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in their work. Hence, we ask what different views of touch early childhood

educators narrate as a part of their work. The research material consists of E ; .
. . . . . . . arly childhood education;

threg multiprofessional group discussions with educators working in educators’ work; narrative;

Finnish preschools. The findings show how educators balanced between touch

different views of touch. Occasionally they spoke from personal points of

view: touch is intimate while an important part of their work. However,

educators also spoke from professional and practical points of view:

circumstances and practices influence touch, and they must tolerate touch

because of the nature of their work. Additionally, educators spoke about

how culture, rules, habits, and other people affect touch. The study

suggests that practices of touch must be intertwined with tactful practice

and treated as a multisided phenomenon in education.

KEYWORDS

1. Introduction

In educational research, touch is often seen as a natural part of educators’ work, especially in early
childhood education, where children are taken care of and nurtured via touch (Cekaite & Bergnehr,
2018; Kerdnen et al., 2017). Manning (2007) points out that touch is appreciated as a way of creating
relations and that touch touches deeper than just one’s skin, which is why it should be done with
thought and respect, also in the relations between children and adults. Simultaneously, prior
research has described touch as a contested matter in education. Educators may decide to avoid
touching children for fear of being misinterpreted (Andrzejewski & Davis, 2008). In addition,
research has acknowledged various rules and guidelines about the “right kind” of touch or whether
touch in certain educational contexts is appropriate (Andrzejewski & Davis, 2008; Manos, 2007).
For example, there seems to be an unwritten rule that kissing a child, as one form of touch, is for-
bidden in education (Piper & Smith, 2003). These practices, rules, and guidelines related to touch
reveal its contradictory nature in educators’ work: Touch is simultaneously something to value and
something to avoid.

Touch in education has recently attracted greater research interest: Prior research has, for
example, shown that touch has an important role in preschools (e.g., Bergnehr & Cekaite, 2018;
Hedlin et al., 2018; Svinth, 2018). However, less is known about educators’ views on touch in
their work. This study focuses on those views by studying multiprofessional group discussions of
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educators working in preschools. In this article, we ask what different views of touch early child-
hood educators narrate as a part of their work.

2. Touch in Educators’ Work

Touch has been studied both in the context of schools (e.g., Heinonen et al., 2020) and preschools
(e.g., Cekaite & Bergnehr, 2018), from the viewpoint of children (Kerdnen et al., 2020), educators
(e.g., Johansson et al., 2021) and student teachers (Johansson et al., 2018). Previous research has
focused on touch in relations between educators and children in preschools: Respecting and loving
touch has been recognized as advancing children’s holistic development and well-being (Cekaite &
Bergnehr, 2018; Cekaite & Kvist Holm, 2017; Svinth, 2018), and the diverse functions of touch in
care for children have been emphasized, such as controlling, compassionate, comforting, and affec-
tionate touch (Bergnehr & Cekaite, 2018; Cekaite & Bergnehr, 2018). Previous research has illustrated
tensions to exist between practices of touch and no-touch in educators’ work: On one hand, educators
see touch as a natural touch way to be with children (Kerénen et al., 2017). On the other hand, accord-
ing to prior research, touch can be a risky behavior in education, since educators’ touch can be mis-
interpreted for example as a physical or sexual assault of children (Andrzejewski & Davis, 2008;
Johnson, 2000; Piper & Smith, 2003; Tobin, 1997). Additionally, prior research has brought up
that touch is not discussed in teacher education and thus newly graduated teachers may not always
know how to touch in preschools (Johansson et al., 2018; Johansson et al., 2021).

Touching is natural for all primate beings and the rules of touch are learned and shaped by cul-
ture (Classen, 2008; Howes, 2008). In the Finnish National Core Curriculum of Early Childhood
Education and Care (2018), touch is related to the tasks of educating and caring for children in pre-
schools. Touch in this curriculum is stated as a part of interaction in which warm, respectful touch
creates a basis of care. Caring for children in preschools entails keeping them physically and
emotionally safe (Lupton, 2013). However, different preschools have different cultures of touch
which are shaped by institutional norms regarding touch (Finnegan, 2005).

Like touch, also the bodies and embodiment of educators are significant in many ways in the
field of education, as prior research has brought up: Working as an educator is an embodied labor,
which means that educators’ bodies and body positions are present in their work and are observed
by the children all the time (Estola & Elbaz-Luwisch, 2003; Frankin, 2003). Also, emotions like
love towards children are expressed through educators’ bodies (Estola & Syrjild, 2002). Research
on students’ memories of their teachers has also illustrated how teachers are recalled as bodily
beings and how teachers’ touches can leave memory marks in students’ bodies (Uitto & Estola,
2009; Uitto & Syrjélé, 2008). In education, the bodies of children are also significant as educators
for example control children’s bodies in many ways, for example by having rules such as not to
run, to sit still, etc. (Lupton, 2013; Valentine, 2009). Also, children show affection toward educa-
tors in embodied ways (Golden, 2004). Touch as a part of educators’ and children’s embodiment
is present in these studies.

This study is inspired by Merleau-Ponty’s (1962) philosophy of embodiment, which offers theor-
etical tools for studying touch. Merleau-Ponty paints a picture of touch as one way to make sense of
the world, the self, and others in it. We understand this notion as a relation: Through touch, one is
in relation with oneself as well as with others. Hence, experiences of oneself, others, and the world
are embodied. Merleau-Ponty’s writings point out that touch is a two-way road: One cannot touch
without being touched at the same time (Merleau-Ponty, 1962). This view echoes the notion of
touch as the most social sense (Field, 2014) and the most private sense (Manning, 2007). In the
words of Ahmed and Stacey (2001), skin is the surface covering the body, and in touch, this surface
breaks. This means that touch touches deeper than mere skin, as it evokes different kinds of mean-
ings and experiences in people. To understand touch in preschools, touch needs to be studied also
from the viewpoint of educators, as in this study.
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3. Methodological Starting Points and Implementation

We employ a narrative approach in this study. Stories enable us to understand human experience
and actions (Elbaz-Luwisch, 2005; Kim, 2016), including the phenomenon of touch and its multi-
dimensional meaning in educators’ work and in wider society. According to Ochs and Capps
(2001), storytelling constructs common worlds, and through storytelling, personal experiences
become socially shared. Storytelling is a personal, social, and cultural phenomenon (Riessman,
2008).

