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Hungry for more: early childhood educators’ perspectives on
STEM education, teaching and professional development
Sandra O’Neill , Córa Gillic and Nicola O’Reilly

Institute of Education, Dublin City University, Dublin, Ireland

ABSTRACT
Increasingly, educational policies and curricula recommend that
young children experience STEM learning opportunities within
Early Childhood (EC) settings. Despite greater demands placed
on EC educators, their opinions on STEM have seldom been
sought. This study investigated EC educators’ (1) interest
in STEM education (2) opinions about the appropriateness of EC
STEM education (3) ratings of their STEM self-efficacy and (4)
STEM professional development preferences. An anonymous
online questionnaire was distributed in the Republic of Ireland,
with 198 complete responses received. The respondents, many
of whom were highly qualified and experienced educators,
reported being interested in STEM and felt it was important,
though notably, some believed only for older children. Two-
thirds felt their preservice education, which included
mathematics (43%); science (30%); technology (17%); and
engineering (10%), had not prepared them to support STEM.
Knowledge of STEM policy was also limited. Despite this, high
levels of STEM confidence were reported. Challenges reported
included a lack of resources, support and guidance, and STEM
knowledge. 96% of respondents expressed interest in attending
EC STEM professional development and a variety of approaches
to learning were identified. Implications for policy and practice
are suggested.
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Introduction

With an increased focus on Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics (STEM)
education globally, and a growing interest in STEM education from children’s earliest
years, this paper reports on perspectives of Early Childhood (EC) educators on STEM
education in the Republic of Ireland (RoI). STEM education is described as the teaching
of science, technology, engineering and mathematics in isolation, or with a cross-disci-
plinary approach, which builds on content knowledge and understanding across each
discipline (GoI 2023). There is often explicit recognition of the need for STEM education
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to begin in Early Childhood Education (ECE), using play and exploration to support the
development of curiosity, critical-thinking and problem-solving capacities (DES 2017a).
There is also evidence of strong parental support for STEM education to begin in the pre-
school years (Gilligan et al. 2020). Most research on EC STEM education in RoI however,
relates to the views of primary school teachers (Hourigan et al. 2022). Consequently, little
is known about the views of educators working with children from birth to 6 years, in
settings prior to compulsory education. Given that this is the foundational phase of
the Irish educational system and settings are now inspected using STEM criteria (DoE
2022a), there is a need to ascertain the views of these educators. Important questions,
such as those around pedagogy, are often eclipsed by debate around the economics of
EC educational provision (Smyth 2022). This study aims to engage the voices of EC edu-
cators in trying to answer these other kinds of questions.

Research questions guiding the study are as follows; what interest do EC educators
have in STEM education? Do they consider it appropriate? How do they rate their
STEM self-efficacy? And what EC STEM education or professional development (PD)
have they participated in? The study sought to gain a greater understanding of the
sector’s awareness of their obligations to support STEM education, the challenges they
face in providing EC STEM and the extent to which their initial education has prepared
them. International educational policy makers increasingly emphasise the need for
STEM education within the sphere of EC (Wan, Jiang, and Zhan 2021), but there
remains a paucity of empirical research in this field (Tippett and Milford 2017; Wan,
Jiang, and Zhan 2021). It is important, therefore, to understand the beliefs and values
that EC educators hold towards early STEM learning, and to ascertain their professional
development interests and needs. While some of this information is available for other
countries (for example, see Nikolopoulou and Gialamas 2015a, 2015b; Park et al. 2017;
Pendergast, Garvis, and Keogh 2011; Vidal-Hall, Flewitt, and Wyse 2020), to date this
data has not been gathered in the RoI.

Irish policy context

Over the last 10 years, an increasedGovernment focus on early childhood STEMeducation
has emerged (DES 2017a, 2017b, 2020b, GoI 2023; STEM Education Group, 2016), with
the aim that ‘STEM education will be an integral part of the culture, policy and practice
of our early years settings’ (DES 2017a, 13). Provision of STEM learning opportunities
within ECE in the RoI has been deemed poor (DES 2020b). The STEM Education
Policy Statement (DES 2017a) and accompanying STEM education implementation
plans (DES 2017b; GoI 2023) work towards adapting the entire education system to prior-
itise the teaching and learning of STEM subjects. The current iteration of the national
STEM implementation plan (GoI 2023) acknowledges that foundational STEM learning
occurs within EC settings, and is experienced through a hands-on, active, playful learning
approach. Further, it positions EC educators in the valuable role of developing critical
STEM skills and dispositions and openly recognises the need for resources and support
to help them engage in this work. Plans are in place to develop STEM PD for educators,
initiate communities of practice, and revise the national EC curriculum framework (see
GoI 2023 for details). However, to date, limited supports have been provided (DoE 2022b).
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According to the Department of Education themselves, (DES 2020b), few EC educators
are aware of their obligations under the STEMEducation Policy Statement (DES 2017a) to
provide learning opportunities for young children in this area of education. Many educa-
tors report that their initial education has not prepared them to teach STEM subjects (DES
2016) and are unsurewhatmethods ormaterials are appropriate for usewith children from
birth to six years (DES 2020b). Historical qualification requirements meant that few pre-
service EC courses included STEMeducation, and despite government plans (DES 2017b),
few opportunities exist for in-service educators to upskill in this increasingly important
component of ECE. More recently, STEM discourse has influenced education policy in
RoI, leading to changes to pre-service training requirements, inspection and policy docu-
ments. Recent changes to the QQI Award Descriptors for accredited programmes include
reference to supporting young childrens’ ‘emergent digital literacy, numeracy, creativity,
problem-solving and STEAMskills’ (QQI 2019, 6). Those delivering pre-service training at
the degree level are required to developEC trainees ‘knowledge of children’s different strat-
egies of learning; play-based, social learning, early literacy and numeracy, language acqui-
sition and multilingualism’ (DES 2019, 16). The recent update of the Workforce
Development Plan for the early childhood sector outlines that EC educators at all levels
should be able to ‘to support children’s emergent language, literacy, (including digital lit-
eracy), numeracy, creativity, early science, technology engineering, arts and mathematics’
(GOI 2022, 122). In addition, the Department of Education’s Early Years Inspection Tool
(DoE 2022a) includes explicit criteria related to the development of STEM dispositions,
requiring settings to demonstrate their practice in this area.

This influence can also be seen in changes to key EC policy documents. A revision of
Aistear, the national curriculum framework (NCCA 2009), is underway and a literature
review was carried out to support its revision (see French and McKenna 2023). It rec-
ommends reviewing Aistear by including STEM learning experiences; fostering key disposi-
tions for STEM, such as curiosity, perseverance, resilience and problem-solving; and a focus
on STEM-related pedagogy (Gillic, McKenna, and O’Neill 2022). The most recent STEM
Implementation Plan mirrors this suggestion, stating that the ‘updated Aistear will support
opportunities for STEM learning through play and play pedagogy’ (GoI 2023, 21). Similarly,
2023 saw the publication of Towards a New Literacy, Numeracy andDigital Literacy Strategy:
AReviewof the Literature (Kennedy et al. 2023)whichplaces a stronger emphasis on STEMin
EC.Aspart of this literature review,O’Neill,Gillic, andKingston (2023) recommend the com-
pulsory inclusion ofmathematics content in preservice education from foundational ECqua-
lifications to degree level. All of this indicates that, moving forward, STEMwill remain at the
forefront of the EC policy agenda for years to come.

Literature review

STEM in early childhood education

Situated within the context of real-world learning experiences, STEM is an integrated
approach to learning, applying scientific, technological, engineering and mathematical
concepts to projects in a holistic way (Katz 2010). Interdisciplinary connections
between STEM disciplines lend themselves to the integrated and holistic approaches
adopted in EC settings (Blum-Ross, Kumpulainen, and Marsh 2020). Traditionally,
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EC programmes have embraced children’s holistic exploration and inquiry. Early advo-
cates for EC education, such as Pestalozzi, Froebel, and Montessori, understood chil-
dren’s innate curiosity and interest in their environments and incorporated elements of
STEM education within their programmes to harness these developing interests and
learning dispositions (Bruce 2021; Montessori 1964). Children’s earliest years see the
development of ‘natural dispositions to be intellectually curious and to investigate
their environments’ (Helm and Katz 2010, 18). Early STEM experiences have the
potential to enable high-quality interactions such as sustained shared thinking and
open-ended questioning (McClure et al. 2017; Marsh et al. 2019). When young chil-
dren are engaged in hands-on STEM activity, they become excited and enthusiastic
to engage with concepts conveyed to them in this developmentally appropriate
manner (DeJarnette 2018). Young children view their environments as an integrated
whole, and therefore, the ECE tradition has always held an integrated approach in
high regard.

Moore et al.’s (2014) STEM Integration Framework offers six tenets for ensuring a
quality STEM education from early childhood through primary education: (a) the
inclusion of math and science content, (b) a child-centred pedagogy, (c) situating
lessons in an engaging and motivating context, (d) inclusion of engineering design or
redesign challenge, (e) students learning from mistakes, and (f) teamwork. Play as a ped-
agogical approach is integral to EC learning and development (Dunphy 2012; Wood and
Hedges 2016) and not surprisingly, has been identified as a natural site for early STEM
learning (Moomaw 2012). Indeed, young children’s construction play, for example, often
includes many of the six tenets outlined above as children are self-motivated to design,
build and modify aspects of their constructions, work as a team to problem-solve and
draw on mathematical (shape, space, number) knowledge as they position/reposition
blocks in their creations (Van Meeteren 2015). Children’s freely chosen play also
offers opportunities to develop other skills associated with STEM education such as per-
severance, creativity, divergent and critical thinking, as well as resilience (Simoncini and
Lasen 2018; Tippett and Milford 2017). However, in order to recognise, enhance and
celebrate early STEM learning, EC educators need to be willing to notice the STEM
elements in play and this often depends on their personal beliefs towards the inclusion
of STEM activity in EC settings.

