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Abstract
This paper examines the implementation of the ‘British’ values agenda within Early Childhood Care and Education (ECEC) settings in England through the Prevent Duty (DfE 2015). It begins by tracing the rise of the ECEC setting as the primary place of education of the young child, moving from the home environment. It examines the place of values education, culminating in the Government directive of ‘British’ values and how these values must be seen as integral to effective ECEC provision. Using a case study of two focus groups and subsequent in-depth semi-structured interviews, the implications of the imposition of this strategy are identified focusing on the relationships between the ECEC leaders and parents. Evidence of the potential for a negative impact on interpersonal professional relationships is clear.
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Introduction
In this paper, I examine the implementation of ‘British’ values in Early Childhood Education and Care (ECEC) settings in England, providing for the education and care of children from birth to five years of age, as required by the Prevent Duty (DfE 2015). Its focus is an empirical case study, one aspect of a larger longitudinal action research project with ECEC leaders (Anderson and Cook 2020). Specifically this paper seeks to unravel the implications for the relational discourse between parents and leaders of ECEC settings. It locates the discussion in an intersectionality (Bilge 2010) of parenting, professional relationships and ECEC policy.  It considers this through the lens of ECEC leaders’ perspectives on the policy requirement to promote British values, with the intention of preventing radicalism through the Prevent Duty, and how this may impact on their professional partnership with parents. 
Firstly the paper investigates the evolving role of ECEC settings in the education and care of young children and how this reflects changing societal understandings of parental contribution to the upbringing of their children. Secondly its focus then moves to examine English ECEC statutory guidance, acknowledging the influence of such policy on practice and provision within institutions. Thirdly it uses an empirical examination of a case study example of how part of this policy implementation impacts on relationships between parents and the ECEC workforce, focusing on the perspectives of ECEC leaders. While this paper focuses specifically on English ECEC social policy in the form of the Early Years Foundation Stage Statutory framework (DfE 2017), it may present wider application to practice and provision more generally as it addresses issues of policy enactment in ECEC settings, where this is imposed from external sources.

The research questions are:
What are ECEC leaders’ (EYLs) perspectives on the implementation of British values in ECEC settings in England?
How has this influenced parental relationships with the setting?

Parenting and ECEC
Socio-cultural historical analysis of the evolution of ECEC serves to set the context for the institutional provision for young children as separate from parenting in the home arena. Public interest in the education and care of the young child has been evident throughout the last three centuries in Western Europe and the US (Hays 1998; Lee 2014), whereby the notions of the private sphere of family life and the public sphere of social and community life have given rise to decisions as to who should have responsibility for guiding the moral and educational development of these young children.

Davis (2010: 289) locates the ongoing debate as to relationship and responsibility for infant care and education strongly within a cultural-historical tradition, arising from the influence of Pestalozzi in the later 18th and early 19th centuries. 

All classes, it was safely assumed, would acquiesce in the eventual inclusion of their youngest children in the new infant schools and nurseries, taken out of the interior realm of the family and subject in the transparent spaces of the school to public forms of governance and socialization. 

In the discourse illustrated above, the importance of the home and mother-child dyad relationship characterised by loving intimacy in the care of the young child was knowingly repositioned into the public arena, marked by official scrutiny. Public interest in this approach waned, yet the resurgence of the subsequent kindergarten movement and its architect, Fröbel, later reached a wide receptive audience internationally, including in the UK and USA. The kindergarten stressed family values as underpinning playful provision for early childhood, which stood outside the family domain (Davis 2010). Thus the scene was set for the rise of educational institutions, which held accountability for the development and learning of those young children, who attended. The child was socialized into the norms of the society and its values through professional educators, increasingly trained in traditions of provision and practice through educational schools of thinking (for example Montessori, MacMillan, Isaacs) (2013). The rise of educational theorists interested in the social world of the child, such as Dewey in the US (Dewey 1929), considered the relational connections between the child and her peers as well as the adults, who cared for her, to be essential for the growth of a well-rounded citizen. The onus of the moral and educational formation of the young child therefore moved from the solely private sphere of the parent and family context to a shared partnership with the public sphere in the interest of society in general. The concept of the parent as first educator of their child now ran in parallel to the learning experiences gained by the young child within the institution of an ECEC setting. 