In this study, stories are understood as co-constructed in group discussions, which enables creat-
ing new meanings and understandings of touch (Elbaz-Luwisch et al., 2002; Uitto et al., 2016). In
the process of meaning-making and understanding, the temporality of stories becomes meaningful:
Stories move between the past, present, and future (Riessman, 2008). Hence, in educators’ stories
about touch, experiences intertwine with present work and personal life, and via shared meaning-
making, they intertwine with the future as well.

When the body and experiences in it are at the core of research, as they are here, stories become
more than just stories told verbally; they are stories told from and through the body (Heavey, 2015;
lisahunter & Emerald, 2017). As the educators spoke about touch in group discussions, gestures and
movements (e.g., caressing, hugging, and showing) were crucial parts of the storytelling, and
through them, experiences of touch became visible to others (Heavey, 2015).

3.1. The Finnish Context and Participants

In Finland, children can enter to preschools from as early as 9 months to 6 years old. In preschools,
children are commonly divided into groups according to their ages: 0-3 years old, 3-5 years old,
and 6 years old. Children who are 6 years old go to pre-primary school and start primary school
at the age of 7.

Finnish preschools are multiprofessional work communities, which means that educators (lea-
ders, early childhood education teachers, childcare workers and assistants) have different edu-
cational backgrounds and professional statuses. In this article, we use the concept of “educator,”
which refers to all the professionals working in preschools. The participants in this article were
early childhood educators (n=27) from three preschools in northern Finland (see Table 1). All
of them were women since there were no men working in the preschools that participated in
this research. All participants, except the leaders, who worked as administrative leaders, worked
with children whose ages varied from 0-6 years old.

3.2. Multiprofessional Group Discussions as Research Material

The research material consists of three group discussions with early childhood educators. The first
author Virve first contacted leaders of three preschools via email to ask about their interest in par-
ticipating in research on touch as part of everyday work. The leaders negotiated participation with
the staff. All three preschools agreed to participate in the research, and one group discussion was
organized in each. Participation in the group discussions was voluntary for all members of the

Table 1. Participants of the research.

Leader of a Early childhood education Childcare Assistant in a Participants in
Preschool preschool teacher worker group total
Preschool 1 1 3 5 - 9
Preschool 2 1 8 5 1 15
Preschool 3 - 2 1 - 3
Participants in 2 13 1" 1 27

total
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staff. Consent forms were collected at the beginning of the group discussions, and ethical principles,
such as the right to withdraw from the research at any stage, were emphasized. Pseudonyms are
used for the educators and preschools in this article.

The number of participants in the group discussions varied, and the discussions were organized
during the workday on the premises of each preschool. The group discussions were recorded, and
discussions lasted ca. one hour (the transcriptions were about 60 pages in total, Calibri, 11 pt.).
Virve’s background as a former early childhood education teacher helped her to understand and
identify with the participants’ stories. In the words of Connelly and Clandinin (2006), Virve
invested herself and her experience in the research.

The groups consisted of people working in the same preschools, so the participants knew each
other beforehand, which enabled them to share experiences and thoughts and even challenge each
other (Bloor et al., 2000). This could also be a reason Virve felt that the atmosphere in all three
groups was warm and welcoming.

Given that touch can be such a natural part of everyday life that it can be difficult to notice
(Johnson, 2000), Virve requested that the participants keep a touch diary for one week. In
their diaries, the participants were requested to write about moments of touch in everyday life
in preschools and about the feelings that those moments evoked. The diary was meant to help
the participants become aware of touch as part of their work and to precipitate storytelling during
the discussions.

All three discussions started the same way. First, Virve briefly explained her background as an
early childhood education teacher and shared how her experiences as a teacher had inspired her
interest in studying touch. Second, she asked about the touch diaries and the feelings related to writ-
ing them. After these “warm-up” questions, discussions started easily and were vivid. Hence, the
group discussions were not structured, but the stories followed one another, and stories evoked
new stories (Uitto et al., 2016). The participants sometimes continued what another was saying.
The participants were not obliged to speak in the group discussions, but still overall, they had
much to say about touch. Some educators were more talkative whereas some were quite silent
during the discussions, and some only whispered to each other. This may be due to some groups
being quite big. This means that not all participants necessarily had the opportunity to say or
did not dare to say what they would have liked (see also Estola & Syrjéld, 2002). In the group dis-
cussions, Virve had a research diary where she briefly wrote about the atmosphere of the group dis-
cussions and made observations, such as how the educators used their bodies while telling (Heavey,
2015).

3.3. Analysis

The analysis of the research material was inductive. The phases of the analysis did not follow each
other chronologically but rather partially overlapped (see Clandinin & Connelly, 2000). First, Virve
transcribed the group discussions. She had the research diary beside her during this phase, which
helped her recall the discussions and the atmosphere. When transcribing, Virve marked the parts
that were narratively thick and seemed meaningful from the storyteller’s viewpoint (Lieblich et al.,
1998; Uitto, 2012), such as the parts that visibly evoked emotions in the storytellers and vivid dis-
cussion and opinions in the other participants.

Second, Virve thematically analyzed the transcriptions of the group discussions focusing on con-
tent regarding touch but also paying attention to the forms of telling (Riessman, 2008). In this
phase, Virve noticed that when the educators talked about touch, they talked about how touch
appears in different situations and circumstances in the daily lives of preschools and about the
rules and practices related to touch. After this phase, Minna, second author, joined the analysis
and writing process. We continued together the analysis by further reading the transcriptions
and discussing our notions and interpretations (Puroila & Haho, 2017). At this point, we noticed
how the educators’ stories included different views of touch in their work.
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Third, we focused on interpreting the different views of touch in educators’ stories (Freeman,
1994). We identified three views in educators’ stories: (1) Balancing between touch as a personal
and professional matter, (2) Balancing between touch as a tool in the daily lives of preschools
and as a thoughtful act, and (3) Balancing between cultural norms and the preschool practices of
touch. Although these views were sometimes mixed and overlapping, we present them one by
one in the next section.