Educator beliefs towards EC STEM

Jamil, Linder, and Stegelin (2018) contend that to develop methods of PD in growing
fields such as EC STEM Education, it is necessary to gain a more comprehensive under-
standing of EC educators’ beliefs and practices. Beliefs, attitudes and negative experiences
impact how educators engage or do not engage with STEM in EC (Chen et al. 2014; Tao
2019) and can impact, either positively or negatively, on the learning experiences that
children receive (Saçkes et al. 2011). In tandem with subject content knowledge and ped-
agogical content knowledge, educator beliefs have been identified as a critical component
of competence more broadly (Dunekacke et al. 2016). Defined as, ‘tacit, often uncon-
sciously held assumptions about students, classrooms, and the academic material to be
taught’ (Kagan 1992, 65), beliefs can influence pedagogical practice (Chen et al. 2014;
Fives and Beuhl 2016), impact daily decisions (Anders and Rossbach 2015), affect
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curriculum implementation (Platas 2015) and may also impinge on their ability to see
STEM concepts in children’s play (Opperman, Anders, and Hachfeld 2016).

Attitudes, beliefs and confidence are impacted by lack of exposure to STEM concepts,
limited preparation on preservice courses and educators’ own educational experience
with STEM disciplines (Beilock et al. 2010; Lange et al. 2021). EC educators lack
sufficiently detailed subject content knowledge of each of the STEM disciplines, as well
as knowledge of how to integrate them into a STEM learning experience. This can be
attributed to inadequate pre-service preparation (Al Salami, Makela, and de Miranda
2017). McClure et al. (2017) propose that EC educators should possess an understanding
of the learning trajectories, or the progression paths children take when learning STEM
topics. Learning trajectories comprise of three main elements: a learning goal (i.e. the
STEM content), the developmental pathway that enables children to reach that goal
(i.e. a sequence of levels of thinking), and the guiding activities and pedagogical
approaches to support progression (Clements and Sarama 2016; McClure et al. 2017).
With this knowledge, they are in a much stronger position to support STEM in EC
settings.

Educators play a critical role in the development of young children’s STEM interest.
Early exposure to STEM concepts and processes can have a positive impact on children’s
learning and can lay the foundation for success in later schooling (Duncan et al. 2007;
Morgan et al. 2016). However, many EC educators are not prepared or enthusiastic to
provide rich experiences in domains other than literacy (Brenneman, Stevenson-Boyd,
and Frede 2009: Clements and Sarama 2014; Duschl, Schweingruber, and Shouse
2007) or social and emotional development (Simoncini and Lasen 2018). With regards
to the pedagogical approach, Schriever, Simon, and Donnison’s (2020) study showed
that EC educators position themselves as the ‘guardians of play’ and demonstrate a pre-
ference to align with and maintain the traditional play-based pedagogical approaches. EC
educators view plans to teach mathematics as a threat to the traditional child-led, play-
based learning approach as a path towards ‘schoolification’ (Fosse et al. 2018) for young
children ‘at the expense of play and engagement in nurturing relationships’ (Shuey and
Kankaraš 2018, 14).

Some EC educators possess positive dispositions towards the inclusion of STEM
activity in EC classrooms, believing that an integrated STEM educational approach
aligns with the much-valued play-based, child-led, pedagogy (Tippett and Milford
2017), and it is an appropriate pedagogical approach for young children (MacDonald
et al. 2021), as well as being a critical part of an EC childhood curriculum (Park et al.
2017). Despite this positive outlook held by some educators, it is worth noting that
30% of the participants in Park et al.’s (2017) study felt that STEM was neither important
nor appropriate for ECE.

Self-efficacy

Chen, Huang, and Wu (2021) define STEM self-efficacy beliefs as, ‘the extent to which a
teacher feels capable of teaching STEM to preschool children’ (138). Both Morris, Usher,
and Chen (2017) and Chen, Huang, and Wu (2021) suggest that a key relationship exists
between an educator’s pedagogical beliefs and their self-efficacy beliefs. Factors that
influence pedagogical and self-efficacy beliefs are varied, and include previous education,
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professional experience, and personal and professional values (Fenty and McKendry
Anderson 2014), as well as personal interest in the content being taught (Chen,
Huang, and Wu 2021; Kim et al. 2015). Low levels of self-efficacy, coupled with low
levels of self-confidence in relation to engaging with early STEM education have been
noted with EC educators (DeJarnette 2018; Edwards and Loveridge 2011; DES, 2020a,
2020b). Once established, self-efficacy beliefs can be hard to change (Bandura 1997).
Uncertainty around how STEM is conceptualised (Moore, Johnston, and Glancy 2020)
or defined (Hourigan et al. 2022) can lead to an increase in formal teaching of STEM sub-
jects rather than the integrated play-based pedagogy associated with ECE practice.
Viewing integrated STEM as both a curriculum and a pedagogy (Margot and Kettler
2019) can help EC educators to align the integrated STEM approach to learning and
development, and traditional beliefs as to how young children learn. Interestingly,
some research shows (Jamil, Linder, and Stegelin 2018) that more experienced educators
are more disposed to closely align themselves with, value, and understand the principles
of STEM education than those who are less experienced. Jamil, Linder, and Stegelin
(2018) posit that this difference in pedagogical belief may result from educator percep-
tion of STEM education as an ‘add on’ (415) rather than a pedagogical approach to
achieve curricular demands among less experienced educators.

In terms of content and pedagogical knowledge, some EC educators report possessing
adequate knowledge to engage young children in early mathematics education, however,
they lack the depth of knowledge required to engage young children in engineering,
science and technology (MacDonald et al. 2021). However, the MacDonald et al.
(2021) study reports that STEM PD can strengthen both the content and pedagogical
content knowledge of educators. Research shows that in order to successfully support
children’s STEM learning, EC educators require PD in STEM including; practical
STEM experiences; guidance around effective STEM pedagogical approaches; as well
as support to incorporate these into their EC settings (Aldemir and Kermani 2017; Bren-
neman, Lange, and Nayfield 2019). They also need to be able to identify the STEM experi-
ences already happening in their classroom and understand exactly which STEM
foundations are currently being supported in their setting. Such training can support
educators to meet ever-increasing STEM policy requirements and, according to Watts
and Salehjee (2020) understand that becoming STEM literate is a long-term process of
engaging with, and developing an interest in, STEM.

Professional development (PD)

Professional learning interventions have been shown to not only positively impact EC
educators’ STEM practice, attitudes, beliefs, and confidence towards teaching STEM
(DeJarnette 2018; John et al. 2018) but also result in significant increases in both peda-
gogical and content knowledge related to teaching STEM (Lange et al. 2021; Nadelson
et al. 2013). This is positive, as a major ‘stumbling block’ in EC STEM implementation
is educators’ lack of knowledge (Stephenson et al. 2021). Furthermore, an absence of
STEM knowledge due to a lack of PD results in low levels of self-efficacy when imple-
menting STEM activities in the early childhood classroom (Park et al. 2017).

Characteristics of effective PD include, a research-based PD programme, delivered
over time and incorporating hands on experience (DeJarnette 2018), observation,
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appropriate pedagogical strategies and access to a mentor (Brenneman, Lange, and
Nayfield 2019). Websites with recorded materials are also considered effective, particu-
larly post-PD programmes (Buchter et al. 2017). This is confirmed by a PD model for
STEAM education in preschool settings, with a focus on Dual Language Learners, devel-
oped by Brenneman, Lange, and Nayfield (2019). This PD model comprised of a series of
sequential 4 whole-day workshops, which were supplemented by a series of reflective
coaching cycles within professional learning communities. Brenneman, Lange, and
Nayfield (2019) concluded that the sustained nature of the programme, particularly
the ongoing collaborative and supportive nature of facilitated professional learning com-
munities, was more successful in terms of long-term commitment to early STEM edu-
cation than shorter one-off workshop-type PD programmes, which often (due to the
time-bound nature of the workshop) only ‘skim the surface of the topic and its appli-
cation to practice’ (20). Curiously, research (Bautista 2011; Chen, Huang, and Wu
2021) suggests that educators who choose to engage with PD generally possess high
levels of self-efficacy to begin with and their positive disposition towards early STEM
education acts as a motivator for improving practice and the setting of high personal
teaching and learning goals for themselves.

Challenges

A meta-analysis of studies in relation to early STEM education (Wan, Jiang, and Zhan
2021), showed that factors negatively impacting on successful implementation of
STEM in early childhood classrooms included lack of time (Jamil, Linder, and Stegelin
2018; Park et al. 2017), lack of materials/resources (Jamil, Linder, and Stegelin 2018;
Park et al. 2017) and administrative support (funding) (Jamil, Linder, and Stegelin
2018). Concerns relating to catering for children with additional needs and behaviour
management, as well as potential health and safety issues were also reported (e.g.
Jamil, Linder, and Stegelin 2018). Furthermore, beliefs at the management level favouring
early literacy development, can influence the inclusion of STEM activity at the local
setting/classroom level (Park et al. 2017).

Methodology

Using a qualitative interpretive research paradigm (Denzin and Lincoln 2018), an anon-
ymous online questionnaire was used to gather data. This method was chosen as large
amounts of data are collected economically and efficiently in a short time frame
(Kelly, Sharpe, and Fotou 2022; Regmi et al. 2016) and are effective in gaining responses
from typically ‘hard to reach’ participants (Andrews, Nonnecke, and Preece 2010; Braun
et al. 2021; Regmi et al. 2016). Questionnaires provide descriptive, inferential and expla-
natory information and can be processed statistically making this process less time-con-
suming (Cohen, Manion, and Morrison 2018). The survey questions evolved from a
brainstormed list created by the researchers and included the development of both
closed and open-ended questions. The closed questions allowed for easier responses
for participants, whilst the open-ended questions allowed participants to expand on,
or explain their answers further. This provided an opportunity for participants to have
their voices heard and ensure their point of view was reflected, by grounding findings
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in their experiences (Wisdom and Creswell 2013). Questionnaire design guidelines
(Braun et al. 2021; Braun and Clarke 2013) were followed, to ensure that questions
were both effective in answering the research questions and avoided bias.