As Davis (2010: 296) exemplifies
The governance of the very young...belonged not only with the mother or the family, but equally with the agencies of the democratic state in which were vested the responsibilities of a transparent and accountable citizenship.

Thus the responsibility for the inculcation of citizenship in the young child was deemed part of a shared responsibility, namely the parent and the state, yet it must be questioned as to whether the parents themselves welcomed or even fully comprehended the political and social nuances of this power shift however. The value of the practical experience of parenting, the phronesis of practical judgment in action, is reduced by its comparison to a bureaucratic ideal of effective practice as evidenced in ECEC settings (Smeyers 2010b). 

[bookmark: _Hlk40280135]Extending the remit of social policy to regulating parenting itself, Government agencies tasked with the social welfare of the child (Peters 2012) increasingly considered the instigation, generation and implementation of social policy, which acted as intervention in life of the family. The upbringing of children by their parents became politicized and concerned with parenting as having a specific function, that of ensuring parents were concerned with ‘doing things for their children rather than being with them) (Suissa 2006, 72).

The act of parenting when viewed as parental determinism (Lee 2014), indicates that parental norms and behaviours determine how the child will develop, cognitively, socially and emotionally. How a parent brings up their child determines their outcomes in early childhood and continues thus, so that what the parent does impacts not only on their child in their home context, when young, but also on society as a whole, for good or for bad (Furedi 2014). This has continued to this day, using such ‘evidence’ provided by neuroparenting (Macvarish 2016), Government report (Allen 2011) and longitudinal research studies, for example the Effective Provision of Pre-school, Primary and Secondary Education (EPPSE 3-16) and the Home Learning Environment (HLE) (Sylva et al 2014) to advocate for particular means of delivering the ‘social good’.  
There has been a move from the home setting and what the parent deems necessary in a young child’s life to an accountable and regulated educational institution operating within a framework setting out statutory obligations that can be measured, namely the EYFS in the UK (DfE 2017). 
Thus there have been two shifts in thinking, the first from a shared responsibility between parents and ECEC settings for learning and development to a more accountable and measureable performance as evidenced in ECEC settings. The second shift re-evaluates the performance of parenting as being accountable to society for the upbringing of future citizens (Smeyers 2010a ; Raemaekers and Suissa 2012).
Thus social policy, including that advocated by partisan politicians (Bown et al 2009), shapes and guides the learning and development of young children outside the home environment. The setting and the professional early years practitioner is held accountable for the children’s educational progress until the age of five years. The digitisation of learning outcomes is particularly evident in the Early Years profile, where each five year old in England has their attainment assessed with regard to seventeen Early Learning goals (DfE 2019). These attainments are graded as emerging, expected and exceeding for each of these ELGS, which are then translated into points 1, 2 and 3, so that transference of each individual child’s attainments into standardized data is readily available.
These ELGs cover Personal, Social, Emotional development in addition to other areas regarded as more traditional fields of learning, such as Understanding the World and Mathematics. In so doing they enter a scenario of ongoing educational metrics, where children’s educational progress is used to make judgments not only of their individual attainments but also of children’s outcomes through the quality of provision (Ofsted 2018; Ball 2017). Thus the learning outcomes that can be measured are inextricably linked to the judgment of quality in ECEC settings.  

A seminal study into quality of early childhood experiences, the Effective Provision of Pre-school, Primary and Secondary Education (EPPSE 3-16) and the Home Learning Environment (HLE) (Sylva et al. 2014) tracked 3,000 children from age 3 to 16 with the research aim of exploring the characteristics of effective pre-school provision and the subsequent educational outcomes for these children. At age five, this research also included a cohort of c. 300 children, who had not attended any pre-school provision. The findings were unequivocal, despite the low numbers of participants, that 
Attending any pre-school, compared to none, had a positive influence on educational attainment at age 16. This, in turn, predicts future lifetime gross earnings and positive benefits to the Exchequer from lifetime earnings (2014:5).
The cost to the Government, in both social and economic measures, for children to remain outside the sphere of early years educational influences, wholly within the private realm of the home, is made explicit. Couched in economic terms, it lays the basis for effective ECEC provision firmly within the future gains for society, and in particular the need of society for adults to be economically competent. 