4. Findings and Discussion
4.1. Balancing Between Touch as a Personal and Professional Matter

First, the educators’ stories revealed how they balance between touch as a personal and professional
matter in their work. In the vignette below Riina and Kirsi discuss the importance of touch in edu-
cators’ work — as previous research has also pointed out (e.g., Bergnehr & Cekaite, 2018; Owen &
Gillentine, 2011) - but also about the balancing:

Riina (teacher): I think that if you cannot stand touch, it would be difficult somehow.
You could not do this work. I mean, “don’t touch me, I don’t touch
you.” It would not work, or it would be difficult.

Kirsi (teacher): I think I can speak for many of us when I say that you permit more
touches here [at work] than you would in some other places. I mean
that probably the boundary of what we tolerate here is higher.

Riina: When we are at work—but when we go somewhere else . ..

Kirsi: The boundary is different.

(Group discussion in Preschool 2)

In Kirsi’s narration, the preschool appears to be a place where the boundaries of personal touch
broaden and being a professional educator means that touch needs to be accepted as a part of every-
day work. Prior research has discussed how also schoolteachers need to consider carefully about
how to approach their students emotionally and physically (Uitto, 2012), including in terms of
touch. Here, the vignette illustrates how educators can view touch as so important in their work
that they feel they must tolerate more and different kinds of touches than they would elsewhere.

When educators narrated about touch as a personal and professional matter, their stories were
strong and full of emotion. This idea echoes Manning’s (2007) understanding about touch going
deeper than just skin and how educators “feel their work in their bodies,” as Estola and Elbaz-
Luwisch (2003, p. 706) put it. In the next vignette, Hilkka continues to describe the educators’
work from the viewpoint of touch:

Hilkka (teacher): When I come from work after those days, when children have been on
my skin the whole day, I say to my own children: Don’t come yet. Don’t
come into my lap. Somehow, I don’t want to be touched. I just want to
be me for a while. Touch is wonderful when it is warm, but sometimes
even that can be too much. It is like the child is inside your boundaries
for the whole day.

Riina: It is kind of a shame that, even in good touches, there is a limit to touch,
and mostly the limits are fulfilled here. Unfortunately.

(Group discussion in Preschool 2)

Ahmed and Stacey (2001) cited Merleau-Ponty (1962) when writing that the body is always in
relation with other bodies and this means that one cannot say that the body belongs only to oneself.
In Hilkka’s storytelling, the notion of a shared body can be heard. Even when children’s touches are
good and warm, they fill the body of an educator. The above vignette illustrates how also particular
places echo in storytelling as previous research has discussed (Mazzei & Jackson, 2017) - Hilkka
narrates herself both as an educator and a mother, as she describes that when going home, she
needs to have her body to herself for a while before she can let her own children touch her. Accord-
ing to Manning (2007), in touch, bodies can become categorized into preordained categories; in the
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above vignette, for example, into those of an educator and a mother. Hence, it seems that for Hilkka,
there is a space between these categories where there are no touches and where the body is not cate-
gorized but belongs to Hilkka herself. This notion reveals how powerful touch can be and how, by
touch, bodies become to exist as belonging to certain categories (Springgay, 2008).

Even though the educators described tolerating more touch as part of their work than they would
elsewhere, educators can drift into situations in which they must balance between their personal
feelings and professional knowledge of touch, as in the next vignette:

Ira (leader): It is a challenge [to touch] children who are really dirty and stinky with
dirty hair with lice in their hair. You are like, “I would like to [hold
you], but I don’t know how because I feel sick.”

Leena (teacher): Exactly. And those are the children that want to come into your lap. And
they need it as well.

Ira: Yes, they need it. Then you wonder whether the child feels that I am not so
into the situation.

Anneli (childcare worker): You become stiff.

Miina (teacher): At least [you do] not [want to touch] the hair.

Ira: You look at the child’s hair—what is running around there.

(Group discussion Preschool 1)

In the vignette, the educators describe how a dirty child can be unpleasant to touch. Children who
are clean and healthy are easy to love and touch; their bodies can be seen as an achievement of
parents and educators (Christensen, 2000), whereas as in the vignette, a dirty child seems to
evoke the opposite feelings.

The balancing between touch as a personal and professional matter is present in the vignette:
how letting the child inside the skin is part of the educators’ professional work in the preschool
and how educators cannot draw boundaries on touch based on their personal preferences. This
notion emphasizes the educator’s work as physically and emotionally embodied as previous
research has shown (Estola & Elbaz-Luwisch, 2003; Golden, 2004). Educators’ embodied work
relates to, for example, moving around, lifting and holding children in one’s lap, and emotionally
intertwining with feelings that children’s embodiment, arouses such as love, fear, disgust, and
admiration as Estola and Elbaz-Luwisch (2003) write.

The vignette illustrates how the preschools became outlined as places where educators’ bodies
were exposed to touch; according to Merleau-Ponty (1962, p. 100), “[M]y body appears to me an
attitude directed toward a certain existing or possible task.” In other words, the task of educators’
bodies is to be available for children’s touches. This idea about educators’ bodies as available for
touch seems to vanish in the vignette when a child considered as dirty and stinky approaches
the educator. By keeping a distance from dirty children, educators may want to secure their own
bodies against filth (see also Twigg, 2000). It is also worth thinking what a dirty child represents:
The body easily described as “normal” is smooth and clean. This so-called normal body is: “then
an achievement, a model of proper in which everything is in its place and the chaotic aspect of
the natural are banished” (Shildrick, 2001, p. 163). Therefore, a dirty child’s body can be seen as
something other than normal. The dirty body of a child could represent the chaotic aspects of
the natural, which could underline the achievements that the child’s parents or educators failed
to reach. Here, touch as a personal and professional matter echoes how this elusiveness makes
touch difficult.

