive practice.

Finally, we maintain that the individual educators’ strategies that we have documented in
this study may shed light into the collective, institutional environment, which constitute not the
personal but, rather, the socio-cultural equipment of the educational community observed in
this context.

Further studies are required, to enlarge the analyses conducted in a small sample and
complement the qualitative observations of the natural interactions in the ECEC with inter-
views with educators, in order to better explore the link between the educator’s folk and
professional representations of the children’s competences, and the way they implement these

in their routine practices.

APPENDIX
TRANSCRIPTION SYMBOLS
Adapted from Jefferson 2004
: Extended or stretched sound
_ (Underlining of Vocalic emphasis
characters)
) Brief pause of less than (0.2)
(1.2) Intervals occurring within and between same or different speaker’s utterances in tenths
of seconds
() Contextual information

(don’t/won’t)

Transcriptionist doubt (best guess) or (guess/other guess)
Falling vocal pitch

Rising vocal pitch

Animated speech tone

Extreme loudness compared to surrounding talk

°° A passage of talk noticeably softer than surrounding talk

[ Marks the beginning point at which current talk is overlapped by other talk

* Annotation of multimodal aspects (such as, gaze) enacted by the speaker, co-occurring
with the speaker’s words

§ Annotation of multimodal aspects (such as, gaze) enacted by the addressee,
co-occurring with the speaker’s words or actions

" Marked rising and falling shifts in intonation

= Latching of contiguous utterances, with no interval or overlap

>< Portions of an utterance delivered at a pace noticeably quicker (> <) or slower (< >)
than surrounding talk

- Halting, abrupt cut off of sound or word

hhh: Audible inbreaths

hh: Audible outbreaths from such events as laughter, or sigh

wo(h)rd(h) Outhbreaths within words
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