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Abstract. Resettlement in Australia can be a stressful experience for migrants who are largely expected to
quickly assimilate into the broader Australian culture. This expectation is heightened for those people who
arrive as refugees, and particularly those who arrive without humanitarian visas and must endure mandatory
detention. For both migrants and refugees, attempts at establishing themselves or developing a sense of belong-
ing to their new community are likely significantly hindered by the welcome (or otherwise) they are provided
with and the terms upon which inclusion if&red. This paper uses a multi-method approach to examine

how these issues of belonging and inclusion played out in the use of space in two South Australian primary
schools that include a programme (NAP) for new arrived students. The paper considers the way in which
NAP and non-NAP students utilise playground spaces, and compares and contrasts these observations with the
views of teachers at the schools. Specifically, the findings indicate that NAP students were largely relegated
to the margins of the playground and experiencéiiadilty in claiming school spaces as their own. The paper
concludes by making suggestions for schools on the basis of the findings, with a focus upon examining the
power relations that exist between NAP and non-NAP students and the role of schools in developing a global
understanding of inclusion and exclusion.

1 Introduction and media arenas, has led to mandatory detention policies,
and the governance of space to excise certain areas of Aus-
The arrival of refugees without visas in Australia has long tralian territory so that refugees arriving by boat on islands
been a contentious public issue, which has been exploite@ff the Australian coast are unable to claim asylum in Aus-
and misrepresented by both politicians and the media. Mucfiralia.
of the rhetoric surrounding refugees who arrive in this way  This control of Australian space has created a situation in
concerns issues of “integration” or “absorption”, together which resettlement for refugees, both legal and “illegal”, can
with a focus on the strain on resources and space that sudbe a dificult process, in which they may have little choice
people might supposedly cause (notwithstanding the fact thagbout their site of placement and little knowledge of the
the number of refugees arriving “illegally” without visas in services and assistance available (or unavailable) to them,
Australia remains small compared to total immigration lev- |eading to potential diiculties in securing employment, es-
els in Australia, and to other people in Australia “illegally” tablishing a household and settling into the community into
such as people who over stay their visas). This rhetoric, comwhich they are placed (Mares, 2001). Yet despite these chal-
bined with fear campaigns promulgated within the political |enges, the primary message made available to refugees is
the need for integration into the local community and the
adoption of “Australian values” (see, for example, the book-
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refugees). Furthermore, the onus is generally placed upoim which power struggles over spaces play out between boys
refugees to undertake the bridge building work of engag-and girls in out of school care, arguing that while spaces in
ing with non-refugees, rather than the community into which childcare centres are designed by adults, they are constantly
refugees are placed accepting some responsibility for develbeing re-worked and challenged by the children using them
oping strategies to bridge divisions which may exist between(2000). These findings are reflected in research undertaken
refugee and non-refugee communities (Morrice, 2007). by Thomson who, applying Sack’s notion of “territorialisa-
Research regarding the experience of refugees in Australiion” to school playground spaces, similarly found that chil-
continues to find that newly arrived people and families oftendren were active in their use of space within the playground,
struggle to adapt to their new home (especially refugees frondespite strict controls by teachers monitoring the playground
African countries who are highly “visible” in the communi- spaces during break times (2005). Such agency was seen
ties into which they are resettled, see Farhadi and Robinsorhy Thomson in the way that children would “play” with the
2008). In many instances this is due to discrimination fromboundaries of the school yard by, for example, deliberately
within the broader community, which is fed by media and walking around the edge of a space they were not allowed to
political rhetoric in which refugee communities are depicted enter.
as “ghettos” that are intentionally isolated from mainstream Nonetheless, playground spaces remain important sites in
communities (for examples of analysis of this rhetoric, seewhich children learn about social hierarchies, and encounter
O’Doherty and LeCouteur, 2007; Perera, 2007; Sidhu anccross-sections of society and new people, in some instances
Christie, 2002). Indeed, such rhetoric was seen in commentfor the first time (Kelly, 1994). This may be especially the
made in 2007 by then Immigration Minister Kevin Andrews case for refugee or migrant children entering school spaces,
regarding the supposed failure of African refugees to inte-since attending a school may be their first point of contact
grate into the broader Australian community, and the subsewith their new community. Whilst dominant group children
quent media response to this (Due, 2007). may have some degree of power over the spaces they in-
This brief outline of the current situation of refugees in habit, it is arguable that racially marginalised children en-
Australia illustrates well the fact that the use of space, andering such spaces may not have the same power to resist the
claims to place, are never neutral: the spaces in which alhorms already in place, or to shape spaces for themselves.
people move are highly regulated by social norms that deterindeed, this was found in research by Thomas (2009) on ter-
mine how individuals can move, and which shape the typegitoriality and race in LA high schools. Thomas found that
of engagement that are possible (Holloway and Valentinethe use of space within the schools was highly moderated
2000a). Here, it is useful to consider Sack’s concept of ter-by social norms that regulated which bodies could move in
ritoriality, which provides a framework through which to un- which spaces. In fact, Thomas suggests that crossing borders
derstand the regulation of space. Sack argues that “territoriwithin the schoolyard is typically constructed as taboo across
ality in humans is best understood as a spatial strategy to afall cultural groups and youth sub-cultures, and that it may be
fect, influence or control resources and people by controllingespecially regulated in relation to crossing racial categories
area” (Sack, 1986:1), and that this control of area primarilyin social contexts where such categories are rendered salient.
revolves around power (or the lack thereof). Specifically, and Whilst not all schools may be strictly divided down racial
in relation to the present paper, it is important to recogniselines, a number of studies have found that children as young
the fact that such control often rests upon the racialisatioras three or four understand the concept of race and the power
of space in ways that centre the values of dominant groupsielations inherent within the construction offerent racial
and which reinforce binaries of inside and outside in ordercategories, and in many cases show ability to use racial cat-
to legitimate exclusionary practices (Trudeau, 2006). Howegories in harmful or discriminatory ways (see, for example,
refugees move in Australia, for example, is highly managedvan Ausdale and Feagin, 2001). Other studies have found
by governmental agencies at a broad level, and micromanthat school geographies may be divided down lines of class
aged by non-refugee (predominantly white) Australian citi- as well as race, such as Kufiil@and Reichert’s (2003) study
zens who feel entitled to act as managers of the spaces iof an elite boys’ school in America, which found that the
which they move, often to the detriment of refugees and otheischool was divided along lines of the boys considered “lifers”
migrants (Hage, 1998). (boys from upper and upper-middle class backgrounds), and
In a similar way, the use of space and the norms of be-boys from lower socio-economic or non-white backgrounds
haviour that operate within that space are highly regulatedvho were considered to be at the “margins” of the school.
for children. Previous research in the area of childhood geKuriloff and Reichert argue that their study has relevance for
ographies and spatiality has investigated the ways in whictpublic as well as private schools, and clearly both race and
children’s spaces are used by children themselves, and amdass issues would impact upon the ways in which refugee
managed and supervised by adults who are keen to corchildren are able to “fit into” school environments.
trol, protect and socialise children (Holloway and Valentine, In this paper we outline findings from a project under-
2000b). This is relevant to the home, public and school envi-taken with two South Australian primary schools that include
ronments. For example, Smith and Barker discuss the waya New Arrivals Programme. New Arrivals Programmes
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(NAPs) are programmes into which students are placed if Both schools had a diverse student population, with stu-
they meet the criteria of having low levels of English lan- dents from a wide range of cultural backgrounds, meaning
guage skills. Thus the programme is open to students fronthat in terms of numbers, white Australian students were not
any non-English speaking background (NESB), providedin the numerical majority (though as we demonstrate below,
that they have been in Australia for less than 12 months. Stuthis did not prevent them from holding a dominant position
dents typically remain in the programme for around a year,within the school yard).