Participants were EC educators working in settings for children from birth to 6 years
in the RoI. Respondents working as primary school teachers were removed from the
study as a different curriculum and qualifications requirement exist. All participants
were at least 18 years of age and held an EC education qualification or were currently
studying for one. An asynchronous online questionnaire was chosen, to enable partici-
pants to complete it at a time and place that suited them (Braun et al. 2021; Denzin
and Lincoln 2018; Lefever, Dal, and Matthiasdottir 2007). This was deemed important
by the researchers, for what they knew to be an often time-poor and busy cohort
(Braun et al. 2021). A research invite was designed outlining key details of the study,
including aims, information about the research team and how to access further details
and/or take part. Prospective participants were contacted through 25 EC organisations
in RoI, to achieve a high geographic spread and reach the widest group of participants
as possible, at different stages of their career. Some organisations shared the research
invite via their social media pages, while others emailed an invitation to participate
directly to members. Research study investigators also shared this invite via their per-
sonal social media accounts. The proposed sample size was 300, as this is approximately
10% of the overall workforce in RoI, and the final number of questionnaires returned was
264. This figure was reduced to 198 complete responses that met all criteria.

Ethical approval was sought and granted from a higher education institute in the RoI.
A plain language statement detailing information about the study, intended research
outputs and potential risks was provided. Attention was placed on ensuring participants
fully understood the aims of the study, how their data would be used, analysed and
destroyed, and providing informed consent. As the study was anonymous, participants
were informed that once submitted, their contribution could not be retrieved/
removed. Participants granted consent online before completing the questionnaire.
The assumption is that when a participant signs the consent form, they fully understand
and accept the information therein (Mukherji and Albon 2018).

The online questionnaire consisted of 24 items to assess the following four areas: (1)
participants’ interest in STEM education, (2) participants’ opinions about the appropri-
ateness of STEM education in EC, (3) participants’ ratings of their STEM self-efficacy and
(4) participants’ preferences regarding EC STEM PD. The majority of questions used a
Likert scale to gather participants’ degree of agreement or disagreement. The remainder
of the questions were open-ended in nature. The design of the tool allowed for compar-
able data to be generated, whilst open-ended questions garnered qualitative data, identi-
fying and describing elements that were of importance to participants (Cohen, Manion,
and Morrison 2018). Data was gathered via the Qualtrics platform. This software allows
for the collection, cleaning and analysis of data. Responses were removed if they were
incomplete, if respondents were not working in EC or if consent was not granted.
Answers to open-ended questions were analysed thematically using Braun and
Clarke’s 6-step Thematic Analysis Framework (2006). Using this frame, open-ended
answers were read several times, and through an iterative process, initial themes were
identified, defined and labelled by the research team, before being reviewed and refined.
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Findings

Participant profile

Two-thirds of respondents were in full-time positions and had a minimum of 10 years’
experience. The majority (67%) of respondents possessed a degree, while 17% had a level
6 qualification which is the minimum requirement for those in supervision roles in ECE
in RoI. Relatively few responses were received from those on either end of the qualifica-
tion spectrum; those with doctorates accounted for 1% of the group, 14% held masters
qualifications, and those with a certificate, the minimum qualification requirement in
RoI, accounted for just 3%. The most common role descriptors were manager or
owner/ manager (42%), early educator (32%) and room supervisor (13%). The remaining
respondents (approx. 15%) listed a variety of roles described further in Table 1.

Interest in EC STEM

When asked to rate their level of interest in STEM education, most were interested (36%)
or extremely interested (44%). Only one respondent declared they had no interest at all in
STEM. Similarly, many respondents stated that STEM was an important (34%) or extre-
mely important (56%) element of EC curricula. One person felt it was not important at all
and the remainder felt it was somewhat important (9%). Respondents’ perception of how
appropriate EC STEM is, appears to be affected by the age of the children being discussed.
While low, the number of people stating STEM ‘is not appropriate at all’ was higher for
babies at 5.59%, reducing to 1.86% for toddlers and further again for preschoolers at
0.62%. Moreover, there was far less consistency in responses when referring to babies
(birth to 18 months) with variance in answers of 0.83. While the majority felt it was
appropriate (33.54%) or extremely appropriate (34.78%) to support STEM with babies,
almost a third held contrary positions stating it was not appropriate at all (5.59%) or
somewhat appropriate (26.09%). By comparison, when considering preschool children

Table 1. Participant profile information.
Qualifications

Qualification
descriptor Qualification level (RoI QQI framework)

Number of respondents
(N = 198)

%
figure

Doctorate 10 n = 2 1.01%
Masters degree 9 n = 27 13.64%
Honours degree 8 n = 84 42.24%
Ordinary degree 7 n = 46 23.23%
Diploma 6 (minimum criteria for an EC manager) n = 33 16.67%
Certificate 5 (minimum criteria) n = 6 3.03%
Role descriptors
Role title Descriptors Number of

respondents (N = 197)
%

figure
Early educator n = 78 31.45%
Manager or owner/
manager

n = 103 41.53%

Room supervisor n = 31 12.5%
Other Assistant/deputy/on floor manager; principal; researcher;

quality mentor; inclusion coordinator; AIM support; ABA
teacher; student; lecturer; Programme Lead; preschool

teacher.

n = 36 14.52%
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(3–6 years) the variance in responses reduced significantly to just 0.35, where the vast
majority of the group (75.16%) determined that STEM was extremely appropriate, and
a large majority of the remaining respondents determined it was appropriate (19.25%).

STEM confidence

Approximately a third of respondents (32.35%) stated that their initial qualification pre-
pared them for STEM education. When asked to identify constituent STEM disciplines
covered in their initial qualification, mathematics was the most reported (43%), followed
by science (30%). In contrast, technology and engineering were reportedly covered in
17% and 10% of programmes respectively. When asked how confident they were in sup-
porting children’s STEM learning, the majority (45.03%) were confident or extremely
confident (16.96%). Almost a third of respondents stated they were somewhat
confident (29.82%) with the remainder (8.19%) reporting no confidence at all.

Challenges

When asked what if any challenges arose when supporting STEM learning in EC several
factors emerged. While a small number stated that there were no challenges in support-
ing STEM (2.78%), there was some consistency in the remaining challenges identified.
Lack of resources (21.72%), finding experiences/resources suitable for the age group
(18.18%) and lack of knowledge about STEM (15.91%) were the most common
responses. Staff perceptions (13.13%), low confidence (11.36%), time constraints
(10.86%) and parent perceptions (5.3%) also appeared frequently. Further details
about identified challenges are discussed below.

Policy knowledge

Participants were asked to comment on how familiar they were with policy documents
that imposed STEM requirements on ECE settings. These included the STEM Implemen-
tation Plan (DES 2017b), the Department of Education Early Years Inspection Tool (DES
2018) and a government-funded online support tool (www.aistearsiolta.ie) that includes
EC STEM resources (video, tipsheets, self-evaluation tools and so on). Generally, knowl-
edge of these documents was poor, with significant numbers reporting no knowledge of
any document. Table 2 provides further details.

STEM professional development (PD)

Almost all respondents (96.48%) expressed an interest in attending PD in EC STEM. A
small percentage stated a preference for fully in-person training (10.56%) while the
remainder preferred fully online (46.48%) or a blended approach (42.96%). A third
stated they would be happy with a certificate of completion, but most favoured an accre-
dited university qualification. Interestingly, when asked whether they would be happy to
pay for such a qualification, those who favoured an accredited course stated they would,
while those who preferred a certificate of completion were, for the most part, unwilling to
pay. Further details about PD and its structure appear below.
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Participant suggestions

When asked more generally about their suggestions for supporting educators with EC
STEM a few key ideas emerged. These responses were particularly enlightening as they
allowed respondents to expand on previous answers and suggest ways in which some
of the challenges identified earlier in the questionnaire could be met. Frequent sugges-
tions related to funding, access to information, STEM training, and the provision of
STEM resources. To a lesser degree, there were suggestions pertaining to the provision
of mentoring supports; the inclusion of STEM content in initial education and the
national early years curriculum; the need for paid PD opportunities; and the impact of
managers and colleagues on whether STEM is implemented in the setting. There were
a small number of comments reflecting that STEM is present in ECE settings already;
the issue identified was that educators do not recognise or label the STEM opportunities
in their practice.

Discussion

Study respondents are experienced, highly qualified and have positive attitudes
towards the inclusion of STEM in EC. Using Pearson’s median skewness, the data
was positively skewed in favour of higher qualifications (2.6), inverse to the level
of qualifications typically found in the sector (Pobal 2021, 2022). Although every
attempt was made to reach as wide a variety of respondents as possible, responses
from level 5 and 6 qualification holders were low at 3% and 17% respectively. This
is disappointing, as this group continues to make up the bulk of the early childhood
workforce in RoI (Pobal 2021, 2022). The participants were highly experienced indi-
viduals, and experienced educators are more likely to value and understand the prin-
ciples of STEM education than those who are less experienced (Jamil, Linder, and
Stegelin 2018). This point may go some way in explaining the profile of the partici-
pants involved in this study. When reviewing findings, it was noted that many
respondents are in supervisory or management roles (54%) or other support or
capacity-building positions. This could imply that, as gatekeepers, those in senior pos-
itions may be the first to receive email invitations and therefore be the most likely
candidate to complete questionnaires. To mitigate issues such as this, social media
channels were also used to share information about the study. Although the limit-
ations of this study do not allow us to confirm that this is the case, being able to
access a broader cohort of EC educators is important for future studies and warrants
further investigation.