4.2. Balancing Between Touch as a Tool in the Daily Lives of Preschools and as a
Thoughtful Act

Second, the educators’ stories revealed how they balance between touch as a tool in the daily lives of
preschools and as a thoughtful act. In these stories, the practices, certain times, and places of the
everyday lives of preschools affect how educators touch children. The preschools’ everyday practices
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shape touch. These embodied practices, such as dressings, naptimes, and washings, as well as con-
trolling children’s bodies aim to keep children physically and emotionally safe as brought up by pre-
vious research (Lupton, 2013; Tobin, 1997). In the following vignette, the educators describe
situations in preschools’ everyday lives from the viewpoint of touch:

Riina (teacher): Waking the children from the nap, the touch is not necessarily gentle
there.

Niina (childcare worker): Blanket off and get up (laughs).

Pirjo (leader): Yes, sometimes the everyday life can be too hectic.

Riina: It is like how the environment around changes the touch. Like hurry.
Hurry changes the touch into something different.

Pirjo: It does.

Riina: Even if you have a good will in what you do, you just don’t have many
options. Touch can be totally different from what you have wanted it to be.

Hilkka (teacher): Or the times when you are putting the clothes on. You all know the situ-

ations! So, it isn’t the children’s fault, but the moment there is so annoying
that irritation must come through your hands. I would like to be the first
child, not the fifth.

Riina: And in a hurry, you don’t mean anything bad, you just push the children
to move on and guide them by grabbing their hands. The child must think,
what on earth!

Kaisa (assistant): And the children are just living their lives.

(Group discussion Preschool 2)

Here, the educators describe how the hectic situations in the preschool change touch. Touch
appears as a tool that educators use to accomplish tasks, such as waking a child from a nap or dres-
sing the child. In the hectic daily lives of preschools, it is almost like the educators are not the ones
who touch but it is the hurry that touches, as Riina describes. It seems that in the situations like
these the educators touch in ways that are not necessarily gentle or warm. Estola and Elbaz-Luwisch
(2003) point out how embodiment is part of every act and how embodiment involves feelings that
are shaped and formed in the cultural context and by former experiences. Here, the preschool as a
cultural context exists as a place where certain moments and spaces define how educators touch
children.

In the vignette, Riina raises the children’s views on educators’ touch in hectic situations. Riina
narrates how touch in a hurry can be pushing and grabbing children by the hand. In the practices of
preschools, touch can be considered an aspect of “pedagogical tact™ pedagogical touch could be
defined simply as touching children thoughtfully (Van Manen, 1991). To touch children thought-
fully would then mean that also in the hectic situations, it is the educator who touches, not the
hurry.

It seems that in the daily lives of preschools children are touched differently depending on their
age. In the group discussions the educators narrated how the youngest children in preschool need
the educators’ touch in basic care, touch thus becoming a natural way to be with young children.
This is contrary to Svinth (2018), who argues that touch does not always fit in the preschools’ cul-
tural repertoires, even with the youngest children. In the following vignette, Anja and Ingrid
describe touch with the youngest children in preschool:

Anja (childcare worker): When you work with the young children, there are a lot of touches.

Ingrid (teacher): All the time. Actually, that is all you do, touch the youngest ones. [...]
Well, there is touch also with the older children, but it isn’t the same
kind of nursery situations like with the younger [ones].

(Group discussion Preschool 3)

From Anja’s and Ingrid’s narration can be heard that educators do not seem to question touch with
the youngest children in preschool. When working with the youngest children, touch is spoken
about as a self-evident part of daily life. Also, certain moments in preschools can create spaces
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for children to touch educators. In the next vignette, Maria and Riina tell about how children come
close in the morning:

Maria (childcare worker): And then the mornings, when there are only a few children and they are
still drowsy, then [these mornings] are those moments when they come so
close.

Riina: (teacher): Sticky children in the mornings.

(Group discussion Preschool 2)

While the previous vignettes describe touch through hecticness and routine-like acts and tools, in
the above vignette, touch does not appear as either. Instead, the “stickiness” of children, as Riina
describes, creates possibilities to touch thoughtfully as part of the morning practices. The sleepy,
calm, peaceful moments in the mornings with only a few children present also enable children
to approach the educator, which contrasts with the moments of waking children or dressing
them up. Touch in the pedagogical moments such as morning practices, can become situations
where closeness is valuable and therefore, meaningful both for the educators and children (Van
Manen, 1991).

Educators’ views on touch as a tool in the daily lives of the preschools express hectic situations in
everyday life and how they alter the educators’ touch in undesirable ways. In these views, touch is
given an instrumental value and children’s feelings are forgotten (see also Leavitt & Power, 1997). In
contrast, peaceful moments create an atmosphere in which closeness and touch are valued. In pre-
school, certain activities happen at certain times (e.g., naptime, outdoor activities, eating, etc.), and
in the group discussions, touch appeared to be a way for educators to manage the children from one
activity to another.

4.3. Balancing Between Cultural Norms and the Preschool Practices of Touch

Third, educators’ stories revealed how they balance between cultural norms of touch, as well as the
rules and practices of the preschool and other people (such as children’s parents and colleagues) in
general. This balancing is related to educators’ views of what is considered proper touch in pre-
schools. This notion echoes Gudmundsdoéttir'’s (2001) argument that when teachers talk about
their work, they speak as individuals but also from a tradition’s point of view. In the group discus-
sions, kissing appeared as a strong example of educators balancing between cultural norms and the
preschool practices of touch in their work. In every group discussion with educators, the narration
turned at some point into discussion about kisses and kissing:

Ingrid (teacher): For example, I wouldn’t kiss a child, although in some situations it might
even be natural, but I still feel that it would not be appropriate.