or until their English skills have reached a required level, at

which time they transition into mainstream classes either at

the same school or elsewhere. In this paper we look specifi2.2 Data collection

cally at how the school spaces in question were used by NAP_

and non-NAP students, and we compare observations madethics approval was granted by both DECS and the au-
by the first author with the reported perceptions of teachers ifh0rs” University. Consultation meetings were then held with
relation to the use of space and the degree of space sharing (Pth schools identified as key sites for the study by DECS.
NAP and non-NAP students. Importantly, we recognise that ot_h schools expressed enthusiasm at being involved in t.he
the two schools are relatively fiierent in terms of the play- Project. Information sheets were provided to parents appris-
ground spaces theyffer to students, and the demographics N9 th_em of the study, a_nd its minimal impact upon students
of their student bodies. As such, we treat them as two indi-" their everyday schooling.

vidual case studies for the purpose of this paper in order to Over a period of eight weeks, the first author conducted an
draw attention to their dierences. Nonetheless, we signal ethnographic study of students’ play within the school yards
here that our findings suggest relative homogeneity in term®f HPS and PPS. These observations focused primarily upon
of the gap between teachers’ and our own observations of th#teractions between NAP and non-NAP students, but also
degree of space sharing that occurs. We conclude by examiréxamined how students used the playground space. The first
ing some of the possible reasons for why NAP and non-NAPauthor attended each school for 2 days a week over the ob-

students may not play together, anfleo suggestions as to Servation period, in which approximately fifteen minutes was
ways in which this may be addressed by schools. spent each lunch time in a NAP classroom while the students

were eating their lunch before observing student play during
lunch breaks. Over the research period each NAP classroom
was visited two or three times. The first author was intro-
duced to the students by either the class teacher or the NAP
co-ordinator as someone with an interest in observing stu-
The study took place in two of the 16 South Australian dents during play time. During these periods the first author
primary schools with NAPs. In order to preserve their engaged in informal conversations with the students as this
anonymity, we refer to them here as Hills Primary School andtime was not an ordered classroom time. The aim of these
Plains Primary School. Hills Primary School (HPS) had ato-interactions was to facilitate rapport with students, as well
tal of 222 students at the time the research took place, witt@is provide the first author with an opportunity to familiarise
75 NAP students spread across six NAP classes. As suctierself with students so as to be able to recognise them in the
NAP students accounted for 34% of the student body at theyard. This was important as the research relied upon know-
school. Of the NAP students 29 (39%) were refugees. Hillsing which students were involved in the NAPs and which
Primary School was rated as a category six school on thavere not.
Department of Education and Children’s Services (DECS) Conversations with students typically took manffelient
Index of Educational Disadvantage, where a category ondorms. In order to initiate a conversation, the first author
school serves students from the most disadvantaged familiesyould often ask a simple question such as what the student’s
and category seven schools serves students from the least disame was, how their day was going, or possibly what they
advantaged families. School categories are calculated on thiiked to do during playtime. As the aim of this time was
basis of a combination of data from the Australian Bureaunot to obtain data per se (but rather to build a level of trust
of Statistics (such as median house prices) and DECS datand familiarity), these conversations would often focus on
relevant to the school (such parental income levels). topics determined by the students (who in many cases were
Plains Primary School (PPS), in contrast, is a category 3eager to chat), and focused on topics driven by the students
school. It has a larger number of students (294), but is situsuch as what colour their hair colour was, what they did on
ated on a smaller amount of land, with a smaller playgroundthe weekend, and the number of brothers or sisters they had.
space. The school has around the same number of NAP stiHowever, in many instances students would speak on topics
dents (70), spread over fiveffiirent classes. As such, NAP directly related to the study, such as who their friends were,
students comprise around 24% of the student population. Ofvho they played with and why, and what spaces they liked to
the NAP students enrolled in the school at the time the re-use. Notes were not taken at the time of these conversations
search took place, 18 were refugees (25%). (in order to facilitate a relaxed atmosphere), but instead were