The reach of the educational institution has extended even further into the private sphere (Smeyers 2010a) and in particular by the identification of the HLE. This functions as a proxy indicator of how well the private sphere mirrors the public one, so that the activities that comprise a good HLE match the activities at pre-school, such as reading, sharing books and going to the library, going out on visits, playing with print (letters and numbers), singing songs and nursery rhymes, drawing and painting (making meaningful marks) and playing with friends (Sylva et al. 2014).  Where parenting is deemed to offer an inadequate home learning environment, a more extreme version of the surveillance of parenting practices (Peters 2012) arises. Thus the provision of parenting education programmes is offered at a variety of levels, from universal parenting need to those parents identified by the law courts as a potential risk to their child through neglect. An extreme case, this nonetheless exists on a continuum of ECEC interventions, where the universal offer for parental support in terms of educational outcomes, such as home reading books, is widespread in the UK and elsewhere (Desforges and Abouchar 2003).

English ECEC policy
The Early Years Foundation Stage statutory framework (EYFS) (DfE 2017) is the key document to outline how ECEC settings are expected to operate by the DfE. It uses the terminology of standards to indicate expectations of learning and care giving within the age range of birth to five in ECEC institutions, such as day nurseries. One key aspect highlighted in the document is 
Good parenting and high quality early learning together provide the foundation children need to make the most of their abilities and talents as they grow up (DfE 2017, 5).

Thus indicating that a productive reciprocal partnership with parents is expected in order to achieve the aims of reaching all children’s potentials. Yet from the ECEC settings perspectives, the language used by the DfE throughout the EYFS may be viewed as coercive and instructional (Renkema and Schubert, 2018). Power is overtly exercised by the words of obligation as illustrated by the section 3.7 (DfE 2017, 17) below. 
Providers (of ECEC settings) must have regard to the government’s statutory guidance ’Working Together to Safeguard Children 2015’ and to the ‘Prevent duty guidance for England and Wales 2015’.
The signifier must as a modal verb indicates present or future action, acting as an imperative as to what needs to be achieved. The  ‘have regard’, although couched in legal terms, nevertheless is open to interpretation, indicating that provision of ECEC settings has to take this into account, but not how it might do this.  It sets the tone that this is open to external agents’ public evaluation (namely Ofsted) as to how effectively it is achieved in practice.  A footnote for the 3.7 above explains
The 2015 Counter Terrorism and Security Act places a duty on early years providers “to have due regard to the need to prevent people from being drawn into terrorism” (the Prevent duty).
It is clear that the positioning of British values as central to good or outstanding practice as evidenced by its leadership praxis is paramount, according to Ofsted judgment.  Thus power is exercised by external agencies through to legitimise and shape institutional practices, which comply with policy directives (Renkema and Schubert 2018). The opinions of ECEC leaders feature little in these judgments of quality leadership (Hordern 2016). 
The legitimisation for this requirement as essential for ECEC leaders working with children from birth to five years of age is justified by the avowed aim of the prevention of terrorism (Lander 2016), thus appealing to moral convictions as to the worth of reducing potential damage to society by identifying young children at risk of being radicalised. Thus the securitisation of young children begins in the ECEC setting. That this also has implications for parents and their relationship with the ECEC workforce is not acknowledged within the policy. 

