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Sociomaterial assemblages, entanglements, and text production: Mapping 

pedagogic practices using time lapse photography 

Aspa Baroutsis 

Pedagogy and agency 

This paper maps a teacher’s pedagogic practices when teaching young children to produce 

texts using digital technologies. Pedagogic practices are a fundamental aspect of the learning 

process. This paper argues that the very notion of pedagogy places the teacher at the centre of 

learning practices, more so than other aspects of teaching such as the curriculum and 

assessment, which are heavily regulated by policy. Therefore, pedagogy is related to what the 

teacher does in a classroom to facilitate learning. Pedagogy has often been understood as the 

transmission of knowledge by the teacher to the child based on particular decisions about 

learning.  However, in contemporary twenty-first century classrooms, a rethinking of such 

top-down approaches is warranted, with learners being required to develop new technological 

and relational competencies compared to previous decades (Scott, 2015; Mulcahy and 

Morrison, 2017). In the case presented here, children experienced opportunities to not only 

produce texts, but also develop critical thinking skills and engage in problem solving using 

digital technologies. The children operated within the classroom as engaged, autonomous 

learners exercising their agency (James, 2016) and demonstrating their capacity to be active 

agents in their learning (Fielding, 2007; Freire, 1996); while also working collaboratively and 

creatively to produce print and digital texts and developing twenty-first century skills.  

These learning pedagogies also demonstrate how human agency is a process of 

‘manoeuvrability’ that occurs within ‘space–time and in relational assemblages’ (Fenwick et 

al., 2011: 173). Therefore, the focus of learning is about an enactment of agency and the 

‘possibility of worldly re-configurations’ (Barad, 2012b: np) in the process of becoming-

writer. While many pedagogic practices are linear, the process of becoming is not. Instead, 
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becoming is about difference. Kuby and Rucker (2016), drawing on Deleuzian concepts, 

indicate that ‘becoming is not about one point reaching another endpoint or destination. A 

line of becoming is defined by what is passes between, not the connecting point’ (46). Lenz 

Taguchi (2009) notes that ‘everything is connected and affects everything else’ (39), creating 

a constant state of becoming. This paper maps some pedagogic entanglements and in-

betweens in children’s becoming-writer.  

This paper reports on data collected as part of a larger Australian Research Council 

funded study about Learning to write in the early years. It presents an analysis of one lesson, 

where texts were produced by children using digital technologies. To start, I outline the 

theoretical and methodological underpinnings of this paper. Pedagogies are understood 

within the context of space and materials, which I later use to theorise and map one teacher’s 

pedagogical practices during a lesson using digital technologies for text production. Next, I 

outline the methods used to collect, code and visualise these data, with details provided 

regarding the use of time lapse photography as a data source. This section identifies the 

methodological applications of time-lapse photography. This is followed by empirical data 

resulting from the analysis of the findings and integrated with a discussion identifying the 

teacher’s pedagogies as being a combination of teacher-centred and student-centred, with 

multiple opportunities for collaboration and interaction between the teacher and the children 

and framed in terms of space and materials. Finally, the paper concludes by suggesting that a 

balanced and diverse range of pedagogical practices, including digital pedagogies, are 

necessary for effective twenty-first century literacy learning. 

Sociomaterial assemblages and entanglements 

In this study, the sociomaterial (Fenwick et al., 2011) and spatial aspects of a classroom are a 

focus which help identify how, where, with whom and with what the teacher conducted her 

lesson. That is, to meaningfully integrate materiality into research, requires investigating the 
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‘specific ways in which the features of particular artifacts become entangled in the social 

practices of people’s work’, in this case, text production in a classroom (Leonardi and Barley, 

2008: 164). This is a useful approach when observing teachers’ pedagogic practices and 

children’s learning that focuses on spatial and material aspects within the physical and social 

structures of classrooms. Therefore, spaces and spatial dynamics of the classroom become an 

important element of a sociomaterial analysis. As Sørensen (2009) indicates, a spatial 

approach:  

… allows us to describe the particular temporality involved in this space, just as it 

provides us with the task of characterizing the parts of the space; the relations among the 

parts; the stability of the space and its dissolution, displacement, mutation, and 

demarcation; how differences and similarities emerge; the norms of the space; which 

form the space takes; and how it circulates. (76) 

Therefore, drawing on the notion of ‘sociomaterial assemblages’ (Fenwick et al., 2011) and 

understanding this to include space, this paper focuses on the entangled sociomaterial, and 

therefore spatial, assemblages.  

Assemblage theory provides an ontological frame for understanding pedagogies. 