2 Methodology

2.1 Sample
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made once the first author had left the classroom and was itated in a similar way, with ratings of space-use tallied across
the yard. teachers within each school, and short answer responses re-
During the half hour spent in the yard the first author ob- lating to space extracted from the questionnaires.
served in turn each of the main spaces of the yard in order Tables with percentages or incidences were constructed
to ascertain which students were primarily using each spacealong with charts to highlight overall usage of school spaces
Maps were used to depict where students were, and a charfrom the quantified observational data. Significance testing
ing system was devised in order to “count” students in termswas undertaken on this data using log-likelihood ratio tests
of how many NAP and how many non-NAP students wereto determine the degree of association between spaces and
using each space during the time the researcher was there. their use by NAP, non-NAP or both groups in combination.
Extensive field notes were also taken in order to recordLog-likelihood ratio tests were used in preference over the
incidents which took place in an area whilst it was being ob-more commonly used chi-square tests due to the low numbers
served. Such incidents would include what students were dowithin most cells. Tables were also constructed to report the
ing, any conversations held with students or teachers in theesponses that all teachers in combination gave within each
yard, and where exactly within each space students were (foschool to Likert scale questions on space use, and charts were
example whether they were playing on the equipment, or rungenerated to highlight the overall rating by teachers of the
ning around the edge of the area). Interactions between NARlegree to which NAP and non-NAP students play together.
and non-NAP students were considered especially importantSignificance testing was not undertaken to compare observa-
The observational notes were important for adding richnesgional and teacher data as the measures were not comparable
and complexity to the quantitative charting system. (observational data provided information on the use of space
It is important to note here, and as Thomson (2005) sug-by each group of students on specific days, whereas teach-
gests, that whilst students were told who the first authorers simply rated the degree of shared use of each playground
was and what she was doing, this is not the same as olspace as they perceived it in retrospect).
taining informed consent. As the first author simply entered Whilst our focus here is primarily upon the quantitative
the classrooms and initiated conversations (and subsequenttiata, we consider it important to present in the following
conducted observations in the yard), students at the schoolnalysis extracts from the ethnographic observations along
were not given an opportunity to decline to participate. Of with the quantitative data itself. Partly this is so as to give
course, where a child seemed reluctant to speak to the firghe reader a feel for what was observed by the first author
author during classroom conversations the first author wouldn a qualitative sense, and partly it is to acknowledge the
end the conversation and move on. However, and as Thommixed-methods nature of our data: whilst some of the quan-
son (2005) states, students within school grounds are typititative data was collected as numbers, other aspects of it (as
cally not in a position whereby they are able to refuse thedescribed above) were collected via field notes and coded.
attention of adults. Including some information from the field notes thus helps
In addition to the observations and charting data, a questo provide an indication of the validity of our coding system,
tionnaire was completed by teachers. The teachers receivgdst as the codification of the field notes allows us to report
an information sheet detailing the study, and were required tan broad brush strokes the observational data collected (and
sign a consent form. Two separate envelopes were providetb make comparisons across the data through non-parametric
to enable the teachers to return the questionnaire in one angignificance testing).
the consent form in the other. These questionnaires were de-
signed to obtain teachers’ views on school policies regarding3 Results
the NAP, the school environment itself, and the use of space
in the_schoo_l yard. The questipnnaire was a Combingtion 051 Plains Primary School
questions with responses on Likert scales together with open
ended questions in which teachers were given spaces to writds can be seen in Table 1, whilst there were many in-
their views. stances observed by the first author of NAP and non-NAP
students playing in the same area at PPS, very few of these
instances involved the two groups actually playing together.
Rather, NAP and non-NAP students typically played in dis-
Upon completion of the observation period, quantitative datatinct groups with little interaction between the two.
were extracted from the space-use charts completed by the A log-likelihood ratio test was performed to examine the
first author. Accompanying excerpts were taken from theassociation between student play cohort (NAP or non-NAP)
field notes in relation to any reference to the use of spacend play location to determine if NAP students and non-NAP
by students, with a focus on details that may not be clearlystudents were more likely to play in the same as opposed to
identified in the broad categories used in collating the quan-different areas. The association between these variables was
titative data (i.e., the main spaces in which students played irsignificant, LRR (4N =21)=20.02,p<.01. NAP and non-
each school). Data from the teacher questionnaires were cONAP students were more likely than not to play iffeient

2.3 Analytic approach
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Table 1. Distribution of observations of student play by location at

PPS.
Both (Play togeth¢r NAP  Non-NAP
Play separate) only only
Oval 6 (06) 0 2
Basketball Court 6 (®) 0 4
Shelter Shed 6 () 0 4
Gazebo 0 0 2
LP Play Equipment 6 (B) 0 0
UP Play Equipment 0 1 8
TOTAL 24 (2/22) 1 20
2%
B NAP ONLY

NON-NAP ONLY

44%
W PLAY TOGETHER IN SAME
SPACE

B PLAY SEPARATE IN SAME
SPACE

Figure 1. Distribution of total observations of student play by
group at PPS.

