
Response to EYFS Consultation: October 2010 (focusing on problem solving, 
reasoning and numeracy - mathematics).  
 

� The EYFS has been received favourably after initial unrest. It is still being 
embedded in practice and any major changes would be a retrograde step in 
the development of a strong early years sector in England.  However the 
transition into key stage one has been problematic (DCSF, 2008) because 
the ethos of the EYFS is not, in most cases, continued or built upon in key 
stage one. Instead children often enter a much more formal environment with 
very narrow expectations towards the SATS in year 2. Additionally we have 
empirical evidence that in many reception classes and that there has been a 
return to adult-directed group sessions with often-extensive use of 
worksheets, particularly in the areas of CLL and PSRN. In many reception 
classes play appears to be misunderstood and marginalised Recent evidence 
findings report that teachers and practitioners ‘stated that PSRN featured 
more adult-led activities than other areas’ and that they ‘found it difficult to 
deliver aspects of PSRN through child-initiated activities’ (QDCA, 2010: 7/8). 
In the same report Reception teachers particularly expressed a high level of 
comments concerns about PSRN. 

 
 

� As ‘Child of our Time’ uncovered (BBC, 2010) children of six and seven are 
anxious and distressed. Studies also reveal that our children are the 
unhappiest in Europe (UNICEF, 2009). We therefore put forward that the 
ethos of the EYFS should be continued throughout key stage one and that 
the EYFS be extended to age 7 years. ‘Early years’ in all other European 
countries is defined as the period from birth to seven years, and in this 
country the early years groups have also defined the ‘early years’ as from 
birth to eight years of age. We recommend that play pedagogies therefore 
need to continue at least until the end of key stage one. This does not mean 
that children will not learn to read, write and calculate but will do so in a rich 
play environment more suited to their age and dispositions. Finnish children 
do not start formal schooling until the age of seven yet they have the highest 
academic scores in Europe. A working committee to look at this would be 
most welcome from all the national early years organisations. 

 
� The Williams Maths Review (2008) gave recommendations for early years 

that have not yet been totally realised by the department: therefore it would 
indeed be beneficial if this could be revisited in terms of impact on early years 
practice and how this could be built upon.  The review made 
recommendations for specialist maths teachers but unfortunately they are 
mostly key stage two teachers. We would recommend that to realise the 
importance of the early years of life, that early years teachers also need to 
have specialist knowledge in mathematics education and children’s thinking 
and one way would be to have specialist early maths centres that could form 
a hub for early years mathematics. An example of this is Redcliffe Children’s 
Centre and maintained nursery school in Bristol where there is a focus on 
mathematics education and the centre has become a magnet for early years 
maths, professional development, training and research. 

 
� The Foundation Stage profile consistently reports low scores on point 8 ‘uses 

developing mathematical ideas and methods to solve practical problems’ that 
concerns problem solving and reasoning. This is worrying because if the 
scores are correct, then it could be argued that children are starting key stage 
one, without the fundamentals of mathematics education, (for example 



concerning their mathematical thinking and questioning). Therefore we would 
advise that the PRSN section of learning and development includes section 
on ‘Language for Thinking’ and ‘Language for Communication’ as in the CLL 
learning and development area. This would promote the significance of 
thinking and communication in mathematics subject and address the low 
profile scores on children’s problem solving; point 8 (also highlighted in the 
Williams Maths Review). 

 
� Children’s mathematical graphics (Carruthers and Worthington, 2005) was 

highlighted in chapter 3 of the Williams Maths Review (2008) and specific 
recommendations made regarding the importance of this for children’s 
understanding of the abstract symbolic language of mathematics. Highlighting 
children’s mathematical graphics in the PSRN section of the curriculum would 
further address the issues with point 8 of the profile and could also be 
embedded within the proposed additional ‘Language for Thinking’ and 
‘Language for Communication’ sections of PRSN. Citing ‘differences between 
the way that mathematics is ‘described and construed’ in the EYFS and in the 
National Curriculum, the Williams Maths Review also proposed that ‘a better 
rationale is needed to capture the salient aspects of continuity and 
progression that need to be in place for children to succeed in a subject like 
mathematics’ (DCSF, 2008: 62).  QDCA’s report on practitioner responses to 
the EYFS (February 2010) also raised concerns about transition to Key Stage 
1. 

 
� We would like to see a focus on progression rather than age-related ‘stages’ 

of learning. . Recent evidence findings recommends that in the current review 
of the EYFS, consideration be given to the ‘extent to which scales [of the 
ELGs] draw on recent research into children’s developmental pathways’, and 
we recommend play be given greater prominence in the curriculum and that 
this includes multi-modality (e.g. Kress, 1997); the ‘New Literacy Studies’ 
(e.g. Pahl and Rowsell, 2006) and evidence of the influence of new media, 
new technologies and popular culture (e.g. Marsh et al. 2005). 

 
� We are concerned that the achievement The Early Learning Goals often 

restrict what Reception teachers feel they can teach, sometimes limiting 
children’s experiences and we have evidence that this is often acutely felt in 
PSRN. Perhaps this is not to do with the goals themselves but with the ways 
in which they are misinterpreted at the local, school and class level. 
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