DeLanda (2006), drawing on the work of Deleuze and Guattari (2004), suggests that 

assemblages are ‘wholes whose properties emerge from the interactions between parts’ (np). 

Adding to this, the knowledge that the French derivation, agencer meaning ‘a construction, 

an arrangement, or a layout’ (Nail, 2017), assemblages reject the notion of fixity and 

essentialism, embracing dynamism and fluidity. Fenwick et al. (2011) elaborate on these 

specificities for education, indicating: 

Teaching and learning do not exist, and cannot be identified, separately from the 

networks through which they are themselves enacted. They are not independent 

transcendental entities or processes, but immanent assemblages. (6) 

Bennett (2010) adds that there is a ‘vital force’ and the mutual dependency associated with 
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each entity of the assemblage, both human and non-human, thereby demonstrating the 

‘agency of the assemblage’ (24). However, this is not to say ‘that individual objects have 

agency, but that force is exercised through … sociomaterial assemblages’ (Fenwick et al., 

2011: 3). That is, entities are ‘active agents that are dynamically constructing discourse and 

reality’ (Dahlberg and Moss, 2009: xv).   

Sociomaterial assemblages acknowledge that materiality, and spatiality, are 

constitutive of the practices of everyday life (Barad, 2007), in this case, everyday life in the 

classroom. That is, ‘the world of practice is not just social or even sociocultural – it is 

sociomaterial’ (Fenwick, 2016: 249). As Orlikowski (2007) states, ‘the social and the 

material are considered to be inextricably related - there is no social that is not also material, 

and no material that is not also social’ (1437). Fenwick (2016) elaborates on this relationship 

between the material and the social, stating:  

‘Material’ is the everyday stuff of our lives that is organic and inorganic, technological 

and natural: bodies, settings, substances and devices. ‘Social’ is our symbols and desires, 

human interactions and communication. It is in the relations and entanglings between 

material and social forces that everyday practices – including practitioners’ activities, 

decisions, responsibilities, etc. – are produced. (250) 

Therefore, rather than separating the human and material dimensions of educational 

pedagogies, the focus shifts to the interplay of these practices (Decuypere and Simons, 2016; 

Fenwick and Landri, 2012).  

In so doing, a sociomaterial methodology makes visible the ‘patterns and 

unpredictability’ of practices (Fenwick et al., 2011: 2) by:  

… recogniz[ing] and trac[ing] the multifarious struggles, negotiations and 

accommodations whose effects constitute the ‘things’ in education: students, teachers, 

learning activities and spaces, knowledge representations such as texts, pedagogy, 

curriculum content, and so forth. Rather than take such concepts as foundational 
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categories, or objects with properties, they become explored as themselves effects of 

heterogeneous relations. (Fenwick et al., 2011: 2) 

As such, the ‘things’ in education are not seen as representational categories that are 

concerned with ‘the way things are’, but rather with ‘how things come to be’ (Decuypere and 

Simons, 2016; Sørensen, 2009). Here, the question about educational practices is how they 

are performed or given a form (Latour, 2005: 139). In the context of this paper, there is an 

interplay of the human and non-human actors in a classroom through a multitude of 

performances, materialities, and spatialities, taking into account the ‘relational ontology in 

the social world’ (Bhatt and de Roock, 2013: 5). That is, understanding teachers’ pedagogies 

and children’s learning requires an analysis of the classroom interactions within the social, 

material and spatial environments.  

While interactions assume the pre-existence of independent individual entities, intra-

action unsettles this notion of causality (Barad, 2012a). Intra-active relationships between the 

material and non-material, human and non-human entities ‘are understood not to have clear 

and inherent boundaries, but … are always in a state of intra-activity … [where all entities 

are] understood as causes in relation to each other’ (Hultman and Lenz Taguchi, 2010: 530). 

Take for example, the intra-actions and entanglements of classrooms, including: the bodies in 

the room, the thinking, the talking, the listening, the silences, the collaborations, the 

movements, autonomy and agency, the position of the entities in the classroom, the iPads, the 

white board, the computer and television monitor, the desks and chairs, the curriculum, the 

lesson content, the researcher, the camera, and the texts that are produced and the materials 

that produce them. Here, the iPad, which on its own is a technological device, gains greater 

significance as an educational tool in terms of how the actors in the classroom relate and 

interrelate to that technology (Decuypere and Simons, 2016). The material device, while 

different to the linguistic, has ‘voice’ (Bhatt and de Roock, 2013).The entanglement of these 
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other entities and actors are not fixed in that they are likely to combine with future 

entanglements and intra-actions with these and other entities and actors in a process of 

engagement with learning and meaning-making (Kuby and Rucker, 2016).   