29

These findings reiterate Thomas’ (2009) research on play
ground spaces which found that such spaces were often di-
vided according to students’ cultural grouping. So, for ex-
ample, at PPS small groups of NAP students (typically 2—4
younger students) were often observed sitting and talking on
the edge of the oval, or at the edge of playground areas, but
rarely venturing into the area itself. Additionally, NAP stu-
dents at PPS were often witnessed eating their lunch in the
area directly outside their NAP classroom, and then staying
there to play (as the above extracts illustrate). These stu-
dents typically demonstrated little movement across the play-
ground throughout the observation period.

It is worth noting here that whilst Blatchford, Baines and
Pellegrini (2003) note from their research that boys tend to
take up the majority of the playground space (leaving girls
to play around the edges),filirences were observed in this
study between the play styles of NAP and non-NAP girls.
Thus, for example, a small number of non-NAP girls were
observed playing with boys in the centre of the oval, and
non-NAP girls were also observed frequently sitting in large
groups in the main spaces of the school. Comparatively, NAP
girls rarely played in the main spaces at all, instead preferring
areas close to their classroom.

Of course it may be suggested that these findings are a
product of the fact that there were relatively few play areas
available to all students at PPS due to the size of the yard (as
can be seen in Fig. 2), and being in the numerical minority
meant that NAP students were unable to stake out an area
just for themselves. However, we would suggest that a focus
on the number of NAP students (and its role in determining
ability to claim a territory) only tells part of the story. It
may also be the case that, regardless of their numbers, NAP

areas to one another in comparison to a hypothetical samplstudents would struggle to claim areas all for themselves as
where play cohort and play location had no association withthe regulation of play spaces tended towards the privileging

one another.

of non-NAP student play styles over those of NAP students.

As can be seen in Fig. 1, very few incidences of NAP stu-As such, it could be argued that NAP students are rarely able
dents playing on their own (i.e., occupying an area to theto control the playground space in order to use it in ways
exclusion of non-NAP students) were witnessed across all ofletermined by them. An anecdote from the field notes helps
the six main play areas (only 2% of all incidences of play by to illustrate this:

either group).

One of the NAP teachers tells me of two Anglo-Indian

Examination of the field notes suggested that in addition to
sometimes playing in the same space as non-NAP students
(though not with them), NAP students often played on the
edges of the main play areas, and thus were not visible within
the charting system (and its focus upon the main play areas
within the school). For example, extracts from the field notes
state that “A group of four NAP girls are playing around out
the front of their classroom eating their lunch. .. there are no
other children playing in this area” and “The NAP students
whose class | visited this morning are out the front of their
classroom — it looks like it could be almost all of them. When
| first walk past they are playing chasey and later they are
playing at acrobatics on the poles — holding on with either
one hand or both and swinging around. There are both boys
and girls here”.

WWW.Soc-geogr.net/5/25/2010/

students in the school (a boy in year seven and a girl
in grade one) who are very new to Australia. The little
girl has been crying all morning and refused to let her
mother drop her f in her classroom and instead would
only be droppedf at the dfice. | ask if there is any rea-
son for why the little girl's behaviour has changed (they
have been at the school since the start of term, and until
now the little girl had not exhibited such behaviours).
The teacher responds by telling me that “the little girl
had been hanging out with her brother in the yard but
they were recently toldfbby the yard duty teacher and
told to play separately as generally within the school itis
considered inappropriate for year sevens and year ones
to be playing together”. Later | see them in the yard
sitting together by themselves finishinff their food.
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Lower Primary Oval

Upper Grassed area

Primary

Play- Lunch shed

equipment Paved

space

Grassed with NAP NAP

Area h 2/3/4 ars
NAP
17

/ Gazebo
NAP 6/7
NAP R/1
Library
Admin Building

Figure 2. Map of PPS school.

Examples such as this highlight the complex ways in
which school spaces are managed not only by students ir
their play behaviour, but also by teachers (Thomson, 2005).
Here a yard duty teacher can be seen to have managed th
ways in which two NAP students played on the basis of
school rules established to govern all students, with little at-
tention to the specific needs of NAP students. So, for these
siblings (and perhaps especially for the young girl), a pos-
sible need to play together is overridden by a school policy
that prevents students playing together across classes. Mille
(1997) reported similar findings in her research on refugee
students’ experiences in mainstream classes. One of her pai
ticipants, a 20 year old boy who was placed in a year 10 class
on the basis of his English language skills, was reprimanded:igurg 3. Teachers perceptions of joint play occurrences across all
for having a girlfriend in his year level. Again, this type of 'ocationsatPPS.
treatment of NAP students fails to recognise that such stu-

dents will have specific needs thatfdr from those of non-
NAP students (for whom school rules were likely primarily Play between NAP and non-NAP students than was observed

designed). by the first author, as can be seen in Fig. 3.