Due to their participation in this study, it is unsurprising that 80% of participants were
interested or extremely interested in STEM. Possessing an interest in STEM or having

Table 2. Reported familiarity with STEM policy documents.
STEM policy and

implementation plan
Education inspection
tool, STEM criteria

STEM resources
www.aistearsiolta.ie

Not at all familiar 78 (51.66%) 44 (29.14%) 29 (19.21%)
Somewhat familiar 48 (31.79%) 50 (33.11%) 42 (27.81%)
Familiar 17 (11.26%) 36 (23.84%) 49 (32.45%)
Extremely familiar 8 (5.3%) 21 (13.91%) 31 (20.53%)
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participated in STEM-related activities increases STEM self-efficacy and motivation to
support STEM in EC (Chen, Huang, and Wu 2021; Stephenson et al. 2021). Only one
respondent declared they had no interest at all in STEM, and this participant answered
similarly to all Likert-style questions posed. The positive interest in STEM was mirrored
by beliefs that STEM is an important element of EC curriculum with 90% stating it was
important or extremely important. This is at odds with previous research that found a
third of EC educators report that STEM was neither important nor appropriate for
early childhood education (Park et al. 2017).

Early educators acknowledge the importance of STEM for children’s futures and the
development of strong transversal skills, but questions regarding the appropriateness of
STEM in EC persist (Alghamdi 2023; O’Neill 2021; Park et al. 2017; Wan, Jiang, and
Zhan 2021). Findings suggest the age range of children influenced whether STEM was
deemed appropriate. This reflects previous research in RoI where preservice EC educa-
tors reported similar beliefs about the suitability of technology for babies and toddlers
(O’Neill 2021). While an overall approval of EC STEM was reported, educators are
less definitive in their beliefs when it comes to babies’ and toddlers’ exposure to
STEM. There was an inconsistency in answers and a large variance rate, suggesting edu-
cators are uncertain about their reported beliefs, as they relate to younger children. This
point is worth further investigation as, for example, the general public have mixed views
about STEM and do not necessarily think that STEM should start early (Volmert et al.
2013). In addition, research suggests that many conflate STEM with screen time and
report legitimate concerns about the health impacts of excessive use of screens on
young children (Stiglic and Viner 2019; Straker et al. 2018).

Confidence level

Two-thirds of participants stated that their initial education did not prepare them to
support STEM in EC. The STEM constituent disciplines reportedly included in preser-
vice education are considerably low for science (30%), technology (17%), engineering
(10%) and mathematics (30%). It was beyond the scope of this study to explore
whether integrated STEM approaches were employed in preservice programmes or the
extent of STEM discipline content that was covered. It is unfortunate that despite
research indicating that initial ECE education programmes were not preparing EC edu-
cators to teach STEM (DES 2016), this study demonstrates that little has changed since
then. The EC qualification awards criteria (DES 2019) and workforce development plan
(GoI 2022) now include, albeit somewhat limited, criteria relating to STEM. Considering
that education-focused inspections in Ireland include STEM criteria (DoE 2022a), and
that the revised curriculum framework (French and McKenna 2023), and forthcoming
literacy, numeracy and digital literacy strategy (Kennedy et al. 2023) will likely include
a greater focus on STEM, it is quickly becoming a core pedagogical and knowledge
requirement.

Notwithstanding the limited STEM content included in preservice training, respon-
dents indicated high levels of STEM confidence. When analysing data, there was no
clear correlation between participants reporting confidence, and reports that their
initial education prepared them to support STEM. Likewise, no statistically significant
correlation was found between the number of STEM discipline areas included in their
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preservice education and reported confidence levels. It may be the case, therefore, that
participants are gaining knowledge and developing self-efficacy independently, or at
least are not relying on their initial education to build their confidence and prepare
them to teach EC STEM. However, confidence and competence should not be
conflated. Dunphy (2018) has advised caution when interpreting self-reported findings
such as this from RoI. She argues that EC educator’s perceptions of what is appropriate
may not align international research on STEM, and that more needs to be done to
support EC educators content knowledge. Indeed, 10% of this cohort stated they had
no confidence at all in supporting STEM.

Challenges

Research identifies that poor attitudes towards STEM; perceived additional workload;
lack of knowledge, confidence, resources and time; and poor PD opportunities as bar-
riers to EC STEM implementation (Jamil, Linder, and Stegelin 2018; Park et al. 2017;
Stephenson et al. 2021; Uğraş and Genç 2018; Voicu et al. 2022; Wan, Jiang, and
Zhan 2021; Yıldırım 2021). This correlates with the findings from this study, where
lack of resources and poor knowledge of STEM were cited frequently as challenges.
Respondents often referred to the need for practical supports that reflected traditions
and philosophy of ECE and were easily accessible. For example, ‘more practical gui-
dance made available to help services merge theory of the STEM plan and day to
day application’. The term ‘practical’ appeared frequently in suggestions and a signifi-
cant number mentioned the provision of online supports, for example, a ‘a resource
centred around early years that we can access and upload to. A growable resource
that can be updated with ideas and material available. Settings could share ideas and
maybe collaborate with class groups’. Likewise, others mentioned social media plat-
forms that could be used to share information and ideas. This is in line with research
that websites with recorded materials are effective, particularly post-PD programmes
(Buchter et al. 2017).

The opinions of colleagues and, to a lesser extent parents, were listed as obstacles to
STEM. Respondents mentioned a lack of understanding and appreciation of managers
or peers ‘more support from the management’ or ‘more interest/agreement from other
staff of STEM importance’. Managers are frequently agents of change within settings,
playing a key role in ensuring quality, establishing a vision, and supporting the motiv-
ation and development of their team (Lee 2019). Manager beliefs about appropriateness
of STEM can impact its implementation, as beliefs and attitudes of colleagues and super-
visors have been shown to impact recent graduates’ use of STEM in EC settings (O’Neill
2021). A number mentioned the need for STEM responsibility to be distributed among
the team, stating ‘knowledge shared as a whole setting, so it’s not just being driven by one
person’ and a ‘greater understanding of the importance for all involved in the setting,
ensuring that all staff are on the same page’. Finally, finding suitable and affordable
resources for the age group was considered a challenge for almost a fifth of respondents.
In comments, the price of resources, especially good quality technology and science
resources was implied. Some suggested that funding should be provided to enable set-
tings to purchase suitable equipment, free staff up to attend training and to pay for
any PD.
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STEM PD opportunities

Almost all respondents (96%) expressed an interest in attending EC STEM PD, even
those who claimed they had no interest in STEM. We know educators who choose to
engage with PD generally possess high levels of STEM self-efficacy and their positive dis-
position towards EC STEM education acts as a motivator for improving practice (Bau-
tista 2011; Chen, Huang, and Wu 2021). This has implications for the results of this
study, as the participant profile suggests findings may only reflect perspectives of those
who already have an interest in EC STEM.Many EC STEM policy documents presuppose
that the workforce has the necessary STEM content knowledge and understanding of
curriculum to implement recommendations. This is often not the case
(Johnston, Kervin, and Wyeth 2022; Rogers, Brown, and Poblete 2020). Minimum qua-
lification criteria exist in RoI, but in reality, the type and length of qualification held by
individuals remains varied (Pobal 2021, 2022). To meet the needs of such a disparate
cohort, a variety of PD approaches and continuing supports in various formats may
be required.

Participants identified a number of approaches they felt would support their learning
and adoption of STEM in their settings, including online resources, short courses with a
practical focus, webinars, coaching and in-setting support. Again, the practical was
emphasised ‘Workshops without all the fluff, straight to the point examples and infor-
mation’. Participants frequently mentioned existing regional support and training struc-
tures, indicating that these are familiar and trusted advisors. Sustained supports are more
likely to have long-term impacts when they are tailored to the needs of the educator
(Korthagen 2017) which existing support services are likely to be aware of, and able to
meet.

Participants had clear ideas about the type of PD supports they favoured, and these
varied considerably. Some preferred site visits to settings where STEM was established
to get ideas and ask questions; others wanted experts to visit their setting to support
the entire team; and one mentioned communities of practice to share and embed knowl-
edge. Comments included ‘Ongoing professional development with feedback’ and ‘Infor-
mation workshops could be held at early years services to raise awareness and knowledge
of STEM… ’. Research into EC STEM affirms the use of these approaches. For example,
coaching models, when coupled with a clear content focus and linked to practitioners’
contexts, have been identified as an effective approach in EC knowledge and motivation
(Rogers, Brown, and Poblete 2020; Stephenson et al. 2021). Elsewhere, communities of
practice have been found to support EC educators’ understanding of STEM (Boonstra
et al. 2022). Furthermore, these methods can be adopted by existing support structures
favoured by the setting or individual educator.

Finally, this study indicates that STEM policy knowledge is limited among partici-
pants, mirroring similar findings in RoI (DES 2020b). This is surprising, as many
study participants are in leadership, management or support roles. If information of
this sort is not well known among this group, it could suggest that current policy disse-
mination plans are ineffective. Reflecting on the level of STEM understanding in the
sector, participants had varying opinions. Several respondents mentioned the unacknow-
ledged STEM already taking place in EC settings ‘I do feel it is something most educators
are not aware of but are engaging in without realising’. Whereas others maintained that a
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level of scepticism still exists in relation to elements of STEM. ‘I think staff are afraid of
the concept of STEM and are not comfortable using the terms’. Some of these comments
reflected Schriever, Simon, and Donnison’s (2020) study that EC educators are suspicious
of technology use and unhappy with the changing foci of EC towards more school-like
activities.