Outline of methods 

This paper reports on data that were collected as part of a larger multisite ethnography 

where teachers, children and researchers worked together to provide new understandings of 

how the teaching and learning of writing is enacted within the early years of schooling. 

Teachers engaged in Design-based Research (DBR) projects (Cobb et al., 2003) where they 

identified an aspect of pedagogy that they wanted to reform.  Here, I report on findings of an 

analysis of pedagogies, spaces and materials, drawn on an 80-minute lesson, where 22 

children produced multimodal texts in a year 2 class. This lesson was part of the teacher’s 

DBR project where she wanted to improve children’s engagement with writing using digital 

technologies. She saw this as a significant issue in her school, as often, her class had access to 

up to three first-generation iPads that the children were required to share. A situation that is 

perhaps indicative of schools in high poverty communities where technological 

marginalisation occurs as a result of ‘redistributive inequalities’ (Fraser, 2009). This 

particular lesson was at the end of a 3-cycle intervention, where each cycle included 

approximately 8 lessons that scaffolded children’s text production with digital technologies. 

This lesson demonstrates the ‘end-point’ of this DBR project. The teacher and I worked 

together to enable her to plan and deliver ‘turn-around pedagogies’ that improve children’s 

educational outcomes (Kamler and Comber, 2005).  

The lesson occurred in a public school located in a community where poverty impacts 

on the daily lives of many children. This co-educational primary school with a population of 

just over 500 children is situated in a suburb of a large city in one Australian state. The 
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suburb is part of the urban sprawl commonly a feature of Australian cities. A significant 

proportion of the population living in this location is disadvantaged through poverty, many of 

whom would not be able to provide access to digital technologies or wi-fi at home. The class 

is one of three classes within the year 2 level and many of the children come from culturally 

and linguistically diverse backgrounds. 

When working with the class during the intervention cycles, the children welcomed 

my presence and I was often greeted with smiles, waves, verbal greetings and hugs as I 

entered their classroom. I saw the children, time and time again, demonstrate their passion for 

learning and the deep desire to succeed.  They embraced every opportunity to learn with 

digital technologies and improve their writing. I became invested in their progress, as did 

they. They shared with me their perceptions that their schooling would work towards gaining 

them better life chances such as ‘doing well in high school’ or ‘getting a good job’. 

The teacher, who will be referred to by the pseudonym Merida, designed a lesson 

where the children developed a game using the Sketch Nation application on iPads as part of 

a ‘literacy block’. The children worked in pairs to develop the game and then had to explain 

how to play the game to others. This was followed by the children playing other children’s 

games and then writing a review of the game that they had played.  

Following a process of informed consent, these data were collected using a time lapse 

video application on an iPad. The children, through their parents, agreed to answer questions 

about their writing, to be videoed and recorded, to draw pictures, have their photos taken, and 

writing samples collected. Additionally, the children themselves were asked if they 

consented. Each time I worked with the children, I asked for their verbal consent to take their 

photo or record their writing. The children were reminded that their parents agreed to their 

participation, but asked them if they agreed, also. The time lapse video was recorded using 

the Lapse It application on an iPad that was mounted on a stand in a corner of the classroom 
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(see Figure 1). The children were aware of the camera in the room. While this was not the 

first time a camera was used in their room, they would, at times, look directly at the camera, 

pose or walk past the camera, to ensure they were recorded. This quickly subsided as the 

novelty wore off. The time lapse recording did not include sound, thereby enabling a focus on 

the materials, both human and non-human as observed in the photographs. This situation 

draws the researcher’s attention to the material and spatial elements of pedagogic learning 

practices, making it easier to filter out the ‘how’ of the lesson and focus on the ‘what’, the 

‘where’, the ‘with whom’ of text production. For example, in humans, when one sense is 

taken away, this heightens the other senses; so too, in this analysis the absence of sound 

enables a more acute focus on the material and spatial elements of a classroom.  