Another example of NAP students not conforming to the Here we can see that the majority of teachers (62%) at
play behaviours expected of students at PPS was the fadtPS percieved NAP and non-NAP students playing together
that NAP and non-NAP students were rarely seen playing?cross all main play areas at least sometimes, with 27% be-
together, despite an expression from both schools that thelfeving this happened frequently. Looking at the main play
wished for this type of “integration”. Indeed, both NAP areas individually, we can further see thé&@ience between
and non-NAP students were often observed p|ay|ng acrongG perceptions of teachers and the observations of the first
classes, but rarely playing together. Whilst in casual con-author, as is highlighted in Table 2.
versation in the yard teachers seemed to acknowledge this Whilst not directly comparable to the observations made
difference in play cohorts, data from the questionnaires sugby the first author (as teachers did not make observations per
gested that teachers perceived much higher levels of sharesk, rather they rated on a scale from “never” to “all the time”

M RARELY
SOMETIMES

B FREQUENTLY

B ALLTHE TIME

62%
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Table 2. Teachers’ perceptions of joint play between NAP and non-NAP students by location at PPS.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently All the time

Oval 55.6% 33.3% 11.1%
Basketball Court 50% 37.5% 12.5%
Shelter Shed 12.5% 75% 12.5%

UP Play Equipment 12.5% 75% 12.5%

LP Play Equipment 50% 50%

Table 3. Distribution of observations of student play by location at

HPS.
B NAP ONLY
Both (Play togeth¢gr NAP  Non-NAP
NON-NAP ONLY Play separate) only only
B PLAY TOGETHER IN SAME UP Play Equipment 2(1) 0 4
SPACE LP Play Equipment 1) 4 1
Sandpit 2 (@) 4 0
W PLAY SEPARATE IN SAME Basketball Court 1) 0 3
2o, SPACE Netball Court 0 0 2
Main Oval 1(01) 5 0
Second Oval 0 0 3
Courts near Sandpit 1/0 0 5
Figure 4. Distribution of total observations of student play by  Activity Centre Stairs 4 (B) 1 1
group at HPS. Third Playground Space 0 3 2
TOTAL 12 (210) 16 21

the degree to which they perceived NAP and non-NAP stu-
dents played together), these findings demonstrate a signif-

icant gap between the perceptions that teachers have of in- 1 myst be acknowledged here that the dearth of obser-
stances of shared play and those observed by the first authQfations of NAP and non-NAP students playing in the same
For instance, a third of all teachers perceived that NAP and, a4 may well have been due in part to the fact that HPS
non-NAP students frequently play together in an integrated 55 4 much larger play area overall in comparison to PPS,
fashion on the oval and basketball, whereas the first authogg many more distinct play areas than PPS. This may have
never witnessed this occuring. Whilst it is of course possiblemeant that there were more opportunities for NAP students
that such integrated play does happen, and that it simply dig, gather together in the same area away from non-NAP stu-
not occur when the first author was conducting observationSgents This can be seen in relation to areas such as the sandpit

this would seem unlikely as observations occurred over aryng the main oval (where only NAP students were observed
eight week period. A more likely answer is that teachers’ playing), as outlined in Table 3.

perceptions of NAP and non-NAP students playing together

. N A log-likelihood ratio test found that there were indeed
were actually instances of both groups playing in the same;

gnificant diferences between NAP and non-NAP use of

area, but not together. play areas, LRR (9 = 37)=38.92,p < .01.
Field notes recorded by the first author noted interesting
3.2 Hills Primary School similarities between the two schools, despite the marked dif-

ferences in the amount of play in the same area occurring be-
In comparison to Plains Primary School, far fewer instancesween NAP and non-NAP students. For instance, some NAP
of NAP and non-NAP students playing in the same area (ei-students were witnessed playing at the edges of main play ar-
ther together or separately) were observed by the first authoeas on repeated occasions, as this extract from the field notes
as can be seen in Fig. 4. Yet regardless of there being faindicates: “I ask the NAP girls what they are going to do to-
fewer instances of playing in a shared space at HPS (onlgay, and they say they are just going to ‘hang around’. Later
24% of all instances of play observed at HPS were in a sharedl see them walking around in the edge of the oval”. Again,
space, compared to 54% at PPS), there were still minimal inthese appeared to be younger students, and more often than
stances of this actually constituting interactive play (4%), asnot these were girls. Whilst this was not observed as often as
opposed to both groups simply sharing the area (20%). at PPS, it was still noticeable that despite considerably more
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Activity
Room and
0.S.H.C.

Hetball Court

Basketball
Court

HAP Middle
primary

- classroom
2
NAP Junlor
Primary
Classroom
Resource
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space in which to play and main play areas to utilise, NAPin regard to two dferent-aged siblings from NAP classes
students still played at the edges. Another similarity betweerwho preferred to play together, but who were discouraged
the two schools was that younger NAP students at HPS weré&om doing so by yard teachers who felt that students should
also often observed eating lunch and then playing outside oplay in age-appropriate groupings. Again, this demonstrates
their classroom, rather than in other play areas. This tensome of the ways in which educators may police play spaces
dency was rarely, if ever, seen to be the case with non-NARo the disbenefit of NAP students who may already feel
students. An excerpt from the field notes illustrates this playmarginalised within the school environment, and who may
pattern of NAP students at HPS well, and echoes those reexperience further marginalisation when segregated unnec-
ported earlier from PPS: essarily from one another.