Hedda (teacher): I do not kiss in preschool. [...]

Anja (childcare worker): With younger ones, there is a lot of [kissing]. That is what I have seen, and
sometimes I am like (making kissing sounds).

Hedda: Maybe it is with younger ones.

Anja: But still [...] you are at work. The child is not yours.

Hedda: That is what I think too, that good heavens, you can’t!

Ingrid: You can kiss your own children and maybe relatives’ children who are

very close to you.
(Group discussion Preschool 3)

Here, Ingrid and Hedda make the rather strong statement that kissing a child is not appropriate for
an educator to do. They argue for the no-kissing policy by explaining that the children are not the
educators’ own and that kissing is not proper for educators. Anja admits that sometimes she might
kiss a child but emphasizes that educators should not kiss children. Whereas earlier we discussed
how educators highlighted touch as an inevitable part of their work, here, kiss as a form of
touch is narrated differently: One can only kiss a child that is one’s own, and hence, kissing is
not acceptable in preschool. According to previous research, seeing kissing as unacceptable
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might be related to the fear of touching inappropriately (Piper, 2014; Piper & Stronach, 2008), or for
educators having a restrictive attitude towards kissing in preschool (Hedlin & Aberg, 2020; Johans-
son et al., 2021).

However, kissing as one way of touching, is described by educators as natural in some situations
with the youngest children but challenging with older children, as Marja points out:

Marja (teacher): When children are two-year-olds, [kissing] is cute and when they are five-
year-olds, you think [about] whether it is allowed.
(Group discussion Preschool 1)

The group discussions indicate that a key point seems to be where to kiss. The educators discuss
how kissing a child on the lips is not appropriate because it seems to break unwritten rules. The
next vignette illustrates how educators justify this unwritten, no-kissing-on-the-lips rule with Fin-
nish cultural habits and by trying to prevent children from passing diseases:

Riina (teacher): A child just gave me a kiss. Of course, I thought whether I should accept
this or not and whether the parent accepts this or not. It was a spon-
taneous situation in the middle of gymnastics. Can we kiss? (laughs). I
thought, why not, as long as not on the lips. Primarily the rule is that
no kissing in the preschool, but then, like with this child, it is the moment
that counts. If it were a child who constantly wanted to kiss, then it would
be no. But situations like this comes every now and then. It is in some cul-
tures that you kiss on the cheek when you leave, and that is OK.

Virve: What is the reason for not kissing in preschool?

Someone whispers: Bacterium passes on. [...]

Maria (childcare worker): At least not on the lips.

Riina: It is not conventional. Maybe. It is not. A least in our group in preschool, it

is clear that if they lick each other all day, it is not accepted. All the diseases
pass on and it is not culturally conventional either, that you lick others.
(Group discussion Preschool 2)

Riina starts by describing child-educator relations. Here, children’s parents are narrated to be on the
background, but yet influencing on educators’ views on touch. Later, in the vignette, Riina changes
the perspective from kissing in child-educator relations to children’s peer relations. At the same
time, she changes the expression of kissing to licking, which transmits bacteria. Prior research
has described educators’ similar concerns about kissing (Piper & Stronach, 2008). It seems that
since the educators’ task is to keep children (and themselves) physically and emotionally safe (Lup-
ton, 2013), forbidding kissing between children is a form of care.

This vignette also shows how not kissing can be a rule, which illustrates the no-touch practices
discussed in the educational field (Johnson, 2000). Riina describes how kissing, especially kissing on
the lips, is not conventional in Finland, although she quickly clarifies that at least it is not conven-
tional in the group in which she works. The following vignette further demonstrates children’s
parents influencing on educators’ views on touch:

Marja (teacher): I am guilty of kissing on the cheek. Can I do that? Once I confessed that to
a mother and she was like go ahead! But still, I don’t think that on a stran-
ger’s lips. I don’t think that mothers and fathers would like that. But on the

cheek.
Hanna (teacher): I might [kiss], when little one comes to my lap (makes kissing sounds). I
don’t see why I couldn’t kiss, if the child likes it.
Anneli (childcare worker): Children like it. Especially the little ones. I just wonder if parents like it.
Birgit (childcare worker): And if someone from the outside finds out, it would be a big thing.

(Group discussion Preschool 1)

The contradictory nature of kissing is illustrated in this vignette as kissing is narrated as something
forbidden in educators’ stories. For example, Marja uses expressions such as “guilty” and “confes-
sing” to parents that she kissed a child. Although the mother to whom Marja confessed encouraged
her, she still narrates feeling that parents would not accept kissing. Nevertheless, prior research has
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pointed out that most parents want educators to have loving relationships with their children, and
touch is a natural part of loving relationships (Aslanian, 2018; Page, 2011).

The vignette above describes the child as a stranger and how kissing a stranger on the lips is not
suitable. Positioning the child as a stranger, echoes the findings of prior research about educators
needing to maintain distance from children because of their professional roles (Uitto, 2012). In the
vignette, Birgit is also worried about how kissing a child would appear to outsiders. The narration of
educators reveals that educators are willing to forbid kissing for the sake of parents and outsiders
even though children might like to be kissed. This idea reminds about educators not wanting to take
risks with touch in the fear of being misinterpreted (Andrzejewski & Davis, 2008). This also links
touch to the moral values of preschool: what is good and right for a child. Also Merleau-Ponty
(2010) proposes that values should be situation-dependent: “We cannot accept any preestablished
values before knowing the child’s real situation” (Merleau-Ponty, 2010, p. 68; see also Welsh, 2013).

According to the educators, kissing does not belong to preschools. In the vignettes, kissing is
described as something that belongs to relations between parents and children, which is in line
with Page’s (2011) research. However, the educators tell about kissing the youngest children in
the preschool as suitable, just not on the lips. Kissing on the lips is defined as something that belongs
to one’s own children. Kissing in preschool is not culturally conventional, either.