Conclusion

This study highlights the desire of EC educators to know more about STEM, to partici-
pate in STEM PD and indicates a high level of STEM confidence among respondents. A
clear regard for EC STEM was reported with 80% stating they were interested or extre-
mely interested in STEM, and 90% stating it was an important or extremely important
element of an EC curriculum. This is counter to previous studies (Park et al. 2017)
suggesting a change in perceptions in recent years and bringing Ireland in line with
EC STEM perceptions of other countries (Çiftçi, Topçu, and Foulk 2020; Ghazali et al.
2022; Margot and Kettler 2019; Vidal-Hall, Flewitt, and Wyse 2020). Regardless of posi-
tive reports in relation to confidence and interest, a significant number of systemic issues
with STEM implementation were identified; a lack of PD and preservice education
opportunities; the impact of ratios; and a lack of guidance and information at regional
and national level. Further, a need for ongoing supports to deal with local challenges
such as negative STEM perceptions of colleagues, managers and parents; a lack of appro-
priate resources; and poor understanding of STEM among colleagues, was declared. Edu-
cators in this study deem STEM inappropriate for babies and to a lesser extent, toddlers.
This has implications for policy initiatives that position STEM education as beginning at
birth. In practice, educators are unlikely to enact policy recommendations that are
counter to their beliefs. Further, few study participants were overtly familiar with
policy documents that outline STEM education obligations, despite the experience, pos-
itions and relatively high qualifications of the group.

Two-thirds of participants stated that their preservice education did not prepare
them to support EC STEM, which could explain the strong interest and identified
need to attend STEM PD. A variety of PD opportunities were suggested by participants
and appear warranted. Findings suggest practical EC STEM tools, online resources and
the inclusion of teams and managers in PD are of importance; both accredited and
unaccredited PD are of interest; and mentoring and guidance from current support
structures are considered appropriate. If the actions and vision of STEM policy (DES
2017a) and implementation plan (GoI 2023) are to be realised within the lifetime of
the policy, at least some of these suggestions must be employed to expand and conso-
lidate EC educator’s STEM knowledge. Research in this area indicates the benefit of
long-term, multidimensional programmes to deepen educational practice (Pacini-
Ketchabaw, Kummen, and Hodgins 2022) and embed suitable pedagogy (Leung
2023). While this measure may be costly, investment in EC leads to improvement in
quality (Bassok et al. 2021).

Overall, the study has raised several questions that require further investigation. For
example, would findings be different if the qualification and experience profile of the par-
ticipants were more reflective of the sector at large? Does the limited number of responses
from level 5 and 6 qualification holders, who are the core workforce, represent a

IRISH EDUCATIONAL STUDIES 15



disinterest in STEM or did we just not manage to reach them in this study? Do educators
have wholly negative views about STEM in baby and toddler rooms in EC? Does the
workforce have the requisite skills and knowledge to implement the STEM policy plan
(GoI 2023) as written? We recommend further study to more fully understand EC
STEM perceptions and implementation in RoI. Limitations of the study, including the
small cohort relative to the size of the workforce, and that the participant profile may
not reflect the sector at large, are acknowledged. However, we maintain that findings
add to the understanding of EC STEM, by identifying possible challenges and consider-
ations that may influence the success of its implementation. The results are useful for
those in RoI and beyond.

Acknowledgements

The authors would like to sincerely thank all those who gave their time so generously to participate
in the research. We would also like to thank the EC organisations who disseminated research invi-
tations to prospective participants.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

ORCID

Sandra O’Neill http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4271-8163
Córa Gillic http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2976-1893
Nicola O’Reilly http://orcid.org/ 0009-0009-9031-6853

Notes on contributors

Sandra O’Neill is an Assistant Professor in Early Education at Dublin City University’s Institute of
Education. She is the founder and chair of the Early Childhood STEAM network. Her research
focuses broadly on STEM and more specifically on early mathematics and the use of technology
as a pedagogical tool.

Córa Gillic is an Assistant Professor in Early Education at Dublin City University’s Institute of
Education. Her research chiefly focuses on early mathematics education in early childhood set-
tings, as well as concentrating on STEM more broadly.

Nicola O’Reilly is a lecturer in Early Education and a PhD candidate at Dublin City University’s
Institute of Education. Her research focus is on STEM, with her PhD research focussing on STEM
learning through sociodramatic play in early childhood.

References

Aldemir, J., and H. Kermani. 2017. “Integrated STEM Curriculum: Improving Educational
Outcomes for Head Start Children.” Early Child Development and Care 187 (11): 1694–1706.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2016.1185102.

Alghamdi, A. A. 2023. “Exploring Early Childhood Teachers’ Beliefs About STEAM Education in
Saudi Arabia.” Early Childhood Education Journal 51 (2): 247–256. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10643-021-01303-0.

16 S. O’NEILL ET AL.

http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4271-8163
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2976-1893
http://orcid.org/�0009-0009-9031-6853
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2016.1185102
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10643-021-01303-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10643-021-01303-0


Al Salami, M. K., C. J. Makela, and M. A. de Miranda. 2017. “Assessing Changes in Teachers’
Changing Attitudes Toward Interdisciplinary STEM Teaching.” International Journal of
Technology and Design Education 27 (1): 63–88. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10798-015-9341-0.

Anders, Y., and H. Rossbach. 2015. “Preschool Teachers’ Sensitivity to Mathematics in Children’s
Play: The Influence of Math-Related School Experiences, Emotional Attitudes, and Pedagogical
Beliefs.” Journal of Research in Childhood Education 29 (3): 305–322. https://doi.org/10.1080/
02568543.2015.1040564.

Andrews, D., B. Nonnecke, and J. Preece. 2010. “Electronic Survey Methodology: A Case Study in
Reaching Hard-to-Involve Internet Users.” International Journal of Human–Computer
Interaction 16 (2): 185–210. https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327590IJHC1602_04

Bandura, A. 1997. Self-efficacy: The Exercise of Control. New York: W.H. Freeman.
Bassok, D., P. Magouirk, P. and, and A. J. Markowitz. 2021. “Systemwide Quality Improvement in

Early Childhood Education: Evidence from Louisiana.” AERA Open 7 (1): 1–19. https://doi.org/
10.1177/23328584211011610.

Bautista, N. U. 2011. “Investigating the Use of Vicarious and Mastery Experiences in Influencing
Early Childhood Education Majors’ Self-Efficacy Beliefs.” Journal of Science Teacher Education
26 (3): 237–262. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10972-014-9418-8.

Beilock, S. L., E. A. Gunderson, G. Ramirez, and S. C. Levine. 2010. “Female Teachers’ Math
Anxiety Affects Girls’ Math Achievement.” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences
107 (5): 1860–1863. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0910967107.

Blum-Ross, A., K. Kumpulainen, and J. Marsh, eds. 2020. Enhancing Digital Literacy and
Creativity; Makerspaces in the Early Years. London: Routledge.

Boonstra, K. E., H. R. Miesner, E. Graue, and E. Grodsky. 2022. “Participation and Learning in
PreK Teacher Workgroups: A Communities of Practice Analysis of Mathematics-Focused
Professional Development.” Journal of Early Childhood Teacher Education 0 (0): 1–
21. https://doi.org/10.1080/10901027.2022.2104185.

Braun, V., and V. Clarke. 2006. “Using Thematic Analysis in Psychology.” Qualitative Research in
Psychology 3: 77–101.

Braun, V., and V. Clarke. 2013. Successful Qualitative Research: A Practical Guide for Beginners.
Los Angeles: Sage.

Braun, V., V. Clarke, E. Boulton, L. Davey, and C. McEvoy. 2021. “The Online Survey as a
Qualitative Research Tool.” International Journal of Social Research Methodology 24 (6): 641–
654. https://doi.org/10.1080/13645579.2020.1805550.

Brenneman, K., A. Lange, and I. Nayfield. 2019. “Integrating STEM into Preschool Education;
Designing a Professional Development Model in Diverse Settings.” Early Childhood
Education Journal 47 (1): 15–28. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10643-018-0912-z.

Brenneman, K., J. Stevenson-Boyd, and E. Frede. 2009. Early Mathematics and Science: Preschool
Policy and Practice. Preschool Policy Brief, 19. New Brunswick, NJ: National Institute for Early
Education Research.

Bruce, T. 2021. Friedrich Froebel: A Critical Introduction to key Themes and Debates. London:
Bloomsbury.

Buchter, J., M. Kucskar, C. Oh-Young, J. Welgarz-Ward, and J. Gelfer. 2017. “Supporting STEM in
Early Childhood Education.” Policy Issues in Nevada Education, 1–12. https://digitalscholarship.
unlv.edu/co_educ_policy/2.

Chen, Y., L. Huang, and P.Wu. 2021. “Preservice Preschool Teachers’ Self-Efficacy in and Need for
STEM Education Professional Development: STEM Pedagogical Belief as a Mediator.” Early
Childhood Education Journal 49 (2): 137–147. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10643-020-01055-3.

Chen, J., J. McCray, M. Adams, and C. Leow. 2014. “A Survey Study of Early Childhood Teacher’s
Beliefs and Confidence about Teaching Early Math.” Early Childhood Education Journal 42 (6):
367–377. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10643-013-0619-0.

Çiftçi, A., M. S. Topçu, and J. A. Foulk. 2020. “Pre-service Early Childhood Teachers’ Views on
STEM Education and Their STEM Teaching Practices.” Research in Science & Technological
Education, 40: 207–233. https://doi.org/10.1080/02635143.2020.1784125.

IRISH EDUCATIONAL STUDIES 17

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10798-015-9341-0
https://doi.org/10.1080/02568543.2015.1040564
https://doi.org/10.1080/02568543.2015.1040564
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327590IJHC1602_04
https://doi.org/10.1177/23328584211011610
https://doi.org/10.1177/23328584211011610
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10972-014-9418-8
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0910967107
https://doi.org/10.1080/10901027.2022.2104185
https://doi.org/10.1080/13645579.2020.1805550
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10643-018-0912-z
https://digitalscholarship.unlv.edu/co_educ_policy/2
https://digitalscholarship.unlv.edu/co_educ_policy/2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10643-020-01055-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10643-013-0619-0
https://doi.org/10.1080/02635143.2020.1784125


Clements, D. H., and J. Sarama. 2014. Learning and Teaching Early Math: The Learning
Trajectories Approach. 2nd ed. New York: Routledge.