While | watch the NAP children whose class | was in  An interesting dference was noted between the two
today, they stay out the front of their class and finigh o schools, namely that there was one particular space — the
their lunch and don’t run f® anywhere. | have noticed sandpit — where NAP students at HPS were seen to play ex-
this a bit — that NAP children have been hanging out theclusively, as can be seen in Table 3. It may be suggested
front of their rooms finishing & food — | haven't seen that this area could be claimed by NAP students primarily
this with children from mainstream classes. due to the larger number of available areas (thus resulting in

Likewise, NAP students at both HPS and PPS were Ob_Iess competition for space). Another reading of this could be

served playing across class groups with students in non-NAI'E'hat the sandpit could be claimed by NAP students as it was

classes who had previously been in NAP classes. This woul h?:iig'r:quy.:lﬁféde.;] NfeP .glasssgssog E;%ig'?é ‘E;)r dannd
appear to indicate that NAP students who have transitione ! INg 1S In fin€ with previou vatl garding

to non-NAP classes prefer to play with their old classmates he tendency for NAP students to remain close to their class
rather than their new ones in their non-NAP class. Due to°P2c®*:
the short timeframe of this study we do not have data regard- Interms of thinking about the claiming of space as directly
ing how long this trend lasted (i.e., we are unable to say howrelated to possessing the power to do so, this latter explana-
long it generally takes a NAP student who has transitionedtion may more adequately account for the predominance of
out of the NAP to start to feel ‘at home’ in the school space). NAP students inside the sandpit (and non-NAP students out-
Clearly, however, this transition is a gradual one. side of it) in terms of proximity to their class and the secu-
Similarities were also found between the schools in termsrity it offers, rather than the ability of NAP students to assert
of rules which potentially functioned to disadvantage NAP authority over an area per se (especially as it was typically
students, For example, an incident was witnessed at HP$ounger students witnessed playing in the sandpit).
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Table 4. Teachers’ perceptions of joint NAP and non-NAP play by location at HPS.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently All the Time

Ovals 9.1% 63.6% 27.3%

Play equipment spaces 18.2% 36.3% 27.3% 18.2%
Sandpit 63.6% 27.3% 9.1%
Basketball Court 18.2% 63.6% 18.2%

Netball Court 36.4% 54.5% 9.1%

Again, we would suggest that thefldirences in these lev-
els of perceived interaction may signifyfiirent meanings
given to the use of yard spaces by teachers as compared to
the first author. Whilst the first author paid close attention

= RARELY to actual interactions between the two groups (as opposed to
SOMETIMES both simply being in the same area), teachers may not have

B FREQUENTLY noticed this diference. Whilst it is fair to acknowledge that

B ALL THE TIME teachers do not have the same luxury of time as does a re-

searcher who is not charged with the task of keeping students
safe in the play area, it is nonetheless significant that teach-
54% ers perceived more interaction than perhaps does occur. In
other words, if teachers believe that interactions already oc-
) o cur, they may put less work into further encouraging positive
Figur_e 6. Teachers perceptions of joint play occurrences across a”interactions, thus allowing the potentially low current rates
locations at HPS. of interaction to continue.

As with teachers at PPS, teachers at HPS reported the pef-  piscussion
ception that interactions between NAP and non-NAP stu-
dents did occur, with the majority of teachers reporting thatAs the findings presented here suggest, little interaction was
interactions occurred at least “sometimes” (54%), but thatobserved between students in NAP classes and students in
this also occurred in some areas “frequently” (21%), as Fig. 6non-NAP classes during the time in which the observations
indicates. at the two primary schools occurred. This lack of interac-

As a whole, the perceptions reported by teachers wouldion was evident even when NAP and non-NAP students were
suggest a far greater degree of interaction than was observesken playing in the same space. As such, students currently in
by the first author. This can be seen most clearly if we areNAP classes appeared to be largely separated from the non-
to compare specific perceptions of the frequency of interacNAP students in the school, whose class and peer groups
tions as reported by teachers for each of the main play areasmany would ultimately be entering. Similarly, the findings
in Table 4 with the observations made by the first author asshow that (with few exceptions) NAP students appeared to
reported in Table 3. have dificulty claiming spaces within the schoolyard as their