5. Conclusions

This article explored the views on touch that early childhood educators narrated in group discus-
sions. Johnson (2000) claims that educators know how to speak about touch in the right way; how-
ever, our findings illustrate that touch in educators’ work is a more complex phenomenon full of
tension and emotion. We identified how educators balance between overlapping views in their
work: between touch as a personal and professional matter, between touch as a tool in the daily
lives of preschools and as a thoughtful act as well as between cultural norms and the preschool prac-
tices of touch.

The narrated stories echoed educators occasionally speaking from personal points of view: how
touch is intimate while an important part of educators’ work. However, they also spoke from pro-
fessional and practical points of view: how circumstances and practices influence touch and how
they as educators must tolerate touch because of the nature of their work. Additionally, educators
spoke about how culture, rules, habits, and other people affect their touch.

Educators’ bodies, embodiment, and touch are not just private, personal phenomena but socially
shared and constructed (Manning, 2007; Merleau-Ponty, 1964). Based on our findings, situations,
conditions, children’s age, and environments affect the ways children are touched. Educators bal-
ance between the external demands, expectations, rules, and habits for how to touch appropriately.
However, educators also touch children in ways that situations require or even demand. Van
Manen (1991) wrote that teachers should place students first when thinking about the moral aspect
of their work. Touch is to be seen as a moral act in educators’ work, since touch, as well as not
touching, can be good, loving acts as well as harmful, violent ones. Placing the child first means
that the educators aim to feel how children experience the touch (Van Manen & Levering, 1996).

In the group discussions, children’s views seemed mostly absent in educators’ stories about
touch. To Merleau-Ponty (1962), sensing touch happens chiefly in one’s own body, which could
imply why the children’s views were mostly missing. Another potential suggestion for the lack of
educators’ reflections on children’s views on touch could be that the educators balance between
matters that are primarily related to their work and own perspectives, instead of children’s views.

Based on the findings, touch is a situation-based act and can be an act of care and love, such as
kissing a child, which is emotional and personal. Kelchtermans (2009, p. 258) states that “teaching is
done by somebody”, meaning that teachers’ work is always done by a feeling and sensing person.
Educators’ views on touch concur with this statement, and we emphasize the role of body in
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somebody. Touch is an act through which educators not only touch children but themselves (Mer-
leau-Ponty, 1962), meaning that touch truly touches educators’ bodies from the inside and outside.

The stories of educators echoed how different phases in one’s life are present in touch; for
example, when educators discussed touch, they balanced between various positions, such as
being a mother and an educator. Touch leaves a memory (Uitto & Syrjéld, 2008). We stress the
importance of becoming aware of the meaning of one’s personal history as well as the values,
emotions, and environment from which one views touch when considering and developing oneself
as an educator (Rom & Eyel, 2019).

Touch is not adequately treated in the educational field. This lack may be due to touch being seen
as too self-evident and/or as full of tension and therefore a difficult subject to handle (Johansson
etal., 2018). For touch to be tactful, it must be discussed as part of educators’ work in training future
educators, such as leaders, teachers, childcare workers and assistants. We agree with Johansson et al.
(2018) that places are needed for (future) educators to reflect and share their experiences about
touch. We emphasize that (future) educators should understand touch as a multisided phenom-
enon, and that touch in educators’ work is not just about setting rules of what is and what is not
a proper touch.

While we were writing this article, the world changed dramatically due to COVID-19, which
forced people to maintain physical distance, including in the educational field. Touch is currently
an even more topical issue due to COVID-19, as educators are continually balancing between the
recommended physical distance and touch as a natural part of their work. The current situation
stresses how merely acknowledging touch as an important part of educators’ work is not enough;
practices of touch must be intertwined with tactful practice and treated as an increasingly multi-
sided phenomenon.

Disclosure Statement

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

Funding

This work was supported by the Academy of Finland [grant number 332232] and Finnish Cultural Foundation.

ORCID

Virve Kerdnen (2 http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4506-7482
Minna Uitto (2 http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9180-4415

References

Ahmed, S., & Stacey, J. (2001). Thinking through skin. Routledge.

Andrzejewski, C. E., & Davis, H. A. (2008). Human contact in the classroom: Exploring how teachers talk about and
negotiate touching students. Teaching and Teacher Education, 24(3), 779-794. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2007.
02.013

Aslanian, T. (2018). Embracing uncertainty: A diffractive approach to love in the context of early childhood edu-
cation and care. International Journal of Early Years Education, 26(2), 173-185. https://doi.org/10.1080/
09669760.2018.1458604

Bergnehr, D., & Cekaite, A. (2018). Adult-initiated touch and its functions at a Swedish preschool: Controlling, affec-
tionate, assisting and educative haptic conduct. International Journal of Early Years Education, 26(3), 312-331.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669760.2017.1414690

Bloor, M. F., Frankland, J., & Thomas, M. (2000). Focus groups in social research. SAGE Publications Ltd.

Cekaite, A., & Bergnehr, D. (2018). Affectionate touch and care: Embodied intimacy, compassion and control in early
childhood education. European Early Childhood Education Research Journal, 26(6), 940-955. https://doi.org/10.
1080/1350293X.2018.1533710


http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4506-7482
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9180-4415
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2007.02.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2007.02.013
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669760.2018.1458604
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669760.2018.1458604
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669760.2017.1414690
https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2018.1533710
https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2018.1533710

12 (&) V.KERANEN AND M. UITTO

Cekaite, A., & Kvist Holm, M. (2017). The comforting touch: Tactile intimacy and talk in managing children’s dis-
tress. Research on Language and Social Interaction, 50(2), 109-127. https://doi.org/10.1080/08351813.2017.
1301293

Christensen, P. H. (2000). Vulnerable bodies. In A. Prout (Ed.), The body, childhood and society (pp. 28-59).
Macmillan.

Clandinin, D. J., & Connelly, F. M. (2000). Narrative inquiry: Experience and story in qualitative research. Jossey-Bass.

Classen, C. (2008). The book of touch. Berg.