In itself, this recording apparatus is entangled with the research and the process (Bhatt 

and de Roock, 2013), demonstrating that materials are not static or neutral (Bennett, 2010; 

Thiel and Jones, 2017) but are part of ‘performative enactments’ (Barad, 2007). As Bhatt and 

de Roock (2013) suggest, while researchers make certain research-related decisions about the 

technologies they use, the apparatus also makes certain decisions such as ‘the rules and 

conditions of the technological artefacts of data capture’ (9). Here, the iPads are ‘inscription 

devices’ that generated 942 still photograph frames by ‘transform[ing] pieces of matter into 

written documents’ and other traces (Latour and Woolgar, 1986: 51). The extracted 

photographs are another performative enactment between researcher and camera, ‘indicating 

representational work [is] taking place’ (Bhatt and de Roock, 2013: 9). These tell another 

story, along with my observations, making the data more amenable to a frame-by-frame 

analysis. Like Bhatt and de Roock (2013), based on a ‘hunch’ and observations of previous 

lessons, I placed the time-lapse recording device in the corner of the room (see camera image 

in Figure 1). For the most part, the camera remained directed towards zone B but, at times, I 

swivelled the camera to face zone G, thereby capturing the events on the carpet (see Figure 
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1). This enactment demonstrates the limitations of the standard lens which did not enable 

wide-angle capture of the room, that is, the effects the ‘rules’ of this technological entity has 

agency and decided certain aspects of the research process. 

The photographs from the time-lapse video were interpreted through observations and 

field notes including floor plans. The time lapse camera was set to take photos at 5 second 

intervals, although other settings that were either shorter or longer timeframes could have 

potentially yielded different results, if events were not captured due to the interval duration. 

When calculating the total duration of the lesson, each photograph was allocated the full 5 

seconds. This gave a total of 4710 seconds or approximately 80 minutes of footage.  

The coding categories were developed from the theoretical and methodological 

understanding that were outlined previously in this paper, that is, pedagogies, spatiality and 

materiality. However, as with any representational ontologies, there are associated problems. 

Even the most critical and reflexive researcher, through engagement with the participants and 

her enactment of certain research practices over others, makes sense of data in particular 

ways (Hayes and Comber, 2017). That is, as the researcher, I was instilled in the research 

process, thus becoming part of the phenomena being studied. This contributes to the 

production of certain knowledge, privileging certain understandings over others (Barad, 

2007; Mazzei, 2013). In ‘enacting’ a particular version of reality, there is also the 

acknowledgement of ‘the possibility of alternative epistemic framings’ of the same research 

data (Law, 2008). This is likely to be based on my having been a presence in the teacher’s 

classroom for a period of two years (including the 3-cycles of the DBR project) and that I 

was potentially looking to find certain pedagogies and practices through the data gathering 

process. Therefore, my engagement with the research environment, my interpretations of the 

data, and now, my portrayal of the analysis, and your reading of this account, all assemble a 

‘putative reality’ of a situation (Law, 2013).  
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With this in mind, the teacher’s pedagogic practices were coded in the time lapse 

video as being teacher-centred pedagogies included teacher exposition, demonstration and/or 

whole-group discussion or student-centred pedagogies that showed evidence of the children’s 

agency to self-direct, make decisions, and engaged in inquiry or problem solving. 

Additionally, pedagogies were mapped by identifying the teacher’s entanglements with 

children. These were mapped by tabulating the number of children the teacher interacted with 

throughout the lesson and the type of contact that occurred, that is, if she engaged with 

individuals, small groups of the whole class.  

Secondly, space and spatiality were also mapped in relation to pedagogies. The 

teacher’s movement within the classroom space was noted. Movement was mapped by 

dividing the classroom space into eight zones and documenting the teacher’s location in each 

of the zones in each of the photo frames. For the purposes of this paper, the classroom 

(Figure 1) was divided into seven zones (A-G). As the researcher, I was also present in the 

room and moved throughout the zones, helping children with their text production. The 

labelling of the zones was sequential but arbitrary and used to ensure the ease of mapping the 

pedagogies and as a means of reporting the findings. The entry is at the middle of the room, 

with zone A being at the back of the room. The area marked with diagonal lines was out of 

the camera’s view and so was not able to be monitored. These areas to the back of the 

classroom are used for group and collaborative work. Zones B, C, and D are areas where the 

children’s desks are located, with each child having an allocated desk for the storage of their 

materials, but they were free to move and work in other locations around the room. Zone D is 

a group of six desks, while zones B and C are individual tables. However, later in the year, 

the desk configuration in zones B and C were changed into groups like zone E. Zones E, F 

and G are at the front of the room, with the area around zones F and G, labelled ‘carpet area’, 

providing an area where the whole class can come together.  
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Figure 1: Classroom map 

Finally, the materials, both human and non-human, were categorised as well as the 

interplay of these in space to identify the type of classification. Materials were tabulated 

through the identification of the human and non-human resources the teacher used for the 

delivery of the lesson as well as the teacher’s body position and gestures in relation to the 

materials, for example, whether she was seated of standing. Given that the lesson involved 

text production using iPads, particular attention was given the digital materials used in the 

lesson.  