Values in the early years context
The increase in the prominence of the ECEC institutional setting in the learning and development outcomes of the young child has offered the means of ensuring that children’s learning experiences match those desired by successive Governments. In this case, this means securitisation via the implementation of British values in all phases of education from Early Childhood to Higher Education (Winter and Mills 2018), laying a duty on practitioners to actively promote these through the Counter-Terrorism and Security Act of 2015 (DfE 2015).
The general concept of values in education have gathered much interest over the past 30 years, including an interest in family values in the United States (Collins 1998), values education in the primary school (Powney et al. 1995), Global Citizenship Education (Mannion et al. 2011) and Education for Sustainable Development in Early Childhood Education and Care (ECEC) settings (Pramling Samuelsson 2011). These are but some of the innovations into creative curricula, aimed at providing children with educational experiences for meaningful learning beyond the classroom with community cohesion at its heart.
The notion that values influence behaviour is strong, so that it is not simply the teaching or modeling of values by parent and practitioner, which is the priority, but rather its impact on the choice of future behaviours, based on these shared values (Powney et al. 1995). Again the idea of ECEC policy of one forming the character of the ‘becoming’ future citizen is foregrounded. Values promoted within institutions are aligned with Government intentions for its society (Healy 2019). The notion of ‘British values’ permeates the educational establishment in England and Wales currently (DfE 2015). It is worthy of note that these values are not deemed ‘English’ or indeed universal human values (Tomlinson 2015). Neither are they human rights values (Struthers 2017). Instead they are values that are termed as British values due to the belief that British society endorses these (Hildebrand 2017).
In England, all educational institutions, ranging from ECEC settings, primary and secondary schooling and the tertiary education of adults in Higher Education are subject to the Counter Terrorism and Security Act (Revised Prevent Duty guidance) (DfE 2015). This is the duty to ‘have due regard to the need to prevent people from being drawn into terrorism’ (DfE 2015: 3) and the vehicle of choice for prevention is the active promotion of ‘British’ values. This includes ECEC settings from 2015 with the need to promote integration through the explicit pedagogical use of fundamental British values, together with the need to refer any individual deemed to be vulnerable to radicalisation or harm from extremism (Lumb 2018). Thus the ECEC setting and its Early Years leaders have become instrumental in operationalising social policy of the state (Robson 2019), in this instance counter-terrorism. ECEC leaders now have the added responsibility of mediating between state institutions and the family context, in the form of the Prevent strategy (Vincent 2017) in addition to their espoused education and care primary function. However the cost of this increased securitisation of ECEC settings, achieved through an enhanced surveillance of young children and by proxy their parents, is high, giving rise to concerns by Early Years leaders on how they should interpret ‘British’ values in a meaningful way for themselves, the parents and their children and how Ofsted would gauge their interpretations in judgment on the quality of provision. Concerns also arise as to how the terminology may indicate an exclusive Britishness held as superior to othered groups, potentially British Muslim families as in Miah’s (2015) research but also other migrants, such as economic migrants from the EU and elsewhere in addition to refugee / asylum seeking families.

Much of the rhetoric for the implementation of teaching ‘British’ values in ECEC settings make clear links to the existing statutory framework for settings offering ECEC provision for children aged from birth to five years of age in England. The EYFS (DfE 2017) functions as a mandatory framework, setting out the requirements for learning and development and safeguarding and welfare. ECEC leaders are advised that ‘British’ values is not an add-on, but rests implicitly within current guidance of the EYFS (Turner 2015; FoundationYears.org 2017), for example in two of the areas of learning and development, namely Personal, Social and Emotional Development (PSED) and Understanding the World (UW). One of the Early Learning Goals of the EYFS (DfE, 2017:12) states that young child for the aspect ‘People and communities: …know about similarities and differences between themselves and others, and among families, communities and traditions’. As areas of learning and development, these have changed little in the previous twenty years (See DfEE/ QCA 2000).

These specific ‘British’ values are:  democracy, rule of law, individual liberty and mutual respect and tolerance of different faiths and beliefs (DfE 2015). These values have arisen from a historical concern to identify common values held across the four nations of the UK, thus giving characteristics of a common British identity and aiming to enhance social cohesion using a shared sense of what being a citizen of the UK actually means in terms of underpinning beliefs and ways of behaving (Maylor 2016).
The concern is that these values are appropriated and promoted within the English context for education as fundamentally ‘British’, yet with minimal debate as to what these values actually denote (Bamber et al. 2018). There is little deeply thoughtful pedagogical reflection or discourse on what these might look like in practice with very young children. This is not simply an issue in the UK, as elsewhere for example in Australia, the implementation of unfamiliar discourse as guiding practice is shown to be problematic, even where the concept is broadly welcomed (Kilderry et al. 2017)
Assumptions are made throughout that ECEC leaders, and indeed society, fully comprehend the complex, nuanced concepts inherent in the term British values such as tolerance and democracy. Furedi (2012: 31) writing on tolerance suggests that this term has become a ‘superficial signifier of acceptance and affirmation’ rather than one, which exemplifies a positive regard for various viewpoints, opposing beliefs and rigorous debate. This crucial concept is reduced to a vapid, simplistic and reductionist understanding that does not lend itself well to the creation of foundations of higher order thinking. Eriksen (2018,12) in discussing Nordic ECEC suggests three types of democracy, each of which has limitations, such as ‘the tyranny of the majority’ for democracy based on majority, which gives the onus for decisions to be made solely on majority vote. However this deeply nuanced understanding of democracy and how it influences social life is not a common theme within English ECEC and its emphasis on ‘lived democracy’ (Einarsdóttir et al. 2015, 104) whereby practitioners engage with children in participating in governance activities. This emphasis lies with enabling children to understand basic concepts rather than providing a complex theoretical knowledge at a practitioner level of the diverse elements as to how democracy functions in practice. 