Again, whilst these perceived levels of interaction reportedown, meaning that they tended to play on the peripheries of
by teachers cannot be directly compared to those producethe playground spaces. In the remainder of this discussion
by the first author, the fierences are startling. For example, we consider these findings and further explore some possi-
almost a third of all teachers at HPS suggested that they hallle reasons for why such segregation occurs in the school-
observed interactions occurring between NAP and non-NAPyard, along with ffering some suggestions for ways in which
students “frequently” on the oval, in the sandpit, and on theschools could set out to address the spatial divisions noted
play equipment spaces. By comparison, the first author madbetween NAP and non-NAP students.
no observations of actual interactions occurring (rather than a Before doing so, however, we would like to acknowledge
shared use of space) between NAP and non-NAP students dmere once again that due to the fact that the research in-
the main oval or in the sandpit, and only one observation ofvolved primary school students within a school environment,
interactions occurring on the upper primary play equipment.adulfchild divisions in the distribution of power were present
Similarly, almost one fifth of teachers perceived interactionsin the study (see Darbyshire, MacDougall and Schiller, 2005;
occurring between NAP and non-NAP students “all the time” Smith and Barker, 2000 and Thomson, 2005 for a discussion
in the play equipment spaces, whereas the first author rarelgf the unequal power relations between children and adults,
observed this. and Van Ausdale and Feagin, 2001:40 for a discussion of
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the “least-adult” approach to research). As mentioned previ- Despite difering in their perceptions of the use of space
ously, informed consent as it is understood for adults was nofrom those observed by the first author, teachers’ opinions
obtained from the students at the schools we studied (thought both schools were remarkably similar. For example, in ca-
their parents were made aware of the research). Furthermorepal discussions held with teachers by the first author, as well
and due to the injunction to remain a neutral observer (Vanas in data obtained from the questionnaires, many teachers
Ausdale and Feagin, 2001), the first author did not inter-at both schools suggested that the segregation of NAP and
vene in moments when she noted instances of marginalisaaon-NAP students in the playground was due to the fact that
tion (though these were reported to teachers). As such, angtudents in both NAP and non-NAP classes tended to play
as researchers committed to political change through our rewithin their class groups. However, as discussed in the anal-
search findings, we acknowledge our own complicity with ysis section, NAP students at both PPS and HPS were fre-
existing power structures that further marginalise NAP stu-quently seen playing across class groups rather than simply
dents within schools. Furthermore, we would like to ac- within their own classes. Echoing previous literature (Van
knowledge our position here as academics, rather than almgen and Hallas, 2006), cross-class friendships were espe-
primary school educators. In so doing we recognise tfie di  cially noted in large groups of boys from NAP classes play-
culties faced by teachers in relation to funding complexitiesing soccer or some other sport on the oval. At HPS these
and other issues which may undermine their capacity to workboys frequently occupied the oval on their own, with boys
more concertedly in ensuring the inclusion of NAP students.from non-NAP (almost all of whom had not previously been
As such, we do not wish to be overly critical of the ways in a NAP class) utilising other, usually paved, areas for their
both schools deal with NAP students, but rathffeothese  sports games. At PPS, boys in NAP classes were also seen
suggestions by way of building upon the good work beingon the oval, however here it tended to be on the peripheries as
done already (see Van Ausdale and Feagin for a detailed disa large group of boys from non-NAP classes were frequently
cussion of the ways in which racial tensions may still exist in seen in the centre of the oval here playing cricket around the
schools or preschools despite best-practice anti-bias curricupitch.
lum and policy). Whilst these examples refer solely to boys’ use of space,
In regards to the implications of our findings, it is note- girls from NAP classes were also frequently seen playing
worthy that whilst this study did not set out to compare any across classes, and many indicated in conversations with the
differences that may have existed between the two schooldirst author that they were friends with students from other
some important variations in use of space at the schools werBAP classrooms. Such friendships were not necessarily re-
observed. These are worth mentioning due to the fact thastricted to similar cultural backgrounds, as was sometimes
they highlight the argument thatftiérent school geographies suggested by teachers. Whilst this was occasionally seen to
will quite possibly lead to dierent patterns of play amongst be the case (especially amongst students who had only very
students (Miller, 1997). As mentioned previously, our datarecently arrived in Australia and did not speak any English),
showed that NAP students at HPS were able to claim som&AP students’ friendships extended across NAP class groups
spaces within the school grounds for their almost exclusiveto include students from a diverse range of cultural back-
use in a way that was not seen at PPS. The most obviougrounds. However, such cross-class interaction did not ex-
reason for this dference between the schools was simply tend to interaction between NAP students and students from
that HPS had a much larger, more spread out playgrounather non-NAP classes, except in instances in which, for
space in which there was a larger number of easily defin-example, a NAP student had a sibling in a non-NAP class
able sections for students to play in. Thesffedences in  with whom they frequently played. As such, it seemed that
the geographies of the schools are important since, as preNAP students across all age levels and backgrounds “stuck
vious research has noted, power relations between studentsgether” rather than “integrated” with non-NAP students.
are often at play within playground and other school spaces Interestingly, conversations with NAP teachers indicated
(Van Ingen and Hallas, 2006). This can be seen particthat programmes were run at both schools during lunch times
ularly in divisions of power between students from main- for NAP students to participate in. These programmes were
stream groups and students from ethnic backgrounds whickesigned to encourage inter-class interaction amongst NAP
might be considered “other” (Kuritd and Reichert, 2003). students and to provide students with the social skills that the
As such, we would recommend that, where possible, thaeachers felt were necessary for students from refugee and
need for larger playground spaces is taken into account whenther migrant backgrounds. However, similar programmes
NAPs are established in new schools in order to ensure thatvere not run with the aim of building bridges across NAP
NAP students have the possibility of claiming some spacesand non-NAP classes (although HPS indicated it was about
as their own. For current schools, we would suggest that it igo start a course designed to encourage faR-NAP inter-
important to consider how the future allocation of more NAP action). Several NAP teachers at both schools also indicated
students to existing NAP schools may detrimentally impactthat they had dficulty organising non-NAP teachers to take a
upon the current use of limited spaces within NAP schoolsstudent who was about to transition into a non-NAP class into
with smaller yards. their room for lessons such as art or sport. This was the case
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even when the NAP teacher indicated that the student did nanity for the school community to not simply “integrate” NAP
have to be graded and would not place any extra responsibilstudents in a top down approach which prioritses “norms” of
ity on the non-NAP teacher. As such, cross-class interactionshe playground space, and allows refugees and other NAP