Connelly, F. M., & Clandinin, D. J. (2006). Narrative inquiry. In J. L. Green, G. Camilli, & P. Elmore (Eds.), Handbook
of complementary methods in education research (pp. 477-487). Lawrence Erlbaum.

Elbaz-Luwisch, F. (2005). Teachers’ voices: Storytelling and possibility. Information Age Pub.

Elbaz-Luwisch, F., Moen, T., & Gudmundsdottir, S. (2002). The multivoicedness of classrooms. Bakhtin and narra-
tives of teaching. In R. Huttunen, H. L. T. Heikkinen, & L. Syrjalé (Eds.), Narrative research. Voices of teachers and
philosophers (pp. 197-218). SoPhi.

Estola, E., & Elbaz-Luwisch, F. (2003). Teaching bodies at work. Journal of Curriculum Studies, 35(6), 697-719.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0022027032000129523

Estola, E., & Syrjild, L. (2002). Whose reform? Teachers’ voices from silence. In R. Huttunen, H. L. T. Heikkinen, & L.
Syrjéla (Eds.), Narrative research. Voices of teachers and philosophers (pp. 177-195). SoPhi.

Field, T. (2014). Touch. MIT Press.

Finnegan, R. (2005). Tactile communication. In C. Classen (Ed.), The book of touch (pp. 18-25). Berg.

Finnish National Core Curriculum for Early Childhood Education and Care. (2018). Finnish National Agency of
Education.

Frankin, B. S. (2003). The teacher’s body. In D. P. Freedman & M. S. Holmes (Eds.), The teacher’s body. Embodiment,
authority, and identity in the academy (pp. 15-22). State University of New York Press.

Freeman, D. (1994). The use of language data in the study of teachers’ knowledge. In I. Carlgren & S. Vaage (Eds.),
Teachers’ minds and actions. Research on teachers’ thinking and practice (pp. 77-92). Falmer Press.

Golden, D. (2004). Hugging the teacher: Reading bodily practice in an Israeli kindergarten. Teachers and Teaching:
Theory and Practice, 10(4), 395-407. https://doi.org/10.1080/1354060042000224133

Gudmundsdéttir, S. (2001). Narrative research on teaching. In V. Richardson (Ed.), Fourth handbook for research on
teaching (pp. 226-240). American Educational Research Association.

Heavey, E. (2015). Narrative bodies, embodied narratives. In A. De Fina & A. Georgakopoulou (Eds.), The handbook
of narrative analysis (pp. 429-447). Wiley.

Hedlin, M., & Aberg, M. (2020). Not okay: Preschool teachers talk about inappropriate touching. Journal of Early
Childhood Education Research, 9(2), 456-476.

Hedlin, M., Aberg, M., & Johansson, C. (2018). Too much, too little: Preschool teachers’ perceptions of the bound-
aries of adequate touching. Pedagogy, Culture & Society, 27(3), 485-502. https://doi.org/10.1080/14681366.2018.
1545246

Heinonen, P., Karvonen, U., & Tainio, L. (2020). Hand-on-shoulder touch as a resource for constructing a pedago-
gically relevant participation framework. Linguistics and Education, 56, 1-10. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.linged.
2020.100795

Howes, D. (2008). Sensual relations: Engaging the senses in culture and social theory. University of Michigan Press.

Johansson, C., Aberg, M., & Hedlin, M. (2021). Touch the children, or please don’t — preschool teachers’ approach to
touch. Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research, 65(2), 288-301. https://doi.org/10.1080/00313831.2019.
1705893

Johansson, C., Hedlin, M., & Aberg, M. (2018). A touch of touch: Preschool teacher education students’ reflections
about physical touch. Issues in Educational Research, 28(4), 953-966.

Johnson, R. T. (2000). Hands off! The disappearance of touch in care of children. Peter Lang.

Kelchtermans, G. (2009). Who I am in how I teach is the message: Self-understanding, vulnerability and reflection.
Teachers and Teaching: Theory and Practice, 15(2), 257-272. https://doi.org/10.1080/13540600902875332

Kerédnen, V., Juutinen, J., & Estola, E. (2017). Kosketus péivikodin kasvattajien kertomuksissa [Touch in early child-
hood educators’ stories]. Journal of Early Childhood Education Research, 6(2), 249-269.

Kerénen, V., Viljamaa, E., & Uitto, M. (2020). Touch in children’s everyday peer relations in preschools. Childhood,
28(1), 86-102. https://doi.org/10.1177/0907568220953514

Kim, J. (2016). Understanding the narrative inquiry: The crafting and analysis stories of as research. Sage.

Leavitt, R. L., & Power, M. B. (1997). Civilizing bodies children in day care. In J. Tobin (Ed.), Making place for a
pleasure in early childhood education (pp. 41-75). Yale University Press.

Lieblich, A., Tuval-Mashiach, R., & Zilber, T. (1998). Narrative research: Reading, analysis and interpretation. Sage
Publications.

lisahunter, & Emerald, E. (2017). Sensual, sensory and sensational narratives. In R. Dwyer, L. Davis, & E. Emerald
(Eds.), Narrative research in practice. Stories from the field (pp. 141-157). Springer.

Lupton, D. (2013). Infant embodiment and interembodiment: A review of sociocultural perspectives. Childhood, 20
(1), 37-50. https://doi.org/10.1177/0907568212447244


https://doi.org/10.1080/08351813.2017.1301293
https://doi.org/10.1080/08351813.2017.1301293
https://doi.org/10.1080/0022027032000129523
https://doi.org/10.1080/1354060042000224133
https://doi.org/10.1080/14681366.2018.1545246
https://doi.org/10.1080/14681366.2018.1545246
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.linged.2020.100795
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.linged.2020.100795
https://doi.org/10.1080/00313831.2019.1705893
https://doi.org/10.1080/00313831.2019.1705893
https://doi.org/10.1080/13540600902875332
https://doi.org/10.1177/0907568220953514
https://doi.org/10.1177/0907568212447244

SCANDINAVIAN JOURNAL OF EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH . 13

Manning, E. (2007). Politics of touch: Sense, movement, sovereignty. University of Minnesota Press.