This paper reports on a case study of British values in ECEC settings in one Local Authority (LA) in North England. It offers an empirical case study investigating the perceptions of two focus groups of five ECEC leaders into their implementation of the requirements of the documentation above. A follow-up in depth semi-structured interview with two ECEC leaders was also carried out in order to explore concerns expressed within the focus group with regard to two specific examples of particular problematic situations. Both of these involved a family with young children, where the families felt they were being positioned as ‘insider-outsider’ citizen (Lander 2016:275) in England, living within a community yet not regarded as full citizens of equal worth.


Methodology
This research utilises a case study approach in that it aims to elucidate decisions, how they were taken, implemented and the results of this implementation (Yin 2018). As a contemporary phenomenon in a real world context, the Prevent duty (and British values) has a direct impact on the everyday life of the early years setting. It is the translation of this directive into actual experiences for both early years leaders and the families, whose children attend the setting, that forms the basis of the research. It is limited to a geographical and functional area within one local authority in the UK and seeks to identify potential for generalising findings to other incidents of policy impact rather than creating a notion that these insights are only valid in this time and space (Yin 2018). 
Indeed the nature of educational research internationally is not simply that of problem-solving, but should also be one of a sociological gadfly (Biesta et al.  2019) to question taken-for-granted assumptions within the social world. The assumptions here focus on the notion that ‘British’ values is a given, accepted by all sectors of society, rather than viewing it as a contested notion, where the implementation may itself provoke societal unease (Maylor 2016). This is but one example of a plethora of educational directives aimed at producing societal change, both in the UK and elsewhere. 
The data arises from two types of hermeneutic phenomenological interviews (Savin-Baden and Major 2013). The first consisted of two focus groups of ECEC leaders (EYLs) (five EYLs in each), lasting 30 minutes each and the second an informal in-depth follow-up interview (lasting 50 minutes) with two leaders, who wished to continue with the discussion. The focus group had a specific intention, that of exploring ECEC leaders’ perspectives on the implementation of the document requirements and their personal experiences of this. The follow-up interviews were to gather more detailed examples of how parents responded to ‘British’ values in their child’s early years setting. Each of these types of interviews were analysed using thematic analysis to determine which were the key issues identified by the ECEC leaders.
Both types of interview are expressive, in that they convey the speaker’s response to a situation in addition to the emotional basis for this, both for the focus group’s responses to the policy directive and the follow-up interview concerning particular cases that were of concern to two individual setting leaders. They are unstructured, apart from the initial posing of the question as to the early years leaders’ views on the implementation British values within their setting. The topic was of interest to both interviewer and interviewees and this was made clear at the outset. 

The focus group interviews of Early Years leaders
Key themes arose during both of the focus group interviews.

Lack of consultation on policy
A consistent concern was the imposition of policy, with little recognition of the salience of current working practices and how these might inform a more integral response to a perceived social requirement. This was both at a macro-level, that is the development of ECEC policy at national level and at a micro-level, in the implementation of training for practitioners on the ground within the Local Authority.
 
EYL1: ““If only they had asked us what we thought. They took no notice of what we know works. It’s typical that new guidance comes out without actually thinking about how it might work in practice.”

The sense of being disempowered through the lack of consultation is demotivating for the leaders and consequently their attempts at implementation is not led by previous experience as to what works and what does not. The judgment by Ofsted as to the quality of provision (DfE 2017) is one that is made outside of the influence of practitioners.

Misinterpretation/ lack of understanding of key underpinning concepts of British values
The difficulties of leading practice where there is a lack of understanding of the terminology are clear. The four values are proposed as unequivocal and precise through the political rhetoric nevertheless caused consternation as to how these could be shown in practice, when the nuanced understanding of the key concepts was operating at a purely descriptive, low level interpretation. 

EY4: “It’s been misinterpreted along the way, hasn’t it? What is actually meant by it.  If you ask a member of staff, using those words ‘British values’… they don’t know, they can’t understand it. They don’t understand what it means, do they?”

EYL 9: “Even after they have been on the training, if you said to someone you work with ‘what is democracy’ they would not know”.