Clements, D. H., and J. Sarama. 2016. “Math, Science and Technology in the Early Grades.” The
Future of Children. Starting Early: Education from pre-Kindergarten to Third Grade 26 (2): 75–
94. https://www.jstor.org/stable/43940582.

Cohen, L., L. Manion, and K. Morrison. 2018. Research Methods in Education. 8th ed. Oxon:
Routledge.

DeJarnette, N. 2018. “Implementing STEAM in the Early Childhood Classroom.” European
Journal of STEM Education 3 (3). https://doi.org/10.20897/ejsteme/3878.

Denzin, N. K., and Y. S. Lincoln, eds. 2018. The SAGE Handbook of Qualitative Research. 5th ed.
Los Angeles: Sage.

DES (Department of Education and Skills). 2016. Early Childhood Educator Survey 2016. Dublin:
DES

DES (Department of Education and Skills). 2017a. STEM Education Policy Statement 2017–2026.
Dublin: DES

DES (Department of Education and Skills). 2017b. STEM Education Implementation Plan 2017–
2019. Dublin: DES.

DES (Department of Education and Skills). 2018. A Guide to Early Years Education Inspection
(EYEI). Dublin: DES.

DES (Department of Education and Skills). 2019. Professional Award Criteria and Guidelines for
Initial Professional Education (Level 7 and Level 8) Degree. Programmes for the Early
Learning and Care (ELC) Sector in Ireland. Dublin: DES.

DES (Department of Education and Skills). 2020a. Digital Learning 2020: Reporting on practice in
Early Learning and Care, Primary and Post-Primary Contexts. DES. https://www.gov.ie/en/publi
cation/c0053-digital-learning-2020-reporting-on-practice-in-early-learning-and-care-primary-
and-post-primary-contexts/.

DES (Department of Education and Skills). 2020b. STEM Education 2020; Reporting on Practice in
Early Learning and Care, Primary and Post-Primary Contexts. DES. https://www.education.ie/en/
Publications/Inspection-Reports-Publications/Evaluation-Reports-Guidelines/stem-education-
2020.pdf.

DoE (Department of Education). 2022a. A Guide to Early Years Education Inspection. Dublin:
DoE. https://assets.gov.ie/233708/a923cf1c-6565-48d8-a96b-2b1330e70b14.pdf.

DoE (Department of Education). 2022b. “STEM Education Implementation Plan –Phase 1
Enhancing Progress Report.” https://www.gov.ie/en/policy-information/4d40d5-stem-education-
policy/.

Duncan, G. J., C. J. Dowsett, A. Claessens, K. Magnuson, A. C. Huston, P. Klebanov, L. S. Pagani,
et al. 2007. “School Readiness and Later Achievement.” Developmental Psychology 43: 1428–
1446. https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.43.6.1428.

Dunekacke, S., L. Jenßen, K. Eilerts, and S. Blömeke. 2016. “Epistemological Beliefs of Prospective
Preschool Teachers and Their Relation to Knowledge, Perception, and Planning Abilities in the
Field of Mathematics: A Process Model.” ZDM Mathematics Education 48 (1-2): 125–137.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11858-015-0711-6.

Dunphy, E. 2012. “Perspectives on Early Learning.” In Early Childhood Education and Care, edited
by M. Mhic Mhathúna and M. Taylor, 20–30. Dublin: Gill and MacMillan.

Dunphy, E. 2018. “Transition from Pre-school to Primary.” Education Matters, Ireland’s Education
Yearbook (2018), 105–110. https://educationmatters.ie/downloads/YB20172018-Early%20Child
hood.pdf.

Duschl, R. A., H. A. Schweingruber, and A. W. Shouse, eds. 2007. Taking Science to School:
Learning and Teaching Science in Grades K-8. Washington, DC: National Academies Press.

Edwards, K., and J. Loveridge. 2011. “The Inside Story: Looking into Early Childhood Teachers’
Support of Children’s Scientific Learning.” Australasian Journal of Early Childhood 36 (2):
28–35. https://doi.org/10.1177/183693911103600205.

18 S. O’NEILL ET AL.

https://www.jstor.org/stable/43940582
https://doi.org/10.20897/ejsteme/3878
https://www.gov.ie/en/publication/c0053-digital-learning-2020-reporting-on-practice-in-early-learning-and-care-primary-and-post-primary-contexts/
https://www.gov.ie/en/publication/c0053-digital-learning-2020-reporting-on-practice-in-early-learning-and-care-primary-and-post-primary-contexts/
https://www.gov.ie/en/publication/c0053-digital-learning-2020-reporting-on-practice-in-early-learning-and-care-primary-and-post-primary-contexts/
https://www.education.ie/en/Publications/Inspection-Reports-Publications/Evaluation-Reports-Guidelines/stem-education-2020.pdf
https://www.education.ie/en/Publications/Inspection-Reports-Publications/Evaluation-Reports-Guidelines/stem-education-2020.pdf
https://www.education.ie/en/Publications/Inspection-Reports-Publications/Evaluation-Reports-Guidelines/stem-education-2020.pdf
https://assets.gov.ie/233708/a923cf1c-6565-48d8-a96b-2b1330e70b14.pdf
https://www.gov.ie/en/policy-information/4d40d5-stem-education-policy/
https://www.gov.ie/en/policy-information/4d40d5-stem-education-policy/
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.43.6.1428
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11858-015-0711-6
https://educationmatters.ie/downloads/YB20172018-Early%20Childhood.pdf
https://educationmatters.ie/downloads/YB20172018-Early%20Childhood.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/183693911103600205


Fenty, N. S., and E. McKendry Anderson. 2014. “Examining Educator’s Knowledge, Beliefs, and
Practices about Using Technology with Young Children.” Journal of Early Childhood Teacher
Education 35 (2): 114–134. https://doi.org/10.1080/10901027.2014.905808.

Fives, H., and M. M. Beuhl. 2016. “Teachers’ Beliefs, in the Context of Policy Reform.” Policy
Insights from the Behavioral and Brain Sciences 3 (1): 114–121. https://doi.org/10.1177/
2372732215623554.

Fosse, T., T. Lange, M. H. Lossius, and T. Meaney. 2018. “Mathematics as the Trojan Horse in
Norwegian Early Childhood Policy?” Research in Mathematics Education 20 (2): 166–182.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14794802.2018.1473162.

French, G., and G. McKenna. 2023. “Literature Review to Support the Updating of Aistear, the
Early Childhood Curriculum Framework.” https://ncca.ie/en/resources/literature-review-to-
support-the-updating-of-aistear-the-early-childhood-curriculum-framework/.

Ghazali, M., Z. Mustafa, A. A. Rashid, F. Amzah, J. Harun, and Z. M. Ashari. 2022. “Malaysian
Teachers’ Perceptions on Teaching Early Mathematics.” Education 3-13, 1–11. https://doi.
org/10.1080/03004279.2022.2138490.

Gillic, C., G. McKenna, and S. O’Neill. 2022. “Exploring and Thinking.” In Literature Review to
Support the Updating of Aistear, the Early Childhood Curriculum Framework, edited by G.
French and G. McKenna, 218–258. Dublin: NCCA.

Gilligan, T., J. Lovett, E. McLoughlin, C. Murphy, O. Finlayson, K. Corriveau, and S. McNally.
2020. “‘We Practise Every Day’: Parents’ Attitudes Towards Early Science Learning and
Education among a Sample of Urban Families in Ireland.” European Early Childhood
Education Research Journal 28 (6): 898–910. https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2020.1836588.

GOI (Government of Ireland). 2022. “Nurturing Skills: The Workforce Plan for Early Learning
and Care and School-Age Childcare2022-2028.” https://www.gov.ie/en/publication/97056-
nurturing-skills-the-workforce-plan-for-early-learning-and-care-elc-and-school-age-childcare-
sac-2022-2028/.

GOI (Government of Ireland). 2023. STEM Education Implementation Plan to 2026. GoI.
Helm, J. H., and L. Katz. 2010. Young Investigators: The Project Approach in the Early Years. 3rd ed.

New York: Teachers College Press.
Hourigan, M., A. O’Dwyer, A. M. Leavy, and E. Corry. 2022. “Integrated STEM – A Step Too Far

in Primary Education Contexts?” Irish Educational Studies 41 (4): 687–711. https://doi.org/10.
1080/03323315.2021.1899027.

Jamil, F. M., S. M. Linder, and D. A. Stegelin. 2018. “Early Childhood Teacher Beliefs about
STEAM Education After a Professional Development Conference.” Early Childhood
Education Journal 46 (4): 409–417. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10643-017-0875-5.

John, M. S., B. Sibuma, S. Wunnava, F. Anggoro, and M. Dubosarsky. 2018. “An Iterative
Participatory Approach to Developing an Early Childhood Problem-Based STEM
Curriculum.” European Journal of STEM Education 3 (3). https://doi.org/10.20897/ejsteme/
3867.

Johnston, K., L. Kervin, and P. Wyeth. 2022. “STEM, STEAM and Makerspaces in Early
Childhood: A Scoping Review.” Sustainability 14 (20). Article 20. https://doi.org/10.3390/
su142013533.

Kagan, D. M. 1992. “Implication of Research on Teacher Belief.” Educational Psychologist 27 (1):
65–90. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep2701_6

Katz, L. 2010. “STEM in the Early Years.” Early Childhood Research and Practice. STEM in the
Early Years (illinois.edu).

Kelly, S., R. Sharpe, and N. Fotou. 2022. “Early Years and Key Stage 1 Teachers’ Attitudes
Towards Outdoor and Online Play.” Education 3-13. https://doi.org/10.1080/03004279.2021.
2025411.

