
 

 

Boundary crossing – Home, School and digital practices 

1 Outline of the symposium theme 

This symposium aligns with the conference theme of the ever-blurring boundaries of formal, informal and non-
formal learning. 

 
The papers within this symposium take different perspectives on data from New Purposes, New Practices, New 

Pedagogy (NP3 – see www.np3.org.uk) – a research project that is exploring the digital practices that children 
engaging with outside school and the extent to which these are recognised, valued and influencing practices inside 
primary schools in the UK. 

 
Thus, the symposium explores digital practices and boundary crossing between home and school, exploring 

issues to do with what digital practices are enacted in different settings, identities and digital practices, the extent 
to which children’s digital practices do (or can) migrate between home and school, and social justice. More 
specifically: 

• Paper 1 frames the debate, explaining the key research questions that NP3 set out to investigate, how these 
questions emerged from previous research, the theoretical framing for the project, and its methodology 

• Paper 2 begins to explore digital practices in different arenas 
• Paper 3 Explores the role of parental perception in the mediation of children’s access to digital technology 

and spaces 
• Paper 4 looks at issues to do with social justice and pupils’ digital practices 
 
The symposium will consist of a 15 minute presentation on each of the four papers, followed by 30 minutes for 

discussion. 
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New Purposes, New Practices, New Pedagogy – framing the debate 

Peter Twining 

Professor of Education (Futures), The Open University, UK, Peter.Twining@open.ac.uk 

1 Introducing NP3 

Mobile devices1 are impacting on children’s and teachers’ practices in primary schools (e.g. Clark, Twining & 
Chambers, 2014) and are blurring boundaries between formal, non-formal and informal learning (Falloon, 2015; 
Passey, 2010). Emerging evidence (Maher & Twining, 2016) shows pupils are perceiving affordances between 
their practices in informal learning settings and their learning in schools, demonstrating an evolving adaptive 
expertise (Rogoff, 1995) and concomitant experience of agency in their learning. However, teachers are slow to 
incorporate these new digital practices within their pedagogy (Maher & Twining, 2016). It is important that 
teachers do recognise and value pupils’ new practices in order to enhance their formal learning (Gurung and 
Rutledge, 2014).   

New Purposes, New Practices, New Pedagogy (NP3) focuses on the use and impact of mobile devices on 
innovative pedagogic practices, social justice, and pupils’ development of digital literacy within UK primary 
school communities. We understand ICT as mediational means that shape action possibilities and take a 
sociocultural methodological lens where practice emerges in social and institutional contexts, which mediate the 
possibilities for what teachers and their pupils can do and be. The key research questions are therefore: 

• RQ1 What are the digital practices that pupils bring to their learning in school?  
• RQ2 Across subject domains what do teachers’ intended and enacted pedagogic practices indicate about their 

awareness of and the value accorded to pupils’ digital competencies, and how do pupils’ experience these 
pedagogic practices?   

• RQ3 What institutional circumstances and practices enable or undermine how pupils’ digital competencies 
and practices are recognised (RQ1) and integrated into teachers’ practice (RQ2)? 

• RQ4 What are the consequences of the answers to RQs 1-3 for learning in terms of social justice, and across 
and within subject domains? 

• RQ5 How does the research inform how to represent and model a participative pedagogy of mutuality 
(Bruner, 1996; Wenger, 1998, Alexander, 2000; Murphy and Wolfenden, 2013) and engage teachers with 
that pedagogy? 

This paper will frame the other papers within the symposium, providing an overview of previous work on mobile 
devices in schools, setting out NP3’s theoretical stance, and outlining the methodological approach taken 
(including providing and overview of the data collection methods and analysis).   
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Digital practices in different arenas 
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1 Abstract      

This paper reports and reflects on the NP3 project’s research findings in relation to the differing patterns of 
children’s digital practices in the arenas outside school and within school.  The paper explores how teachers’ 
intended and enacted pedagogic practices across different subject domains demonstrate both their awareness of 
and the value they give to pupils’ digital practices in the ‘outside school’ arena. Linked with this is a consideration 
of the range of factors which shape children’s digital experiences within the ‘school’ and ‘outside school’ arenas 
and the extent to which there is a congruence of digital affordances, purposes and values in these arenas.  