Each frame of the time lapse photograph was reviewed and the details coded and 

tabulated onto an Excel spreadsheet. Durations were calculated for the time spent engaged 

with particular pedagogies. Following the tabulation of these data, frequencies were 

calculated and visual representations such as graphs and bubble charts were created. Bubble 

charts are based on a scatter charts with the data points being replaced with bubbles, where 
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the size of the bubble represents the value of the data in relation to the other variables. These 

descriptive and visual representation provide a mapping of the pedagogies, spaces and 

materials of the lesson, providing insights into the teacher’s pedagogies.  

Mapping pedagogies during a writing lesson using digital technologies 

This section of the paper maps the teacher’s pedagogies during a writing block lesson where 

the children produced texts using digital technologies. An overview of the lesson provides an 

outline of the activities that were captured on the time lapse photographs. This is to provide 

the reader with a background to the lesson. The teacher independently planned and taught this 

lesson, unlike previous cycles of the DBR project where the teacher and I co-planned and co-

taught the lessons. As such, I relied on my observations to outline the lesson design which I 

divided into three sections (Mehan, 1979): the opening, the instructional and the closing; with 

details about each phase being provided for each section (see Table 1).  

In the opening of the lesson, the children were gathered together on the carpet area 

and Merida was standing or sitting in front of the class, explaining the task. At these times, I 

was seated to the side of the classroom, observing the lesson. During the body of the lesson, 

the instructional component, most of the children worked in pairs to design and develop their 

game using the iPad application, Sketch Nation; however, one child consistently chose to 

work by himself. The phases here included a cyclical process demonstrating ‘weaving’ 

(Kwek, 2011) where Merida would work with children and monitor the class to check for 

understanding. At intervals, she would regroup the class to provide additional information 

related to a component of the application, for example, how to save the game; or demonstrate 

a child’s work as a motivation to other children of what is possible. In one instance, I 

observed Merida give the children a problem-solving challenge, something we had worked 
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on previously, where she asked them to work out what a ‘power-up’ option is in the game 

application.  

During this phase of the lesson, I was actively working with children, helping them 

with any issues or questions that arose about the task and specifically the use of digital 

technologies. The children worked on this and then regrouped to identify and demonstrate 

what they had learnt from their inquiry. Once the games were developed, the children 

explained to others in their class how to play their game. What struck me about these 

entanglements was the way in which many of the children engaged with this task. There were 

occasional conversations and sound effects, both human and electronic, permeating the room. 

The children were actively engaged in the explanations and articulations of their games. 

Occasionally, I was aware of conversations drifting off the topic of the task. However, I 

realised that most of these conversations were short-lived. Not because their teacher 

pressured them, but because they chose to do this themselves, demonstrating their capacity 

for agency (James, 2016).  

After the children played a number of games, Merida instructed the class on how to 

write a review of the game. She provided a worksheet where the children had to describe: 

how the game is played; the things they enjoyed about the game; and give it a star rating out 

of five and explain why they rated the game in this way. In closing the lesson, Merida asked 

children to share their reviews and indicated their preferred games.  

Table 1: Lesson overview based on observations and time lapse photograph (frames and 
durations) 

Lesson Phases Activity within phase Frame 
numbers 
(n=942) 

Duration 
(n≈80mi
nutes) 

Opening  
 Directive  
 Informative 

Teacher identifies procedures 
and give information about the 
task 

1-58 5 

Instructional   Choice  Children design and create their 
games 

59-163 9 
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 Skill 
development 

 Inquiry 
 Informative 
 Problem-

solving 
 Product 

development 

Teacher checks for 
understanding and clarifies task 

164-290 10 

Out of shot 291-341 4 
Teacher set problem-solving 
challenge 

342-394 5 

Teacher demonstrate elements of 
the task, including student 
examples 

395-436 3 

Children respond to the 
problem-solving challenge 

437-480 4 

 Critical 
thinking 

 Directive 

Children play each other’s 
games  

481-634 13 

Pack-up iPads 635-664 3 
 Critical 

thinking 
Teacher explains how to review 
the game 

665-687 2 

Children write game reviews 688-883 16 

Closing 

 Informative Children share reviews and 
teacher concludes lesson 

884-906 2 

 Directive Children pack-up and move 
outside for lunch break 

907-942 3 

This lesson overview provides a foundational understanding of the writing task and the 

teaching and learning strategies designed by Merida.  