Kennedy, E., G. Shiel, G. French, L. Harbison, M. Leahy, P. Ó. Duibhir, and J. Travers. 2023.
Towards a New Literacy, Numeracy and Digital Literacy Strategy: A Review of the Literature.
Department of Education (Ireland)

IRISH EDUCATIONAL STUDIES 19

https://doi.org/10.1080/10901027.2014.905808
https://doi.org/10.1177/2372732215623554
https://doi.org/10.1177/2372732215623554
https://doi.org/10.1080/14794802.2018.1473162
https://ncca.ie/en/resources/literature-review-to-support-the-updating-of-aistear-the-early-childhood-curriculum-framework/
https://ncca.ie/en/resources/literature-review-to-support-the-updating-of-aistear-the-early-childhood-curriculum-framework/
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004279.2022.2138490
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004279.2022.2138490
https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2020.1836588
https://www.gov.ie/en/publication/97056-nurturing-skills-the-workforce-plan-for-early-learning-and-care-elc-and-school-age-childcare-sac-2022-2028/
https://www.gov.ie/en/publication/97056-nurturing-skills-the-workforce-plan-for-early-learning-and-care-elc-and-school-age-childcare-sac-2022-2028/
https://www.gov.ie/en/publication/97056-nurturing-skills-the-workforce-plan-for-early-learning-and-care-elc-and-school-age-childcare-sac-2022-2028/
https://doi.org/10.1080/03323315.2021.1899027
https://doi.org/10.1080/03323315.2021.1899027
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10643-017-0875-5
https://doi.org/10.20897/ejsteme/3867
https://doi.org/10.20897/ejsteme/3867
https://doi.org/10.3390/su142013533
https://doi.org/10.3390/su142013533
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep2701_6
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004279.2021.2025411
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004279.2021.2025411


Kim, C., D. Kim, J. Yuan, R. B. Hill, P. Doshi, and C. N. Thai. 2015. “Robotics to Promote
Elementary Education pre-Service Teachers’ STEM Engagement, Learning, and Teaching.”
Computers & Education 91: 14–31. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2015.08.005.

Korthagen, F. 2017. “Inconvenient Truths about Teacher Learning: Towards Professional
Development 3.0.” Teachers and Teaching 23 (4): 387–405. https://doi.org/10.1080/13540602.
2016.1211523.

Lange, A., I. Nayfeld, H. Mano, and K. Jung. 2021. “Experimental Effects of a Preschool STEM
Professional Learning Model on Educators’ Attitudes, Beliefs, Confidence, and Knowledge.”
Journal of Early Childhood Teacher Education, 43: 509–539. https://doi.org/10.1080/
10901027.2021.1911891.

Lee, J. 2019. “An Exploration of Managers’ Perspectives on Their Role in Managing Community
Early Years Services: Influences and Insights.” PhD diss., Technological University Dublin.
https://arrow.tudublin.ie/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1113&context=aaschssldis.

Lefever, S., M. Dal, and A. Matthiasdottir. 2007. “Online Data Collection in Academic Research:
Advantages and Limitations.” British Journal of Educational Technology 38 (4): 574–582. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8535.2006.00638.x

Leung, W. 2023. “STEM Education in Early Years: Challenges and Opportunities in Changing
Teachers’ Pedagogical Strategies.” Education Sciences 13 (5): 490. https://doi.org/10.3390/
educsci13050490.

MacDonald, A., L. Danaia, S. Sikder, and C. Huser. 2021. “Early Childhood Educator’s Beliefs and
Confidence Regarding STEM Education.” International Journal of Early Childhood, 53: 241–
259. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13158-021-00295-7.

Margot, K. C., and T. Kettler. 2019. “Teachers’ Perception of STEM Integration and Education: A
Systematic Literature Review.” International Journal of STEM Education 6 (1): 2. https://doi.
org/10.1186/s40594-018-0151-2.

Marsh, J., E. Wood, L. Chesworth, B. Nisha, B. Nutbrown, and B. Olney. 2019. “Makerspaces in
Early Childhood Education: Principles of Pedagogy and Practice.” Mind, Culture and Activity
26 (3): 221–233. https://doi.org/10.1080/10749039.2019.1655651.

McClure, E. R., L. Guernsey, D. H. Clements, S. N. Bales, J. Nichols, N. Kendall-Taylor, and M. H.
Levine. 2017. “STEM Starts Early: Grounding Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math
Education in Early Childhood.” The Joan Ganz Cooney Center at Sesame Workshop.

Montessori, M. 1964. Maria Montessori: The Montessori Method. New York: Schocken.
Moomaw, S. 2012. “STEM Begins in the Early Years.” School Science and Mathematics 112 (2): 57–

58. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1949-8594.2011.00119.x.
Moore, T. J., A. C. Johnston, and A. W. Glancy. 2020. “A Synthesis of Conceptual Frameworks and

Definitions.” In Handbook of Research on STEM Education, edited by C. C. Johnson, M. J.
Mohr-Schroeder, T. J. Moore, and L. D. English, 3–16. New York: Routledge.

Moore, T. J., M. S. Stohlmann, H.-H. Wang, K. M. Tank, A. Glancy, and G. H. Roehrig. 2014.
“Implementation and Integration of Engineering in K-12 STEM Education.” In Engineering
in Precollege Settings: Research into Practice, edited by J. Strobel, S. Purzer, and M. Cardella,
35–59. Rotterdam: Sense Publishers.

Morgan, P. L., G. Farkas, M. M. Hillemeier, and S. Maczuga. 2016. “Science Achievement Gaps
Begin Very Early, Persist, and Are Largely Explained by Modifiable Factors.” Educational
Researcher 45 (1): 18–35. https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X16633182.

Morris, D. B., E. L. Usher, and J. A. Chen. 2017. “Reconceptualizing the Sources of Teaching Self-
Efficacy: A Critical Review of Emerging Literature.” Educational Psychology Review 29 (4): 795–
833. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-016-9378-y.

Mukherji, P., and D. Albon. 2018. Research Methods in Early Childhood: An Introductory Guide.
3rd ed. Thousand Oaks; CA: Sage.

Nadelson, L. S., J. Callahan, P. Pyke, A. Hay, M. Dance, and J. Pfiester. 2013. “Teacher STEM
Perception and Preparation: Inquiry-Based STEM Professional Development for Elementary
Teachers.” The Journal of Educational Research 106 (2): 157–168. https://doi.org/10.1080/
00220671.2012.667014.

20 S. O’NEILL ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2015.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1080/13540602.2016.1211523
https://doi.org/10.1080/13540602.2016.1211523
https://doi.org/10.1080/10901027.2021.1911891
https://doi.org/10.1080/10901027.2021.1911891
https://arrow.tudublin.ie/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1113%26context=aaschssldis
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8535.2006.00638.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8535.2006.00638.x
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci13050490
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci13050490
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13158-021-00295-7
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40594-018-0151-2
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40594-018-0151-2
https://doi.org/10.1080/10749039.2019.1655651
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1949-8594.2011.00119.x
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X16633182
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-016-9378-y
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.2012.667014
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.2012.667014


NCCA (National Council for Curriculum and Assessment). 2009. Aistear the Early Childhood
Curriculum Framework. NCCA.

Nikolopoulou, K., and V. Gialamas. 2015a. “ICT and Play in Preschool: Early Childhood Teachers’
Beliefs and Confidence.” International Journal of Early Years Education 23 (4): 409–425. https://
doi.org/10.1080/09669760.2015.1078727.

Nikolopoulou, K., and V. Gialamas. 2015b. “Barriers to the Integration of Computers in Early
Childhood Settings: Teachers’ Perceptions.” Education and Information Technologies 20 (2):
285–301. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-013-9281-9

O’Neill, S. 2021. “Hands-on Experience has Completely Changed My Perception of Technology in
Early Childhood’– An Exploration on the Impact of a Technology Module on the Attitudes of
Early Childhood Undergraduates.” An Leanbh Óg: OMEP Ireland Journal of Early Childhood
Studies 14 (1): 61–81.

O’Neill, S., C. Gillic, and M. Kingston. 2023. Pedagogical Strategies, Approaches and Methodologies
to Support Numeracy in Early Childhood A Review of the Literature. Department of Education
(Ireland).

Opperman, E., Y. Anders, and A. Hachfeld. 2016. “The Influence of Preschool Teachers’ Content
Knowledge and Mathematical Ability Beliefs on Their Sensitivity to Mathematics in Children’s
Play.” Teaching and Teacher Education 58: 174–184. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2016.05.004.

Pacini-Ketchabaw, V., K. Kummen, and B. D. Hodgins. 2022. “A Qualitative Examination of Early
Childhood Educators’ Participation in Professional Learning: Investigating Social
Constructionist Understandings of Quality.” Journal of Early Childhood Teacher Education,
44: 484–509. https://doi.org/10.1080/10901027.2022.2099324.

Park, M., D. Dimitriv, L. Patterson, and D. Park. 2017. “Early Childhood Teachers’ Beliefs about
Readiness for Teaching Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics.” Journal of Early
Childhood Research 15 (3): 275–291. https://doi.org/10.1177/1476718X15614040.

Pendergast, D., S. Garvis, and J. Keogh. 2011. “Pre-service Student-Teacher Self-Efficacy Beliefs:
An Insight into the Making of Teachers.” Australian Journal of Teacher Education 36 (12):
46–57. https://doi.org/10.14221/ajte.2011v36n12.6

Platas, L. M. 2015. “The Mathematical Development Beliefs Survey: Validity and Reliability of a
Measure of Preschool Teachers’ Beliefs about the Learning and Teaching of Early
Mathematics.” Journal of Early Childhood Research 13 (3): 295–310. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1476718X14523746.

Pobal. 2021. “Annual Early Years Sector Profile Report 2019/2020.” Department for Children,
Equality, Disability, Integration and Youth. https://www.pobal.ie/app/uploads/2021/05/
Annual-Early-Years-Sector-Profile-Report-201920.pdf.

Pobal. 2022. “Annual Early Years Sector Profile Report 2020/2021.” Department for Children,
Equality, Disability, Integration and Youth. https://www.pobal.ie/annual-early-years-sector-
profile-report-2020-2021/.