The diversity of children’s digital practices in the arenas of inside and outside school are explored within a 
socio-cultural framing and includes an examination of : 

 

• The discernible cultural differences between the arenas and the impact of this on children’s developing  
repertoires of  digital practice  (Stevenson, 2013)  

• Differences in the perceived purpose of  engaging in digital activity linked with identifiable communities of 
practice and identities (Wenger and Lave, 1991;Thomas, 2005) 

• The impact of diverse concepts of ‘learning’ and ‘teaching’ on pedagogic practice and school-based digital 
practices (Furlong and Davies, 2012)    

• How policies and curriculum-led expectations diminish or facilitate opportunities for authenticity of school-
based digital activities (Drotner, 2008)   

• The extent to which children’s agentically utilize out-of-school repertoires of digital practice to reshape 
pedagogic practices ( Rogoff, 2007)   

• Differing images of the ‘the child’ and the tension between children’s protection rights and their right to 
protection (Livingstone and Third, 2017).   
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Developing Digitally: Parental Mediation, Perception, Opportunity and Constraint 

Steve Harrison & Fiona Henry 

Lecturer in Education, The Open University, UK, Stephen.Harrison@open.ac.uk 
Lecturer in Education, The Open University, UK, Fiona.Henry@open.ac.uk 

1 Abstract  

Within the conception of the NP3 research the home is recognised as a significant site of learning. In adopting 
a sociocultural approach research has paid particular attention to the development of digital practices, identity and 
in turn the notion of digital competence. The NP3 research included observation within the home, interviews with  
parents and children and the documentation of home ICT use through photographic logs. Analysis of this data has 
provided insights into parental attitudes and perceptions regarding children’s use of digital technology and access 
to digital spaces. 

At the interpersonal level (Rogoff 1993), parent and teacher perceptions of legitimate use and access to ICT 
play a key role in terms of enabling or constraining children’s use of digital technology and access to digital 
spaces. This paper will draw upon the concept of ‘parental mediation’ (Clark, 2011; Livingstone et al, 2015) to 
explore data emerging from NP3’s research, focusing on the ‘home into school’ digital practices of primary school 
children in the UK.  

This paper will explore the role of parent perceptions and ethnographies (Marsh et al, 2015; Plowman, et al. 
2008; Plowman, 2010) and their influence on mediation by drawing upon at least two cases arising from the NP3 
project data. The cases will be used to illustrate how:  

• Parental perceptions concerning legitimate use of digital technology and spaces impact upon attitudes towards 
children’s engagement.  

• Opportunities and constraints are negotiated in relation to children’s engagement with digital technology and 
spaces.  

• Children agentically seek to open up new opportunities for access to and engagement with digital technology 
and spaces.  

The cases will explore the apparent conflict between parent and child regarding ‘appropriate use of digital 
technology’ and how ‘appropriate’ engagement with digital space is negotiated between parents and child.  
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1 Abstract 

This paper addresses findings from the NP3 project from a social justice perspective (RQ4). It does this by 
examining the significant sociological and socio-cultural factors that affect children’s boundary crossing from 
home to school in terms of the digital and social practices and identities.  

It raises questions including:  
• Which children’s (if any) out-of-school digital practices are valued at school and in what ways are 

these practices capitalized upon (if at all) as pedagogical tools?  
• What are the institutional factors that constrain and/or enable the digital practices in primary schools 

of children who differ in terms of their social identities (e.g. socio-economic background, gender and 
ethnicity)? (Grant & Engdahl 2014) 

• What does this mean for different children’s capacity to exercise learner agency in pedagogical 
relationships at school?  

• What are the consequences (if any) for our understanding of the ‘digital divide’ between children who 
are relatively more or less advantaged? (Hohfield et al 2008) 

 
 The paper will focus on the digital and social practices and identities of individual children in one or more 

NP3 case study schools; these may be schools in low socio-economic contexts, where either the children and/or 
the school are positioned as ‘disadvantaged’ (Lupton & Hempel-Jorgensen 2012). It will examine the nature of 
digital and social practices children develop outside of school and the extent to which (if at all), they are valued 
by teachers and impact upon pedagogical practices in school. It seeks to understand these processes in light of 
teachers’ and school leaders’ understandings of the relationship between school and the local social context and 
their pedagogical responses to them. The paper will draw upon the sociocultural theoretical framing of the NP3 
project and concepts from research on education and social justice. For example, Funds of Knowledge (FOK) 
(Gonzales, Moll and Amanti 2005) and Funds of Identity (FOI) (Esteban-Guitart & Moll 2014) theories may be 
drawn upon, to examine teachers’ and school leaders’ potential understandings of children’s practices and 
identities and their responses to them. 
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