Pedagogies 

A frame-by-frame analysis of the time lapse photographs identified the break-down of 

pedagogies in the lesson. During this lesson, Merida spent 68 per cent of her time drawing on 

pedagogies that encouraged student-centred learning. Figure 2 shows the breakdown, with 51 

per cent of her time being spent working with children and 17 per cent monitoring the 

children’s activities during the lesson. These practices were interspersed with teacher-centred 

pedagogies including exposition and giving instructions; demonstrations and providing 

explanations about the task; and discussion and questioning. Unlike teacher-centred or ‘thick’ 

pedagogies involving teacher-student-teacher flows of information, student-centred or ‘thin’ 

pedagogies involved children to a greater degree (Sheehy, 2004). During these times, children 

were engaged in broader and more diverse learning options; they were encouraged to develop 

and share ideas with their partner; and were able to make decision about movement, body 
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placement, and the pace at which they undertook the activity.     

 

Figure 2: A breakdown pedagogies (minutes) 

Given than Merida spent most of her time engaged in student-centred pedagogies, it is 

understandable that the analysis also shows that she spent 50 per cent of her time engaging 

with individuals or small groups of children, 40 per cent interacting with the whole class, and 

for 10 per cent of the time she was by herself monitoring the class. The times that she 

engaged with small groups of children varied, but Merida predominantly worked with 

individual children for approximately 10 minutes, groups of two and three children for 8 

minutes respectively, groups of four children for 4 minutes, groups of five children for 2 

minutes and groups of six for approximately 1 minute. Merida also spent about 28 minutes of 

the lesson interacting with the whole class and at this time, the analysis shows more teacher-

focused pedagogies were used. Figure 3 visually represents these interactions, with the larger 

bubbles denoting a larger amount of time spent.  

Throughout this time, many of the children were able to collaborate and interact with 

other children in the class, without the teacher, as well as working with her if there was a 

need. Many of the children chose to work in groups. This assemblage, the entanglement of 

child1-iPad-finger-child2-finger-gameApp-talk-carpetSpace-sit-write was frequently evident 
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when mapping pedagogies. At times, other entanglements appended to the original 

entanglement, including desk-teacher-chair or pencil-paper or child-whiteboard. There was 

also evidence of enacted agency as children taught each other about new things they had 

discovered about the capacity of the application, or made suggestions about how texts could 

be improved, or engaging with the editing features on the game application following a 

review of their own work. As such, as Fenwick et al. (2011) suggest, ‘Curriculum and 

pedagogy cannot therefore be identified as taking place in enclosed or contained spaces, for 

they are themselves assemblages of the human and non-human and multiple in their 

enactments’ (154).  

The interactions took place in particular zones of the classroom demonstrating the 

weaving that was taking place within the class. When Merida was interacting with individuals 

or small groups, she spent 62 per cent of her time in zone D and 22 per cent in zone C; and 

using approximately two-thirds of the classroom space. These zones were in the middle of the 

room and represented where the bulk of the children were working, either on the carpet or at 

desks or a combination of both. At times, these zones constrained both the teacher’s and the 

children’s behaviour and at other times, guided practice. That is, the relatively small physical 

space of the classroom and the restricted supply of resources (Janssen et al., 2017) meant that 

all children could not simultaneously undertake the task on the carpet area. However, many 

of the children appeared happy and motivated to work around the grouped tables. In contrast, 

when interacting with the whole class, Merida was positioned in zone F for 67 per cent of this 

time and in zone D for 21 per cent of the time, with the remaining 12 per cent spent equally 

in zones E and G. When comparing Merida’s interactions with the whole class and 

individuals/small group, zone D was common to both.  
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Figure 3: Time teacher spent with various numbers of children (minutes) 

Pedagogies and spaces 

The analysis of the pedagogies during this text production lesson using digital technologies 

shows the teacher’s effective use of space within the classroom. When drawing on a 

sociomaterial perspective, Fenwick et al. (2011) suggest that space can be seen as ‘material 

orderings and disorderings, as enactments and performative’ and that these are about 

‘material assemblages’ (11). The teacher favoured subtle pedagogies drawing on a spatial 

dynamic within the classroom that enabled the children to move freely within the space. This 

was particularly the case during the phases of the lesson where the children were problem 

solving and undertaking inquiry learning. She would frequently make her way to the child’s 

location rather than expecting them to come to her.  