Quality and Qualifications Ireland. 2019. “Professional Award-type Descriptors at NFQ levels 5-8:
Annotated for QQI Early Learning and Care (ELC) Awards.” https://www.qqi.ie/sites/default/
files/media/file-uploads/Professional%20Award%20Type%20Descriptors%20at%20NFQ%20Levels
%205-8%20%28Annotated%20for%20QQI%20ELC%20Awards%29.pdf.

Regmi, P. R., E. Waithaka, A. Paudyal, P. Simkhada, and E. van Teijlingen. 2016. “Guide to the
Design and Application of Online Questionnaire Surveys.” Nepal Journal of Epidemiology 6
(4): 640–644. https://doi.org/10.3126/nje.v6i4.17258.

Rogers, S., C. Brown, and X. Poblete. 2020. “A Systematic Review of the Evidence Base for
Professional Learning in Early Years Education (The PLEYE Review).” Review of Education 8
(1): 156–188. https://doi.org/10.1002/rev3.3178.

Saçkes, M., K. C. Trundle, R. L. Bell, and A. A. O’Connell. 2011. “The Influence of Early Science
Experience in Kindergarten on Children’s Immediate and Later Science Achievement: Evidence
from the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study.” Journal of Research in Science Teaching 48 (2):
217–235. https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.20395.

Schriever, V., S. Simon, and S. Donnison. 2020. “Guardians of Play: Early Childhood Teachers’
Perceptions and Actions to Protect Children’s Play from Digital Technologies.” International

IRISH EDUCATIONAL STUDIES 21

https://doi.org/10.1080/09669760.2015.1078727
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669760.2015.1078727
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-013-9281-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2016.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1080/10901027.2022.2099324
https://doi.org/10.1177/1476718X15614040
https://doi.org/10.14221/ajte.2011v36n12.6
https://doi.org/10.1177/1476718X14523746
https://doi.org/10.1177/1476718X14523746
https://www.pobal.ie/app/uploads/2021/05/Annual-Early-Years-Sector-Profile-Report-201920.pdf
https://www.pobal.ie/app/uploads/2021/05/Annual-Early-Years-Sector-Profile-Report-201920.pdf
https://www.pobal.ie/annual-early-years-sector-profile-report-2020-2021/
https://www.pobal.ie/annual-early-years-sector-profile-report-2020-2021/
https://www.qqi.ie/sites/default/files/media/file-uploads/Professional%20Award%20Type%20Descriptors%20at%20NFQ%20Levels%205-8%20%28Annotated%20for%20QQI%20ELC%20Awards%29.pdf
https://www.qqi.ie/sites/default/files/media/file-uploads/Professional%20Award%20Type%20Descriptors%20at%20NFQ%20Levels%205-8%20%28Annotated%20for%20QQI%20ELC%20Awards%29.pdf
https://www.qqi.ie/sites/default/files/media/file-uploads/Professional%20Award%20Type%20Descriptors%20at%20NFQ%20Levels%205-8%20%28Annotated%20for%20QQI%20ELC%20Awards%29.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3126/nje.v6i4.17258
https://doi.org/10.1002/rev3.3178
https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.20395


Journal of Early Years Education 28 (4): 351–365. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669760.2020.
1850431.

Shuey, E., and M. Kankaraš. 2018. The Power and Promise of Early Learning. OECD Education
Working Papers, No. 186. OECD Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1787/f9b2e53f-en.

Simoncini, K., and M. Lasen. 2018. “Ideas about STEM among Australian Early Childhood
Professionals: How Important is STEM in Early Childhood Education?” International Journal
of Early Childhood 50 (3): 353–369. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13158-018-0229-5.

Smyth, L. 2022. “Multiple Crises, Multiple Sticky Plasters: Repositioning Regimes of Truth in
ECEC Policy to Affirmative Ethics of Interconnection.” Irish Educational Studies 0 (0): 1–16.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03323315.2022.2074075.

STEM Education Review Group. 2016. “STEM Education in the Irish School System: A Report on
Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics (STEM Education) Analysis and
Recommendations.” STEM Education Review Group. https://www.education.ie/en/Publications/
Education-Reports/STEM-Education-in-the-Irish-School-System.pdf.

Stephenson, T., M. Fleer, G. Fragkiadaki, and P. Rai. 2021. “Teaching STEM Through Play:
Conditions Created by the Conceptual PlayWorld Model for Early Childhood Teachers.”
Early Years 0 (0): 1–17. https://doi.org/10.1080/09575146.2021.2019198.

Stiglic, N., and R. M. Viner. 2019. “Effects of Screentime on the Health andWell-Being of Children
and Adolescents: A Systematic Review of Reviews.” BMJ Open 9 (1): e023191–15. https://doi.
org/10.1136/bmjopen-2018-023191.

Straker, L., J. Zabatiero, S. Danby, K. Thorpe, and S. Edwards. 2018. “Conflicting Guidelines on
Young Children’s Screen Time and Use of Digital Technology Create Policy and Practice
Dilemmas.” The Journal of Pediatrics 202: 300–303. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpeds.2018.07.019

Tao, Y. 2019. “Kindergarten Teachers’ Attitudes Toward and Confidence for Integrated STEM
Education.” Journal for STEM Education Research 2 (2): 154–171. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s41979-019-00017-8.

Tippett, C. D., and T. M. Milford. 2017. “Findings from a pre-Kindergarten Classroom: Making
the Case for STEM in Early Childhood Education.” International Journal of Science and
Mathematics Education 15 (S1): 67–86. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10763-017-9812-8.

Uğraş, M., and Z. Genç. 2018. “Pre-School Teacher Candidates’ Views about STEM Education.”
Bartın Üniversitesi Eğitim Fakültesi Dergisi, 7: 724–744. https://doi.org/10.14686/buefad.
408150.

Van Meeteren, B. 2015. “Engineering in Preschool? The Children Are Already Working on That!”
Teaching Young Children 8 (3): 30–31.

Vidal-Hall, C., R. Flewitt, and D. Wyse. 2020. “Early Childhood Practitioner Beliefs about Digital
Media: Integrating Technology into a Child-Centred Classroom Environment.” European Early
Childhood Education Research Journal 28 (2): 167–181. https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2020.
1735727.

Voicu, C. D., M. Ampartzaki, Z. Y. Dogan, M. Kalogiannakis, C. D. Voicu, M. Ampartzaki, Z. Y.
Dogan, and M. Kalogiannakis. 2022. “STEAM Implementation in Preschool and Primary
School Education: Experiences from Six Countries.” In Early Childhood Education—
Innovative Pedagogical Approaches in the Post-Modern Era. 1st ed., 35–58. London:
IntechOpen. https://doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.107886.

Volmert, A., M. Baran, N. Kendall-Taylor, and M. O’Neil. 2013. “You Have to Have the Basics
Down Really Well:” Mapping the Gaps between Expert and Public Understandings of STEM
Learning. Washington, DC: FrameWorks Institute. https://sites.nationalacademies.org/cs/
groups/dbassesite/docume.

Wan, Z. H., Y. Jiang, and Y. Zhan. 2021. “STEM Education in Early Childhood: A Review of
Empirical Studies.” Early Education and Development 32 (7): 940–962. https://doi.org/10.
1080/10409289.2020.1814986.

Watts, M., and S. Salehjee. 2020. “Aboard the Helicopter: From Adult Science to Early Years (and
Back).” Early Child Development and Care 190 (1): 21–29. https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.
2019.1653550.

22 S. O’NEILL ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1080/09669760.2020.1850431
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669760.2020.1850431
https://doi.org/10.1787/f9b2e53f-en
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13158-018-0229-5
https://doi.org/10.1080/03323315.2022.2074075
https://www.education.ie/en/Publications/Education-Reports/STEM-Education-in-the-Irish-School-System.pdf
https://www.education.ie/en/Publications/Education-Reports/STEM-Education-in-the-Irish-School-System.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/09575146.2021.2019198
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2018-023191
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2018-023191
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpeds.2018.07.019
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41979-019-00017-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41979-019-00017-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10763-017-9812-8
https://doi.org/10.14686/buefad.408150
https://doi.org/10.14686/buefad.408150
https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2020.1735727
https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2020.1735727
https://doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.107886
https://sites.nationalacademies.org/cs/groups/dbassesite/docume
https://sites.nationalacademies.org/cs/groups/dbassesite/docume
https://doi.org/10.1080/10409289.2020.1814986
https://doi.org/10.1080/10409289.2020.1814986
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2019.1653550
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2019.1653550


Wisdom, J., and J. W. Creswell. 2013. Mixed Methods: Integrating Quantitative and Qualitative
Data Collection and Analysis While Studying Patient-Centered Medical Home Models.
Rockville, MD: Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality (AHRQ), U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services.

Wood, E., and H. Hedges. 2016. “Curriculum in Early Childhood Education: Critical Questions
about Content, Coherence, and Control.” The Curriculum Journal 27 (3): 387–405. https://
doi.org/10.1080/09585176.2015.1129981

Yıldırım, B. 2021. “Preschool STEM Activities: Preschool Teachers’ Preparation and Views.” Early
Childhood Education Journal 49 (2): 149–162. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10643-020-01056-2.

IRISH EDUCATIONAL STUDIES 23

https://doi.org/10.1080/09585176.2015.1129981
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585176.2015.1129981
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10643-020-01056-2

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Irish policy context
	Literature review
	STEM in early childhood education
	Educator beliefs towards EC STEM
	Self-efficacy
	Professional development (PD)
	Challenges

	Methodology
	Findings
	Participant profile
	Interest in EC STEM
	STEM confidence
	Challenges
	Policy knowledge
	STEM professional development (PD)
	Participant suggestions

	Discussion
	Confidence level
	Challenges
	STEM PD opportunities

	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	Disclosure statement
	ORCID
	Notes on contributors
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile ()
  /CalRGBProfile (Adobe RGB \0501998\051)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings false
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 300
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /ENU ()
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [595.245 841.846]
>> setpagedevice