Manos, M. A. (2007). Knowing where to draw the line: Ethical and legal standards for best classroom practice. Rowman
& Littlefield Education.

Mazzei, L., & Jackson, A. (2017). Voice in the agentic assemblage. Educational Philosophy and Theory, 49(11), 1090-
1098. https://doi.org/10.1080/00131857.2016.1159176

Merleau-Ponty, M. (1962). Phenomenology of perception. Routledge.

Merleau-Ponty, M. (1964). Signs. Northwestern University Press.

Merleau-Ponty, M. (2010). Child psychology and pedagogy: The Sorbonne lectures 1949-1952. Northwestern
University Press.

Ochs, E., & Capps, L. (2001). Living narratives: Creating lives in everyday storytelling. Harvard University Press.

Owen, P. M., & Gillentine, J. (2011). Please touch the children: Appropriate touch in the primary classroom. Early
Child Development and Care, 181(6), 857-868. https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2010.497207

Page, J. (2011). Do mothers want professional carers to love their babies? Journal of Early Childhood Research, 9(3),
310-323. https://doi.org/10.1177/1476718X11407980

Piper, H. (2014). Touch, fear and child protection: Immoral panic and immoral crusade. Power and Education, 6(3),
229-240. https://doi.org/10.2304/power.2014.6.3.229

Piper, H., & Smith, H. (2003). ‘Touch’ in educational and child care settings: Dilemmas and responses. British
Educational Research Journal, 29(6), 879-894. https://doi.org/10.1080/0141192032000137358

Piper, H., & Stronach, I. (2008). Don’t touch. The educational story of panic. Routledge.

Puroila, A.-M., & Haho, A. (2017). Moral functioning: Navigating the messy landscape of values in Finnish pre-
schools. Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research, 61(5), 540-554. https://doi.org/10.1080/00313831.2016.
1172499

Riessman, C. K. (2008). Narrative methods for the human science. Los Angeles: SAGE Publications.

Rom, N., & Eyel, O. (2019). Sensemaking, sense-breaking, sense-giving, and sense-taking: How educators construct
meaning in complex policy environments. Teaching and Teacher Education, 78, 62-74. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
tate.2018.11.008

Shildrick, M. (2001). ‘You are there like my skin’: Reconfiguring relational economies. In S. Ahmed & J. Stacey (Eds.),
Thinking through the skin (pp. 160-175). Taylor and Francis.

Springgay, S. (2008). Body knowledge and curriculum. Pedagogies of touch in youth and visual culture. Peter Lang
Publishing.

Svinth, L. (2018). Being touched - the transformative potential of nurturing touch practices in relation to toddlers’
learning and emotional well-being. Early Child Development and Care, 188(7), 924-936. https://doi.org/10.1080/
03004430.2018.1446428

Tobin, J. (1997). Introduction: The missing discourse of pleasure and desire. In J. Tobin (Ed.), Making a place for
pleasure in early childhood education (pp. 1-37). Yale University Press.

Twigg, J. (2000). Carework as a form of bodywork. Ageing and Society, 20(4), 389-411. https://doi.org/10.1017/
50144686X99007801

Uitto, M. (2012). ‘Behind every profession is a person’: Students’ written memories of their own teacher-student
relationships. Teaching and Teacher Education, 28(2), 293-301. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2011.10.009

Uitto, M., & Estola, E. (2009). Gender and emotions in relationships: A group of teachers recalling their own teachers.
Gender and Education, 21(5), 517-530. https://doi.org/10.1080/09540250802667591

Uitto, M., Kaunisto, S.-L., Kelchtermans, G., & Estola, E. (2016). Peer group as a meeting place: Reconstructions of
teachers’ self-understanding and the presence of vulnerability. International Journal of Educational Research, 75,
7-16. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2015.10.004

Uitto, M., & Syrjala, L. (2008). Body, caring and power in teacher-pupil relationships: Encounters in former pupils’
memories. Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research, 52(4), 355-371. https://doi.org/10.1080/
00313830802184517

Valentine, G. (2009). Children’s bodies: An absent presence. In K. Hérschelmann & R. Colls (Eds.), Contested bodies
of childhood and youth (pp. 22-37). Palgrave Macmillan.

Van Manen, M. (1991). The tact of teaching: The meaning of pedagogical thoughtfulness. Althouse.

Van Manen, M., & Levering, B. (1996). Childhood’s secrets: Intimacy, privacy, and the self reconsidered. Teachers
College, Columbia University.

Welsh, T. (2013). The child as natural phenomenologist: Primal and primary experience in Merleau-Ponty’s psychology.
Northwestern University Press.


https://doi.org/10.1080/00131857.2016.1159176
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2010.497207
https://doi.org/10.1177/1476718X11407980
https://doi.org/10.2304/power.2014.6.3.229
https://doi.org/10.1080/0141192032000137358
https://doi.org/10.1080/00313831.2016.1172499
https://doi.org/10.1080/00313831.2016.1172499
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2018.11.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2018.11.008
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2018.1446428
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2018.1446428
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0144686X99007801
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0144686X99007801
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2011.10.009
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540250802667591
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2015.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1080/00313830802184517
https://doi.org/10.1080/00313830802184517

	Abstract
	1. Introduction
	2. Touch in Educators’ Work
	3. Methodological Starting Points and Implementation
	3.1. The Finnish Context and Participants
	3.2. Multiprofessional Group Discussions as Research Material
	3.3. Analysis

	4. Findings and Discussion
	4.1. Balancing Between Touch as a Personal and Professional Matter
	4.2. Balancing Between Touch as a Tool in the Daily Lives of Preschools and as a Thoughtful Act
	4.3. Balancing Between Cultural Norms and the Preschool Practices of Touch

	5. Conclusions
	Disclosure Statement
	ORCID
	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