Merida’s movements through the classroom zones were mapped (see Figure 1) as she 

conducted the various phases of her lesson. Figure 4 shows a bubble chart, a visual display of 

these data in relation to each other, based on the number of minutes spent on each element 

identified through the frame-by-frame analysis of the time lapse photographs. Merida spent 

the largest amount of time in zone D, the area to the side of the room with the group of six 

desks. In this zone, as well as in zones A to C, Merida spent 59 per cent of her time equating 
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to 49 minutes where she was predominantly working with individual or small groups of 

children. When Merida was working with children, they were able to sit and move throughout 

the room, working collaboratively, talk to each other about the task, and asking questions. 

However, there were some instances where there was greater specificity and the children’s 

movement through these zones was restricted so that Merida could give additional 

instructions or information (see Figure 6:1). For example, in the instructional part of the 

lesson, one of the phases included Merida checking for understanding. When she realised that 

the children did not understand an element of the task, I observed her bring the whole class 

together on the carpet area to clarify the task for the children and give them an opportunity to 

learn from each other’s questions.  

Zones E, F, and G were to the front of the room, incorporating the carpet area where 

the children sat, the teacher’s desk, a computer desk, and the area in front of the white board 

and television monitor connected to the computer. Merida spend 24 per cent of her time 

equating to 19 minutes in zone F which was around the computer desk and in front of the 

television monitor. In these three zones (E-G), Merida mainly engaged with teacher-centred 

‘thick’ pedagogies (Sheehy, 2004), providing direct instruction to the whole class. During 

these times, and in these spaces, there was a greater regulation of the space and a greater 

control of movement. Additionally, the frames show the children putting their hands on their 

heads, a sign that they were to stop what they were doing and listen to the teacher. At these 

times, there were less exchanges between the children evident in the photographs.  
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Figure 4: Time teacher spent in each classroom zone (minutes) 

Pedagogies, space, and materials 

The lesson pedagogies utilised a range of human and non-human materials. The positioning 

of the teacher’s body during the lesson and the interplay with the non-human materials that 

Merida incorporated into her lesson are the focus of this section. Additionally, the dispersion 

of the human and non-human materials within the classroom space is addressed through the 

mapping of these within the zones. Merida tended to use student-centred pedagogies in 

particular zones where the non-human materials such as desks and chairs accommodated such 

practices, otherwise, she chose to stand. Similarly, the placement of these desks and chairs 

within the room also constrained practices, for example, during one exchange, Merida 

crouched down in front of a desk with her arms being used to balance herself while she spoke 

to a group of children about their activity (see Figure 6:2). 

Observations of the positioning of the teacher’s body during the lesson are drawn 

from a total of 69 minutes of footage where the teacher was in camera range. Of this, Merida 

was in a standing position for 52 per cent of this time and seated for 48 per cent (see Figure 

5). This equates to 29 minutes standing; 4 minutes crouching or bending down so that she 
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could access the children who were working on the carpet; 2 minutes walking around the 

room; 31 minutes seated in a chair; and 2 minutes positioned on the carpet. When standing, 

Merida made a point of brining her face into a position where she could be closer to eye-level 

with the children (see Figure 6:3). When seated, she used the children’s chairs which were 

lower to the ground to accommodate the younger students (see Figure 6:4). 

 

Figure 5: Comparison of teacher’s position during the lesson (minutes) 

When in the standing position, Merida spent most of the time, equating to 22 minutes, 

across zones F and D, between the front of the computer table in zone F and to the front of 

the block of desks in zone D. She was in zone D for 9 minutes where she was almost entirely 

working with children. When Merida was in zone F, equating to remaining 13 minutes, she 

was mainly interacting with the whole class explaining elements of the task, discussing this 

with the children and demonstrating particular aspects of the development of the game (see 

Figure 6:1). Here, Merida is seen clutching the iPad close to her chest. There is no 

disembodiment between the digital and the material (Gourlay et al., 2015), with her body and 

the iPad forming an interrelated network with the iPad forming an extension of her body. 

Teaching becomes a whole-body act.  

While spaces D and F are adjacent to each other, here we see an example of the 

weaving between the teacher-centred pedagogies in zone F and the student-centred 
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pedagogies in zone D. Additionally, when in the standing position, across all zones, Merida 

spent most of this time interacting with the whole class. When in the seated position, Merida 

frequently sat in zone D, the area with the block of six desks rather than at the teacher’s desk. 

When in this zone she drew on student-centred pedagogies. Merida spent 68 per cent of this 

time working with children in groups of two, three, or four children; but also, individually for 

17 per cent of the time. Finally, an analysis of the non-human materials shows that Merida’s 

entanglements were predominantly with digital devices during this lesson. This is not 

surprising, given that it was a lesson using digital technologies. In a breakdown of the non-

human materials used during the lesson, 56 per cent were digital technologies and 19 per cent 

were traditional materials such as paper, pencil, children’s books, or glue. The digital 

materials were predominantly iPads but also included the computer that was attached to the 

television monitor that projected elements of the task. Additionally, Merida did not use any 

materials for 25 per cent of the time. 