EYL 10: “It’s got lost, hasn’t it, in translation somewhere along the lines, the principles behind it have got lost and that’s not the purpose”

As identified by Furedi (2012), these underpinning values can are reduced to a tokenistic interpretation of what these values are and how these operate in practice.

Implications for professional autonomy
Concerns were raised that the professional choices about a flexible, fluid curriculum, which responds to the identified needs of the children, were being reduced through the insistence that settings had the promotion of ‘British’ values as a priority. This appeared to be another example of where a policy designed for school age children is less well-suited to children between the ages of birth to five years of age. This also impacted on the leaders’ access to professional training opportunities or continuing professional development, as the prioritisation of this topic means that access to CPD on other, less pressing subjects is reduced. Training budgets for ECEC are finite, so the promotion of one topic will mean a reduction in others, deemed less essential to the efficient running of an ECEC setting. 

EYL 3: “The things we are getting taught are the things that Ofsted consider as important, so in our nursery, we get it drilled into us, and now the British values amongst all the other Prevent things”

EYL 8: “There was a list of how it’s got to be taught. We got told ways of getting it into our curriculum…”

The sense of obligation in professional practice links to Bamber et al.'s (2018) examination of school based practice, where the acceptance of forms of content explicitly taught within the curriculum appears contrary to a sense of mutual enquiry and knowledge.

Lack of authenticity

There were clear indications of the perceived surveillance of the regulatory body and the requirement for settings to perform to these requirements. The consequences for unfavourable Ofsted interpretations of how well ‘British’ values were promoted in the setting were significant on an individual level for the Early Years leaders as well as for the setting itself. This surveillance was not regarded as having a basis in knowledge and understanding of quality ECEC practice, but rather a mechanism to ensure compliance. 

EYL 2: “Is that what Ofsted are going to be looking for? Is this for real? It’s as though they don’t actually trust us to keep the children safe.”

The lack of apparent trust noted above is mirrored in the directive language used by Government (Renkema and Schubert 2018).  The ECEC setting is obliged to support this way of working whether the moral impetus is shared equally between the setting and Government equally or not.
 
Early Childhood Education and Care ethos

The pride that the Early Years leaders had in their practice was clear.  The underpinning principles of the Early Years Foundation stage ( DfE, 2017), that is the Unique Child, Enabling Environments and Positive Relationships, clearly permeated their vision of quality, so that the sense of having to manoevre within another externally imposed framework of British values was tangible. The broad stroke of four values added little to the richness of the potential diversity offered by interpretations of the EYFS. That it was no longer possible for an ECEC setting to be deemed ‘outstanding’ without explicitly showing how the setting promoted British values was regarded as a profound lack of understanding of the ethos of ECEC praxis in England. 

EYL 5: “Its like everything we stand for as early years leaders (the underlying values), so why has this been put in place? It’s ridiculous! They don’t understand anything about how the EYFS operates in a holistic way.”

 EYL 10:“If they just take the ‘British’ out, then there would be no problem! There is no need for it, no need at all. We know how to care for our children without instilling this idea of being British into them.”

The sense of pride in their competence is undermined by this imposition, which seems to contradict the EYFS (DfE 2017). The aim to show how the EYFS already has this in place (for example Turner writing for PACEY. org ) makes this imposition more evident, giving the sense that the EYFS is not strong enough in itself to successful counteract antisocial behaviours.

Follow up interview with two early years leaders
The interviews examined two specific family situations (F1 and F2) identified as problematic for the Early Years leaders in the focus group interview in detail.

Negative change in relationships
The EYLs indicated that the introduction of ‘British’ values had caused a lessening of cordial relationships between the parents from other European countries and the setting. A lack of trust had arisen, where previously there had been warm, interpersonal relationships. 

F1: “They actually said they didn’t think we were a nursery like that They felt hurt by what they saw as us thinking they were inferior to us”.

F1: “The good relationship that we had built up over ten years was affected. They saw us in a different light after that”.

The sense of parents being their child’s first educators (DE 2017) is now called into question as to whether the parents are able to morally guide their own children (Peters 2012).

Explanation and Justification
The EYL felt obliged to give a rationale for their promotion of ‘British’ values and this was exacerbated by a lack of belief in the terms used on the part of the leaders themselves.  They felt they wanted to reclaim these terms that were causing discord and put them into a more human values light. There was also an underlying vexation on the part of EYLs that they were being judged on something over which they had little professional control.  
 