between NAP and non-NAP were reported as beifigodit students an opportunity to demonstrate their own wealth of
to organise and rare, meaning that the separation of NAP anlinowledges, experiences and skills (Morrice, 2007).
non-NAP students extended beyond just the playground. As Another suggestion that wefer is for all teachers to be
such, it is important to consider how this lack of provision of aware of diferences which may exist for NAP students (es-
opportunities for cross-class interactions on the part of teachpecially newly arrived NAP students, and those with expe-
ers may be seen to model for students a separatist approachtiences of forced migration) and for schools to be prepared
NAP/non-NAP interactions in the playground. Interestingly, to adjust playground rules accordingly. As such, we sug-
the possible impact of lack of in-class contact was acknowl-gest that schools ought to be prepared to change school rules
edged by the NAP Vice-Principal at PPS, who indicated thatwhich contribute to making spaces centred around dominant
she had to lobby very hard in order to be able to take bothvalues or norms, and which further disadvantage NAP stu-
NAP and non-NAP students from the upper primary schooldents in the school space. For example, rules regarding stu-
on camp together, as she felt that this shared experiencedents of dfferent ages being unable to play together (which
would increase the levels of interaction between NAP andwere in place in both the schools in this study) prevent sib-
non-NAP students. lings playing together for support in the school yard. Recog-
Of course there are yet other reasons as to why the separaising rules which disadvantage NAP students in this way
tion between NAP and non-NAP students in the playgroundand changing them for all students in the school space would
potentially occurs. The first of these is that instances ofincrease the likelihood that NAP students feel “at home” in
racism or bullying in the school yard could lead to a lack of the school yard, as well as centring some of the family and
interaction between NAP and non-NAP students. In ques-community practices of refugee and migrant children. In
tionnaire responses, 75% of teachers across both schoother words, understanding the cultural norms through which
reported witnessing instances of racism in the schoolyardnewly arrived students have previously been operating (i.e.,
and of these instances 50% were reported as being enactedulti-age sibling play may be a standard cultural practice for
against NAP students. If these figures are indeed represersome students), as well as any behaviour traits which they
tative, NAP students are likely to feel highly marginalised have acquired to cope with situations verffelient to a South
within school spaces. One implication of this is that NAP Australian primary school environment (such as playing to-
students may perceive a requirement to play separately tgether for safety reasons in countries of origin in a state of
non-NAP students who are in a position to “set the rules” forwar), could help schools to create playground spaces more
playground interaction or perpetuate marginalisation. Thissuited to the needs of NAP students (Peirce, 1995).
was seen in some instances observed by the first author in Again, this is an understanding which is required by all
her ethnographic observations, including instances of NAPteachers, not just those teaching NAP classes. Questionnaire
students saying that they had to leave an area as other (nonesponses by NAP teachers indicated that they frequently felt
NAP) students had come along, or that they wanted to us¢hat non-NAP st members did not understand the com-
the play equipment space but only could if they were able toplexities faced by NAP students, and that they needed to
“get there first” and lay claim to the space as theirs. spend more time “getting to know” NAP students transition-
Given the importance of ensuring that refugee and otheiing to their classes. The lack of understanding of this require-
NAP students are not marginalised within school grounds,ment was also reflected in some non-NAP teacher responses,
we would suggest that it is a responsibility of schools to en-which asked for less information to be provided about NAP
sure that positive interactions between NAP and non-NAPstudents as the documents they were currently given were
students do take place, and that NAP students are not isdeng and involved. Clearly time constraints impact on the
lated or marginalised within the school grounds (Morrice, ability of teachers to invest time into understanding NAP stu-
2007). One way in which interactions between NAP and non-dents’ backgrounds, however we would suggest that such a
NAP students could be achieved is through the use of sharetime commitment is necessary. Therefore, we propose that
class space (Miller, 1997). Ensuring that a number of classeschools invest in providing opportunities for Stenembers
which do not rely on English skills are shared by studentsto liaise across NAP and non-NAP classes in order to better
from NAP and non-NAP classes could encourage studentsinderstand specific requirements which NAP students face
from both groups to interact together. For example, severalespecially those with refugee backgrounds).
NAP teachers commented that they felt that their students Similarly, ensuring that schools norms are not centred
could express themselves well through art, and that they rearound those of its “mainstream” families will help make
ally loved time spent painting or drawing. Having combined the school environment a place in which NAP students feel
art classes could provide a point of contact between NAPwelcomed. For example, both schools celebrated Easter,
and non-NAP students in which the skills of NAP students even though significant numbers of its students are not from
are highlighted. Combined classes also provide an opportuChristian backgrounds. Although such celebrations centred
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around chocolate and bunnies rather than Christian iconogstudents and their families as strange or unwelcomed others
raphy, they nonetheless reinforced norms and values whickwho are expected to prove their worth in order to be accepted.
were diferent from those brought by most NAP students. Given that school spaces are not discrete, but bounded to the
This was acknowledged by class teachers who, in one incommunity in which they are placed (Holloway and Valen-
stance, had not cut out paintings designed to be Easter egdme, 2000), school environments have been identified as con-
into egg shapes, and had not sent them home with studentsibuting to this logic (Lovell and Riggs, 2009), and resisting
before the Easter break as “its not something they do at homéhis requires active attempts by schools to challenge a logic
anyway — just at school”. We would argue that such practiceof inclusion that is 1) set on the terms of the dominant group,
are not just “a bit of fun”, and in fact reinforce to many stu- and 2) requires marginalised groups to prove their worth.
dents that they are entering an environment which is not theitnstead, our suggestions here have been to encourage both
own, and in which they must conform to values held by otherrecognition of the power dierentials that exist (and which
students. This issue of certain dominant cultural values beingre likely to continue), but to nonetheless attemptfitord
privileged above others was also evident in the allocation ofopportunities for NAP students to determine their own terms
space for Muslim students within the schools, or more pre-for engagement that recognise their complex needs and his-
cisely, the lack of allocation of space for a prayer room at onetories.
of the schools. Whilst the school said they provided areas for
Muslim students to pray in if required, the lack of an appro- aocknowledgements. We begin by acknowledging the
priate designated space set aside for these students sendsddereignty of the Kaurna people, the First Nations people
message to families that such practices are not the norm, anghon whose land we live in Adelaide, South Australia. This
are not valued enough by the school to provide a permanernesearch was funded by a Faculty of Health Sciences Small
space. Research Grant.
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