  

1. Teacher (standing, holding iPad); children 
grouped around her (sitting on carpet or at desks) 

2. Teacher (RHS of shot; crouched, arms on the 
table) facing a child (seated at desk) 
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3. Teacher (bending towards child, facing child, 
hands on knees); child (standing and talking to 
teacher, hands holding an iPad); other children (in 
pairs or groups, at desks and chairs or on the 
carpet) 

4. Teacher (sitting at desk) with a child (sitting at 
desk); researcher (back row, standing, talkiing to 
two children); two children (seated on chairs, at 
desks, angled to face the researcher) 

Figure 6: Snapshots of bodies and materials throughout the lesson 

Concluding comments 

The mapping of pedagogic entanglements within sociomaterial assemblages advances our 

collective understandings of the practices associated with literacies, particularly text 

production and learning to write using digital technologies. Additionally, this mapping of 

pedagogies makes a methodological contribution to the understandings associated with 

undertaking a sociomaterial and spatial analysis in an education context; including use of 

time lapse photography and the visualisation of the data in graphic formats for sociomaterial 

studies. This paper develops the foundational ideas for further analysis using materialities and 

spatialities. For example, here, the teacher has been placed at the centre of the analysis, 

identifying her teaching practices, movements, entanglements, and materials so as to improve 

learning outcomes through effective pedagogies. However, understanding the troubling 

notion of the centrality of the teacher (Larsen, 2010), a similar analysis can be conducted 

from the children’s perspectives, thereby highlighting children’s agentic capacity. In moving 

these conceptualisations forward, it is intended that a subsequent analysis be conducted using 
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social network analysis techniques to map the flows and movements of interactions, thereby 

identifying key actors and practices in the teaching of literacy.  

This classroom analysis shows that there is a great fluidity associated with the 

teaching and learning of writing literacies. Mol and Law (1994) suggest that fluid spaces are 

messy with many permutations and changes. Knowledge is not fixed, but constantly shifts, 

forms, and reforms through the spatialities and materialities of classroom practices and 

pedagogies. Learning can be collaborative or co-constructed in one instance and an individual 

undertaking the next. Similarly, while there are clear boundaries between the inside and the 

outside of the classroom, there is greater fluidity within the classroom with these spaces 

inside the classroom. However, this space is not static. Children enact their agency through 

entanglements and assemblages of human and non-human things. These entanglements 

merge with other entanglements and pedagogic assemblages, changing and shifting, 

morphing into a classroom environment that is best suited to the conditions and outcomes of 

literacy learning. Additionally, when the actors within the classroom enact their own 

learning, the classroom space take on a less defined form. Movement is not restricted and the 

children have a greater control over their learning. The teacher balances whole class activities 

with individual tasks, and thick and thin pedagogic experiences; however, these are still fluid 

and often personalised entanglements.  

Finally, through such assemblages, literacy also develops a ‘fluid meaning’ 

(Wohlwend et al., 2017). That is, the teacher incorporated the production and evaluation of a 

game, a concept that when compared to other pedagogic strategies may seem nonsensical; 

however, in this example the teacher incorporated multimodal and real-world situations for 

literacy learning. While these classroom activities, and my descriptions that utilise the notion 

of zones, seems very regimented and territorializing this space was also a site of 

deterritorialization and reterritorialization (Kuby and Rucker, 2016). Children chose to 
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become-writer in their own ways, constituting the classroom in new ways through combined 

digital and mechanical text production technologies and collaborative writing, moving 

beyond the confines of the dated physical space and classroom design. As such, these 

findings ‘undermine a monolithic and taxonomic conception of digital literacies, where they 

are made up of discrete and measurable skills or even individual practices’ (Bhatt and de 

Roock, 2013: 15).  

Despite our understandings about being literate in the twenty-first century and the 

need for engaging with digital texts, literacy, particularly writing in early years classrooms, 

remains a print-based experience for many. This analysis of an innovative lesson where the 

children engaged in the development of multimodal texts using digital technologies provides 

an example literacy learning with digital technologies. The mapping of the sociomaterial 

assemblages and entanglements of pedagogic practices incorporating the material and the 

spatial in the social setting of the classroom, demonstrates how this teacher varied her 

pedagogies to engage children in literacy learning outcomes, as they enacted the journey of 

becoming-writer.  
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