F1: “We tried to explain we had to do it for Ofsted and we had to show people what it meant. Underneath it I put that everyone’s values were human”.

This lack of consultation with the ECEC profession has difficult consequences (Hordern 2016), when implementing a directive such as ‘British’ values. ECEC leaders attempt to circumvent such negative consequences, but recognise the additional barriers to positive parental relationships.

Ethnicity and cultural values
In promoting these values as ‘British’, this message was read as they were not universal human values, but were being appropriated by Britain. They also instigated a sense that the national and ethnic values of the parents and their home country were in some way subservient or of lesser intrinsic worth than those of their host country, England.  As Chalcraft et al. (2017) suggest, the promotion of values creates a politization of the ECEC workforce that is at odds with an inclusive ethos.

F1 “The parent said to us I would hope these are human values and not just ‘British’ values”.

F1 “She definitely took offence, because she was European”. 

Discrimination and marginalisation
There were many instances in the follow-up interviews where the EYLs saw the implementation of ‘British’ values as causing difficulty for some groups of parents. This showed itself in a strong sense of being subject to discrimination, where, due to their ethnicity, the family was regarded as different from indigenous English families. For some, there remained a pervading sense of injustice, as having experience another example of societal exclusion.  

F1: “She said the people think they are better than me as an Italian. She meant the British people”.

F1: “Does that mean everybody else should follow the ‘British way of life’? That’s how they felt”.

F2: “They got themselves very upset. They obviously weren’t wanted in this country – that is how they feel”.

F2: “I just feel they are feeling persecuted, picked on. They just don’t feel welcome any more”.

As Miah (2015) identifies with Muslim families, this sense of othering is made even more explicit by such overt strategies as the Prevent Duty (DfE 2015).

Discussion
Diverse groups of parents of young children, including economic migrants, use ECEC provision as a means to enable adult members of the family to be economically productive. The provision is subject to the prevailing ECEC policy and regulatory frameworks, neither of which are subject to influence from Early Years leaders. Instead these frameworks govern a system, within which those who enact policy see themselves as separate from those who create it. This creates a division between policy and practice, so that although settings are obligated to promote ‘British’ values, there is little examination of the potential consequences of this on the families, who use ECEC services for their young children. The lack of professional autonomy shows itself keenly in lack of meaningful consultation as to the shaping of the policy in an ECEC context, with a somewhat tenuous link to the EYFS (DfE, 2017) as being a commonly held appropriately framed guidance for young children in England. The importance in which the implementation of ‘British’ values is clear both in the documentation and in the access to CPD opportunities for Early Years leaders. Settings can no longer be deemed outstanding by Ofsted (Ofsted 2018) if they can not prove that ‘British’ values permeates all of their provision. This is the case despite the issue of the lack of knowledge and understanding of the nuances hidden within these values, within the ECEC workforce and wider society in general (Furedi, 2012). 
This is a problem felt by the ECE leaders as professionals. Yet this is compounded by the leaders’ experiences of acknowledging parents as their child’s first educator, where the home culture is not ‘British’. An implied assumption is made by policy that the parent’s values here are not as important as that of the compliant ECEC setting. This is the case here. ECEC leaders felt British values created a barrier between their intention to leading effective practice (as recognised by others, such as Ofsted) in their ECEC setting and the respectful relationships with parents from other cultures. Instead of the sense of growing mutuality of connections, where parents are regarded as giving their children valuable learning experiences, ECEC leaders were facing negative and unwelcome responses to the promotion of British values, which then impact negatively on interpersonal professional relationships.  

The ECEC leaders mourn the loss of positive relationships that they had built over a period of time. They note with regret that economic migrant parents’ pride in their nationality, together with their cultural values, now seemed to be at odds with the provision that their young child attends. Instead, the notion of ‘British’ rather than human rights values has created a barrier between parents and practice, creating for the parents the sense that the host country (England in this instance) holds itself to have superior societal values than other nations or other ethnicities/ cultures. The sense of parents as the child’s first educators remains at the level of tokenism (Hart 1992), where this does not appear to include all parents within a multi-cultural Britain of the 21st century, privileging those who share ethnicity and nationality only with the majority. The benefits of a diverse, multi-cultural and multi-ethnic community are reduced by this as is the promotion of human rights values, shared by almost all nation states. 
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